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FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms con
trol and disarmament developments in 1977 and is the latest in a 
series of volumes that have been issued annually since 1960. The 
work of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency in 1977 is described in its I7th aimual report (see Bib
liography).

The papers are arranged in chronological order, following a 
topical list of documents and lists of abbreviations and confer
ences. Other reference aids may be found at the back of the 
volume. These include a bibliography, a list of persons, and an 
index. The papers were compiled and annotated by E. William 
Naiy and Ruth Ihara. Karen A. Leniart provided assistance, 
and useful suggestions were received from other officers of the 
United States Aims Control and Disarmament Agency.

The technical editing was performed by the Editorial Serv
ices Branch of the Publishing and Reproduction Division of the 
Department of State.
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U.S.A., USA — United States of 

America, U.S. Army 
USAF — U.S. Air Force 
u s e  — United States Code 
USG — United States Government 
USGS — United States Geological 

Survey
U.S.N., USN — United States Navy 
USSR — Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics 
UST — United States Treaties and 

Other International Agreements 
vol. — volume
V/STOL — vertical and short take* 

off and landing (aircraft)
WDC — world disarmament confer

ence
WMO — World Meteorological Orga

nization

* Abbreviation used in documents of United Nations organs or international conference® 
Berved by the United Nations Secretariat.

■  Title changed from Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee in 1969.
• Title changed to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 1969.



LIST OF PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS 
AND CONFERENCES

Ad Hoc Committee on Conventional Weapons, 1974- 
Established by the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Develop
ment of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts. Seven 
plenary meetmgs^ Apr. 19-May 24, 1977, in Geneva. Chairman: Colombia 
(Gharry Samper) ; Yice-Chairmen: Iran (Amir-Mokri), Tunisia (Ghelbi) ; 
Rapporteur: U.K. (Taylor, Eaton). 'WorTcing Group established in 1977; 9 
meetings, Apr. 26-May 19, 1977.

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean 
Established as a 15-member body by General Assembly resolution 2992
(XXVII) of Dec. 15, 1972; subsequently extended by resolution 3080
(XXVIII) of Dec. 6, 1973, and enlarged by resolution 3259B (XXIX) of 
Dec. 9, 1974, with addition of Bangladesh, Kenya, and Somalia. Reconvened 
by General Assembly resolutions each year since, by resolution 31/88 of Dec. 14, 
1976 in 1977. Thirteen formal and some informal meetings, Apr. 18~0ct. 14, 
1977. One informal meeting, Oct. 13, 1977, a t U.N. headquarters by littoral and 
hinterland states. Mem’bersJiip: Australia, Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, 
Iran, Iraq, Japan, Kenya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Pakistan, Somalia, 
Sri Lanka, United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen, and Zambia. Chairman: Sri 
Lanka (Amerasinghe) ; Vice-Chairman: Indonesia (Joewono) ; Rapporteur: 
Madagascar (Rasolandraibe).

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Cooperative
Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events 

Established by CCD at its 714th plenary meeting, July 22,1976. Three sessions 
in 1977: Feb. 21-25, Apr. 25-29, July 25-Aug. 5. Participants: Scientific experts 
and representatives from 12 states members of CCD: Canada, Egypt, F.R.G., 
India, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Nigeria, Romania, Sweden, U.K., U.S. and 
5 other states by invitation: Australia, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, and Hun
gary. Also experts from Pakistan, Peru, and New Zealand in some sessions.

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference
Established by General AssemWy resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of Dec. 18, 1973, 
as a 40-member non-nuclear-weapons group to examine the possibility of con
vening a world disarmament conference. Four meetings, Apr. 4-Sept. 16, 1977, 
U.N. headquarters, N.Y. Participants: Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Belgium, 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, 
Ethioi^ia, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, 
Poland, Romania, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, Turkey, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, and Zambia. Also France, Soviet Union, and U.K. Observer:

See footnotes at end of list.
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G.D.R. China and U.S. maintained contact. 'Working Group (eistabllshed in 
1974 to prepare report) met Sept. 12-16,1977.

Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL) 
Established by Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco). Special session to commemorate 10th anniver
sary of trea ty : Feb. 14, 1977, in Mexico City. Fifth ordinary session: Apr. 19- 
23, 1977, in Caracas. Participants: Parties to Treaty.

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), 1969-1978 (EHffhteen Na* 
tion Committee on Disarmament—ENDC, 1962-1969)

Announced at United Nations, Dec. 13, 1961, and endorsed by General Assem
bly resolution 1722 (XVI) of Dec. 20, 1961. Name changed from Eighteen 
Nation Committee on Disarmament, Aug. 26, 1969. Ttco sessions in 1977 (39̂  
formal plenary meetings) : Slst session, Feb. 15-Apr. 29; 32d session^ July 5- 
Aug. 30. Also 35 informal meetings without records. Memhership: Argentina,. 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, 
F.R.G., G.D.R., Hungary, India, Iran, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,. 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sweden, U.K., U.S.,. 
USSR, Yugoslavia, and Zaire.* Permanent Co-Chairmen: U.S. and Soviet 
representatives.

Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development ĉ f International 
Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts

Convened by the International Committee of the Red Cross in 1974 in Geneva 
a t the invitation of the Swiss Federal Council. Invited by United Nations^ 
General Assembly resolution 3076 (XXVIII) to consider question of prohibit
ing or restricting napalm and other weapons that might cause unnecessary 
suffering or have indiscriminate effects. Fourth session: Mar. 17-June 10, 1977. 
Four main committees, including Ad Hoc Committee of the Whole on Conven
tional Weapons (Committee IV).

Group of Consultant Experts on the Economic and Social Consequences of the 
Armaments Race and Its Extremely Harmful Effects on World Peace and 
Security

Appointed by U.N. Secretary-General to prepare report pursuant to General 
Assembly resolution 3462 (XXX) of Dec. 11, 1975. Prepared report during 
three sessions: July 26-30, 1976 and Feb. 28-Mar. 11, 1977, in New York: J u ly  

4-8, 1977, in Geneva. Mem'bers: Experts from Australia, Austria, Czechoslova
kia, France, India, Japan, Liberia, Mexico, Netherlands, Romania, USSR,. 
Venezuela, and Yugoslavia.

Intergovernmential Group of Budgetary Experts 
Experts of 9 states appointed by U.N. Secretary-General to> prepare report on 
Reduction of Military Budgets, pursuant to General Assembly resolution 31/8T 
of Dec. 14, 1976. Two sessions: May 31-June 3, Aug. 8-19, 1977, in Geneva. 
Members: Experts from F.R.G., Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Peru, Sri Lanka, Swe
den, U.K., and U.S. Chairman: Peru (Encinas del Pando) ; Seeretarry: Chief of 
Information and Research Section. U.N. Center for Disarmament (iCsHlag) .

See footnotes at end of list.



LIST OF PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 1957- 
Established by statute of Oct, 26, 1956, which entered into force in 1957; head
quarters, Vienna. Membership: 110 states in 1977. Director-General: Eklund, 
1961- . Board of Governors: 34 countries; convened Feb. 22-24, 1977. Chair
man for 1977/78: Malaysia (Hee). General Conference: 21st regular session— 
Sept. 26-30, 1977. Participants: 90 states. President: Iran. Intei'national Sym
posium on Nuclear Material Safeguards: Convened by IAEA, Oct. 2-6, 1977, 
in Vienna. Meeting to consider drafting of convention ou physical protection 
of nuclear material, Oct. 31-Nov. 11, 1977. Participants: 36 member states. 
Observers:XO states, 3 intferiiatiorial organizations. "

International Conference on Nuclear Power and Its Fuel Cycle
Convened by the IAEA, May 2-13, 1977, in Salzburg, Austria. Participants: 
More than 2,000.

Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers 
Preparatory meeting: May 1-14, 1977, in Tripoli, Libya. Eighth Conference: 
May 16-22, 1977, also in Tripoli. Participants: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bangla
desh, Bahrain, Comoro Islands, Cameroon, Chad, Gabon, Gambia, Guinea. 
Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia, 
Maldive Islands, Mali,; Mauritania, Morocco, Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey, IJganda, United Arab 
Emirates, Upper Volta, Yemen Arab Rep., and Yemen People’s Democratic 
Rep.; also Palestine Liberation Organization. Observers: Nigeria, United 
Nations, League of Arab States, and Organization of African Unity, etc.

Negotiations on Mutual Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated
Measures in Central Europe (Mutual Balanced Force Reductions Talks—MBFR) 

Preparatory talks held in 1973 in Vienna. Negotiations began in Oct. 1973, con
tinuing to present. Three rounds of talks (rounds 11-13) in 1977: Feb. 3-Apr. 5, 
May 12-July 21, Sept. 29-Dec. 15. Regular participants: NATO—Belgium, 
Canada, F.R.G., Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., and U.S.; Warsaw pact— 
Czechoslovakia, G.D.R., Poland, and USSR. Special status participants: Bul
garia, Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Romania, and Turkey.

Nuclear Suppliers Consultations
Established 1975 by nuclear suppliers to develop nonproliferation guidelines 
for nuclear exports. Two sessions in 1977: June 22-23, S ^ t. 20-21, in London. 
Participants: Belgium, Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, F.R.G., G.D.R., Italy, 
Japan, Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland, U.K., U.S., and USSR.

Organizing Conference of the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation 
Two-year international technical study undertaken a t U.S. initiative in accord
ance with Apr. 7 proposal by President Carter.* First session: Oct. 19-21, 1977. 
in Washington. Participants: Representatives of 40 countries and 4 interna
tional agencies. Eight working groups established, 1 for each of 8 technical 
aspects of evaluation.*

See footnotes at end of list.
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Preparatory Committee for the Special Session* of the United Nations General 
Assembly Devoted to Disarmament

Convened In pursuance of resolution 31/189B of Dec. 21, 1076. Organizing aes- 
6ion: Mar. 28-30, 1077. Substantive sessions: May 0-20, Aug. 31-^Sept. 0, 1077 
(20 meetings) ; informal meetings: Aug. 22-30, 1077 (7 meetings). Partici
pants: 54 mem'bers appointed by General Assembly President. Chairman: 
Argentina (Ortiz de Rozas) ; Vice-CJiairmen: Australiaj Bahamas, Iran, Japan, 
Nigeria, Norway, Poland, and. Yugoslavia.

Review Conference of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe 
Preparatory meetings: June 15-Aug. 5, 1077, in Belgrade. Review Conference: 
Oct. 4, 1077-Mar. 8, 1078, in Belgrade. Participants: 35 states.

Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Em
placement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the 
Seabed and the Ocean Floor and the Subsoil Thereof

Preparatory Committee session: Feb. 7-11,1077, in Geneva. Review Conference 
session: June 20-July 1, 1077 (11 plenary meetings) in Geneva. Participants: 
Representatives of 42 states parties to treaty and 3 signatories. Observers: 
Nigeria, United Nations, and lABA; 8 non-govemmental organizations. Con
ference President: Poland (Wyzner) ; Vice Presidents (16) : Bulgaria, G.D.R,, 
India, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Mauritius, Mongolian People’s Rep., Morocco, 
Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway, Tunisia, U.K., U.S., and USSR. Secretary- 
General of the Conference: Representative of U.N. Center for Disarmament 
(Segarra).

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Between the United States and the Soviet 
Union (SALT)

Announced July 1,1068. F irst phase (SALT One) : Nov. 1060-May 1072. Second 
phase (SALT Two) began Nov. 1072. One long session in 1977: May 10-Dec. 16, 
1077. Chairman^ U.S. Delegation: AODA Director W am ke; Soviet Delegation: 
Semenov. TJ.S. Alternate Chairman: Earle. U.S.-Soviet Standing Consultative 
Commission (SCC). Established by Memorandum of Understanding, Dec. 21, 
1072. Session X :  Mar. 21-June 1, 1077; Sessions X I-X II:  Sept. 20-Nov. 21, 
1077. U,S, Commissioner: Buchheim; USSR: Ustinov.

United Nations General Asembly (UNGA)
Thirty-first session closed Sept. 10, 1077. Thirty-second session: Sept. 20- 
Dec. 21, 1077. Membership: 140. First Committee: General debate on items 
relating to disarmament, Oct. 18-Nov. 7,1977.

United States-Soviet Joint Working Groups 
Chemical Weapons. Meetings held in accordance with U.S.-USSR agreement 
of July 3, 1074. Round I : Aug. 16-27, 1076, in Geneva. Additional 6 rounds of 
talks in Geneva in 1077: II—Apr. 1-7; I I I—May 0-13; IV—July 7-18; V— 
Aug. 16-26; VI—Sept. 26-Oct. 28. U.S. team leader: CCD Representative 
F isher; Soviet team leader: OCD Representative Likhatcher.

Comprehensive Test Ban. Talks began as bilateral session in Washington, 
June 13-16, 1077. Subsequent sessions trilateral with inclusion of U.K.: July

See footnotes at end of list.



M ST o r  PKINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES nx lli

13-26; Oct. 3-Nov. 4; Dec. 5-21, in Geneva. Representatives: U.S.—W amke; 
U.K.—Oradock; USSR—^MoroklioT.

Conventional Arms Transfer. Preliminary exchange of view* held Dec, 14-19, 
1977, in Washington. U.S. team leader: Dept, of State Director of Politico- 
Military Affairs Gelb, with AGDA Assistant Director Blechman as deputy; 
Soviet team leader: Ambassador Khlestov.

Indian Ocea/n. Established in Mar. 1977. Exploratory talks (Round I)  held 
June 22-27, in Moscow, Round I I:  Sept. 26-30,1977, in W ashington; Round II I :  
Dec. 6-10, 1977, in Bern, Switzerland. U.S. Representative: AODA Director 
W arnke; USSR Representative: Ambassador Mendelevich.

Radiological Weapons/Weapons of Mass Destruction. Initiated as joint attempt 
to develop joint initiative to introduce in COD as basis for m ultilateral treaty. 
Three sessions held in Geneva during 1977: May 9-13; Aug. 2-29; Sept 27- 
Oct. 25. U.S. team leader: CCD Representative M sher; USSR: COD Representa
tive Likhatchev.

1 France has not participated.
>For the original membership prior to the 1969 enlargement, tee Deoumentt on Dis~ 

iarmament, 1968, p. x v ii  
» See post, pp. 219-220.
* Post, pp. 654-655.





Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger at the National Press 
Club: Nuclear Supremacy [Extract], January 10, 1977^

Q. As a result of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks under your 
stewardship^ have you put the Soviet Union into a position to achieve 
world nuclear supremacy?

Secretary Kissinger: I think it is time that we conduct a rational 
debate on the issue of nuclear strategy. It is too important and vital 
a subject to be made the subject of partisan and doctrinaire political 
debate.

First, with respect to the first SALT agreement: The limitations 
that were established at the first SALT agreement resulted from tlie 
force levels that had been decided upon in the 1960’s. There was no 
American program that was stopped as a result of the first SALT 
agreement. And 210 Soviet missiles had to be dismantled, and several 
Soviet programs were stopped.^

I have never understood the argument why an agreement that rati
fied a balance that we had unilaterally accepted and that we had uni
laterally established should threaten our security when it was simply 
a reflection of the existing reality that no one hud proposed to change 
without the agreement.

With regpect to the negotiations that are now going on, the Amer
ican people must understand that strategic nuclear weapons confront 
all of mankind with a new circumstance; namely, that for the first 
time in history, mankind can literally destroy itself.

I  do not believe that the Soviet Union is achieving military suprem
acy over the United States. I do not believe that any American 
Administration would permit a situation to arise in which the Soviet 
Union could achieve strategic superiority over the United States.

But the essence of the contemporary problem in the military field 
is that the term ‘̂ supremacy”—when the casualties on both sides will 
be in the tens of millions— ĥas practically no operational significance, 
as long as we do what is necessary to maintain a balance.

The military danger we face is with respect to regional conflicts. 
Those forces must be modernized and strengthened.

But no Administration, neither ours nor our successors’, will ever 
permit the Soviet Union to achieve supremacy. And those who are 
talking as if  in the strategic field we could still talk about a meaning
ful conduct of military operations are not doing this countiy a service 
and they are not doing mankind a service.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 31,1977, pp. 86-87.
* The agr^m ents can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.

1
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Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations: Strategic Arms Limitation, January 14,1977 ^

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, you have asked me to 
give my views to this committee on the present state of SALT and 
on how changes in strategic forces might affect it. I  deeply appreciate 
this invitation.

To shorten the oral presentation, I will omit some parts of my writ
ten statement. Let me begin by summarizing what is on your first page 
in the written statement.

BALT Talhs

Strategic arms have a long life and strategic arms talks move slowly. 
SALT' in soniiB way was set on its track in the 1960’s. We have strategic 
forces in our arsenal; important ones, that were designed and built in 
the early 1950’s. During such a timespan, senior officials in the execu
tive branch come and go.

It remains for Congress to continue the continuity and long-term 
perspective that is so essential. And to handle this enormous respon
sibility, Congress, and particularly this committee, must have the best 
possible advice and information.

I believe you will recall, Mr. Chairman, that I have always sought to 
contribute to this process whatever I could. Today I would like to de
scribe to you what I see as a mixed picture marked by both substantial 
progress and continuing difficulty.

Draft Treaty La/nguage Progress

First, the good news. Substantial progress has been made in 1976 in 
drafting treaty language, article by article, to flesh out the Vladivostok 
Accord.  ̂Without such a detailed and specific text, we could not know 
what we have agreed on, and this would leave room for evasion and 
foster future disputes. Our negotiators deserve much credit for having 
worked out these essentials. It is always an uphill struggle to obtain 
Sovifet consent to treaty language that is sufficiently specific.

The fact that such a solid treaty structure could be built attests to 
President Ford’s accomplishment in reaching the Vladivostok Accord. 
The agreed provisions for limiting ballistic missiles— t̂he weapons 
which most threaten strategic stability—are about complete. Also, 
agreement has been reached on the need foi* future reductions*

The major issues that remain unsettled concern grey area -systems 
which may have both, strategic and tactical uses; namiely, the Soviet

 ̂United States/Soviet Strategic Options: Hearings Before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and the 8uhcommittee on Arms Control, Ocean^f and Inter
national Environment of the Committee on_ Foreign Relations, United States 
Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, First Session, on the National Security and Arms 
Control Implications of Current United States Strategic Options; Soviet Capabilr 
itfes and Intentions, pp. 7-12.

* The Vladivostok Agreement appears in' Documents on Disartnament, 197i, PP- 
746-747.
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Backfire bomber and medium-range cruise missiles. The United States 
lias long been ready to resolve these issues in an equitable way that will 
aiot undermine the Vladivostok Accord, and yet will preserve the 
agreed principle that SALT limitations must be ver^able.

Despite this record, we have often heard the accusation that the Ford 
administration, or more specifically, alleged dissension within the ad
ministration, is responsible for the fact that some important issues in 
SALT are still unsettled.

This administration has been, flexible in SALT where flexibility was 
warranted, and fi.rm where firmness was needed. For example, at 
Vladivostok, President Ford held on to the principle of equality and 
came back with an agreement reconfirming it. On the controversial 
issue of cruise missiles and the new Soviet bomber, we offered five 
different solutions within as many months.

Senator Gam. Gould you be specific as to what 5 months that was ?
Mr. IklL This was between the fall of 1975 and early spring last 

year. Senator Case.
Yet the Soviet XJnion failed to make any effort to come up with coun

terproposals of its own which could help to resolve these issues. In  
retrospect, perhaps we took too many initiatives, giving our adversar
ies the impression that they could wait us ou,t. Had the Soviet Union 
shown only some of this flexibility, an agreement might long since 
have been completed. We must keep in mind that the 3ALT process 
cannot function without a disposition to reasonable compromise on 
both sides.

Gompromise Formulas i

As we look back on the compromise formulas which the present ad
ministration developed and forward to the positions which the new 
one may take, it is clear that the possibilities are nearly endless and that 
we need some rough principles to apply as a test of a good agreement. 
Any successful formula will, of course, have to be a compromise—the 
important point is that it must be a balanced, compromise.

The most notorious attempt to obtain a one-sided advantage in 
SALT was the Soviet claim, during an earlier period of the negotia
tions that they should be permitted a larger number of strategic forces 
to compensate for United States nuclear systems deployed in defense 
of our allies overseas—the so-called forward-based systems.

This claim was one-sided because it ignored the at least equal, if not 
larger, number of opposing medium-range systems on the Soviet side 
confronting our European and Asian allies. The weakness of tlieir 
position was most apparent in the claim that French and British mis
siles which threaten Moscow should be limited, while intermediate- 
range Soviet missiles which threaten London and Paris should not.

President Ford successfulljT- resisted this claim, and in the end the 
Soviets accepted, in TsTovember 1974 at Vladivostok, the principle that 
a SALT agreement should limit our two countries to equal numbers of 
strategic offensive arms.

However, it is important to recall this earlier history because we 
continue to hear suggestions that the United States must in some sense
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pay the Soviets off for dropping these demands by accepting Soviet 
terms for resolving the cruise missile and Backfire issues.

This notion would establish the curious principle that by making 
unwarranted claims, and then dropping them, one becomes entitled ta 
other concessions. The United States should, of course, continue to be 
willing to accept balanced limitations on weapons that are in the grey 
area between clearly tactical and clearly strategic systems.

I f  United States tactical systems are to be limited because they also 
have some strategic capability, then so should Soviet systems* On the 
other hand, if Soviet systems, such as their Backfire bomber, are to be 
treated as tactical even though they have some strategic potential, 
such United States systems as intermediate-range cruise missiles 
should be treated in the same way.

Such an approach is necessary if the agreements are to provide a 
stable military balance. It is also necessary if we hope to make progress 
in future negotiations to extend the reach of arms control limits. For 
if we grant concessions now that belong in later negotiations, it will be 
difficult later to get the Soviet Union to accept new and more com
prehensive agreements which would require that they give up these 
advantages prematurely conceded by us.

SALT Overdramatization

Mr. Chairman, in the midst of such unavoidable complications, it is 
important that we not become frustrated or overanxious. I f  we are to 
succeed in making the world a safer place through arms control, we 
must be careful not to overd'ramatize SALT.

Too many seem to believe that if  we don’t reach an agreement right 
away, then all restraints will be off, all arms control will end, and a 
final go-for-broke arms race will occur which could quickly take us to 
war.

Such prophecies have little historical foundation, but they do have 
a risk of becoming self-fulfilling. Equally dangerous is the other side 
of the coin: The belief that if we do have a SALT agreement, and I  
sure hope we will, then the arms competition will be ended, and we 
can cease to worry about the effectiveness and vulnerability of our 
Strategic Forces. This belief could undermine the stability of the 
agreements we do achieve.

Competition Within SALT Agreement Frameioorh

Let me summarize my next point. Within the framework of the 
SALT agreement, competition can still go on. Competition can go 
on outside of the agreements. An agreement that you can negotiate 
in a certain timespan can cover only so much.

United States Strategic Policy Criticism

I would like to turn now, Mr. Chairman, to one persistent criticism 
of our strategic policy that combines a partial truth with a larger
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measure of misleading inaccuracy: The view that United States stra
tegic programs drive the arms race, and the Soviets merely respond.

The actual record strongly refutes this charge. I f  Soviet programs 
were merely a reaction to ours, their strategic budget would have 
declined over the last 15 years—it rose over this time. They would have 
stopped deploying ICBM’s when they reached 1,000 instead of build
ing up to 1,600, because we stopped at 1,000; they would have stopped 
at 710 ballistic sea-launched missiles, as we did, instead of building 
up to 950.

A similar pattern appears among the great many nuclear systems 
which exist outside of SALT. Thus, when we dismantled our inter- 
mediate-range ballistic missiles and bombers, the Soviets did not fol
low suit. On the contrary, they are modernizing those forces and 
substantially upgrading them with the new SS-20—diesel-powered 
attack submarine—^missile and Backfire bomber. Indeed, contrary to 
what some people have argued, the United States does not have an 
advantage in these arms outside of SALT. Today, the Soviet Union 
has some 600 medium bombers, we have 60, some 600 medium range 
ballistic missiles, we have none, and a larger number of nuclear capable 
aircraft than the United States and its NATO (North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization) allies together.

The Soviets have also deployed large numbers of air-launched and 
sea-launched cruise missiles, even though the United States until 
recently had taken very little interest in equipping its own forces 
with these systems.

This is not to say that we never set a competitive example which the 
Soviets seek to match—our development of MIRV’s is sometimes said 
to be one such case— b̂ut unfortimately it is not the United States 
which drives the strategic competition. I f  we were in the driver’s seat, 
our cutbacks in the past and our imilateral restraint would have put 
on the brakes.

However we debate among ourselves whether it is the United States 
or the Soviet Union which is to blame for some particular increase 
in armaments, we must address a more fundamental question.

Soviet Objectwes for Arms Control  ̂ Disamhament

We have to ask whether our long-term objectives for arms control 
and disarmament are shared by the Soviet leadership, and to the extent 
they are not, how differing Soviet perceptions and goals are likely to 
affect the opportunities for arms control agreements.

We need a healthy sense of realism on this question. On the one hand, 
we could dangerously deceive ourselves if we took for granted that the 
Soviet military and political elite share our premises regarding the 
prevention of war— t̂hat is, that they seek a stable or mutually deter
ring balance the same way we do, and that this consensus will 
safely override disparities in armaments and differences in political 
philosophy.
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PrinGiples Afplying to Arms Control Agreement

On the other land, we must reject the view that because of these 
differences in outlook serious programs in arms control is impossible* 
As long as we are careful to preserve two important principles, I am 
very confident that we can have effective arms control agreements, 
even with so difficult an adversary as the Soviet Union.

First, we must continue to apply the test that agreements we enter 
have adequate provisions for verification. The readiness of each side 
to allow and even promote adequate verification is its pledge that, 
though our objectives and doctrines may differ, the terms of a SALT 
treaty will be observed. And the capability for timely detection of 
violations is essential for insurmg that our security is not jeopardized 
by our reliance on a^eements.

Second, we must retain the technological capability and political 
will to respond appropriately to violations, if  they should occur, with 
actions which preserve U.S. security. Our ability to do so can be a 
powerful deterrent against violations ever occurring.

On the basis of these two realistic principles, arms control efforts 
can truly flourish, and move us toward a safer world.

TJ.S. Strategic Considerations

In concluding, let me mention several considerations which I  be
lieve should be part of our thinking, not only about strategic arms 
control but about our strategic posture in general.

First of all, we need an appreciation of the vast uncertainties that 
COTvSvont us— ŵe need a sense of modesty. All our calculations about 
missile attacks and the effects of nuclear destruction rest on many 
untested assumptions.

We cannot validate our formulas and figures by trial and error. We 
simply do not know—and as long as we are successful in averting 
nuclear war, we cannot know— t̂he complex interactions of nuclear 
weapons systems, the cascading effects on people and hardware from 
very many nuclear explosions. In nuclear deterrence there can be no 
full-scale experiments, no real learning.

Second, when we talk about ‘‘deterrence,” “stability,” or “unaccept
able damage,” we are not talking about physical reaEties. We are talk
ing about ideas—our ideas—^which may or may not influence the 
actions of the adversaries we wish to influence.

Averting nuclear war depends not so much on how we see the vul
nerability of our nuclear forces but on how Soviet military planners 
see it. We must pay more attention to the direction and thrust of 
Soviet military programs and to the ideas expressed in Soviet military 
doctrine.

The Soviet Government has never formally accepted the American 
concept of mutual deterrence. What ideas guide their buildup and 
use of military power? We must design our defenses to meet threats 
that actually face us, not simply threats we devise from our own 
logic of deterrence.
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Third, we should refrain from hasty judgments about the possi
bility or impossibility of so-called limited nuclear war. I f nuclear 
weapons should ever be used in a conflict between the superpowers, 
both governments would have a compelling obligation to their people 
to limit the fighting before it totally destroyed their countries.

At the same time, however, the course of any such war would be 
highly unpredictable; and no one could be sure how it might be 
brought to an end. Given the hair-triggered missile systems, given the= 
vulnerabilities of command and control, given the unpredictable effects 
of nuclear explosion on communications and on the functioning of 
governments, the risk of escalation would be enormous.

So no responsible leader would pretend to himself that a limited 
nuclear war could, be safely controlled. On the other hand, no respon
sible person should want to rig nuclear dete^ent forces in such a way 
as to make it impossible to limit or cut sliort a nuclear war. The 
United States must not, in the face of any nuclear attack, no matter 
how restrained, be forced by doctrine or weapons to choose only 
between surrender or destruction of most of the civilized world.

Clearly, there is wide agreement in this country and among our 
allies that our capability for a limited nuclear response does serve 
deterrence.. This consensus is made explicit in the U.S. position that 
we might possibly use nuclear weapons first in the face of massive 
conventional attack that could not be turned back by our npn-nuclear 
forces—for example, in Central Europe.

Question of Morality

Mr. Chairman, I  would like to conclude with one final consideration 
which, in a sense, towers above and pervades all others. It is too often 
left out because it is not easy to discuss in a few words. This is the 
qu^ion of morality.

Some people hold that the key to deterrence is the ability to kill 
people; men, women, and cluldren, not soldiers; deliberately, not as a 
spillover from attacks on military targets as happened in Vietnam and 
other wars.

And these tens of millions of people, of course, would have had no 
influence whatsoever on the chain of events that brought the attack 
about. Indeed, the attack might have been unleashed by accident— â 
danger made serious by the fact that Soviet and United States missiles 
can be launched with cataclysmic speed.

We should not conduct arms control pojicy with a stunted moral con
science. It is with these considerations in mind that I  share so strongly 
in President-elect Carter’s hope to accomplish a substantial reduction 
in dependence upon atomic weapons as an instrument for internatipnal 
relations.

Hopefully, we can take a step along that road by concluding a SALT
II agreement that formalizes a relationship of strategic parity and 
reduces the political importance of strategic competition.
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Such a step should be followed, as quickly as possible, by efforts to 
reduce the destructive power of strategic forces, particularly of fixed 
ICBM’s, and to extend the reach of arms control to include all nuclear 
weapons, not only strategic ones.

The general goals of reliable nuclear arms control are, in fact, moral 
goals: To prevent war, and to prevent as much suffering and damage 
as possible, if  war should occur. We must be realistic in our efforts to 
achieve these goals, but we must not forget that specific plans and 
actions are finally to be judged in moral terms.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Report by Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld to Congress [Extract] r 
January 17,1977 ^

B. Arms Control

One of our primary objectives in arms control negotiations is en
hanced security through increased stability, preferably at reduced 
force levels. We prefer a world in which neither superpower has any 
incentive either to attack the other or to strive for a long-term military 
advantage. At the same time, we seek to reduce uncertainty about the 
future and ease where possible the pressure for growth in the costs of 
defense. I f  security through stability can be achieved by means of 
agreements for equitable force reductions, we, of course, support such 
agreements.

1. SALT

We must, however, be realistic. So far, arms control successes have 
been modest. The ABM Treaty of 1972, with its subsequent modifica
tion, has somewhat forestalled greater expenditure on the deployment 
of ABM systems, reduced uncertainty about the need to counter these 
defenses, and perhaps constrained the competition in this area. Con
ceivably, it has contributed to stability as well, although that is less 
certain.*

The Interim Offensive Agreement, which expires in October 1977, 
placed a ceiling on the numlwr of U.S. and Soviet ICBMs and SLBMs 
and thereby reduced one element of imcertainty during its life.® But 
it has not lessened the Soviet determiaation to acquire new strategic 
offensive systems and has not appreciably increased stability. The 
Vladivostok Understanding of 1974 would represent an improvement 
over the Interim Offensive Agreement.^ But, as yet, it is not clear

^Annual Defense Department Report, F Y 1978, pp. 49-51,75-76.
’ The ABM treaty has been printed In Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 

197-201.
• See ibid., pp. 202-204.
* i m . ,  1974, pp. 746-747.
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whether or when a new treaty, which is in the U.S. security interest, 
will emerge from the negotiating process,

2. Other Negotiations

The complex multinational negotiations for Mutual and Balanced 
Force Keductions in Central Europe (M BFR), with objectives as 
laudable as those of SALT, have yet to realize specific results. In  
MBFE, the United States and the participating NATO allies are ne
gotiating with the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies to reduce 
as well as limit forces in Central Europe. Although these negotiations 
have been in progress for more than three years and NATO has 
demonstrated its seriousness with significant proposals, the Warsaw 
Pact nations continue to oppose parity of outcome in the form of a 
common collective ceiling on active-duty military manpower. As the 
MBFR negotiations continue, they serve as a significant example of 
the solidarity of the Atlantic Alliance and its ability to coordinate 
policy on far reaching and complex issues.

Within the last year the United States has successfully negotiated 
other agreements, including the Peaceful Nuclear Explosion Treaty,® 
the Threshold Test Ban Treaty,® and the Environmental Modification 
Treaty,^ which has just been opened for signature, and would prohibit 
^^enga^ng in military or any other hostile use of environmental modi
fication techniques having widespread, long-lasting or severe effect.” 
Some ongoing negotiations, such as on the International Humani
tarian Law in Armed Conflict, £ire also in progress, and there have 
been preliminary consultations or technical discussion with other 
states about possible future arms control efforts, including chemical 
weapons and radiological weapons. Although recent arms control 
measures have to some extent imposed restraints, and may help to slow 
the competitive interaction, it would be an exaggeration to claim that 
existing agreements have succeeded in these directions.

The United States has conducted, and will continue to conduct, its 
defense planning strictly within the limits set by existing arms con
trol treaties and agreements. We continue to hope that the Soviet 
Union will do the same. But we cannot afford to pretend that current 
accomplishments in controlling arms have materially lessened the 
problems and costs of prudent force planning or the need to apply 
ourselves to that planning with the utmost dedication.

C. The Requirements of Deterrence

A more decisive factor in shaping the defense posture is the concept 
of deterrence which underlines U.S. force planning. As has been fre
quently noted, deterrence is based on the assumption that if a potential 
aggressor is confronted with the threat of a sufficiently severe re

m e ,  pp. 328-832. 
pp. 225-227. 

Post, pp. 322-326.
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sponse, he will be likely to refrain from making his attack. The fimda- 
mental condition of deterrence, therefore, must be the actual military 
capability to implement the threat.

That much is obvious. But deterrence, as we have emphasized over 
the years, requires even more than an inventory of forces. The capa
bility itself must be at least as ready as the threat, able to absorb even 
a surprise attack b}’̂ the aggressor and still respond deliberately, able 
to penetrate defenses and reach its designated targets, and sufficiently 
powerful to do the required amount of damage to the target system.

Furthermore, the threatened penalty must be credible; if  challenged, 
the United States, and, in certain cases, its allies, must have the evident 
resolve to commit the capability to the declared course of action. I f  
these conditions are not met, there is a risk that an aggressor will 
choose either to ignore the threat because he considers it implausible, or 
to attack in the hope that he could eliminate our capability as a pre
liminary to proceeding with his plans.

Clearly, the U.S. posture depends heavily on the degree to which w© 
meet these requirements of deterrence. I f  we were to decide that a decla
ratory policy need not coincide with, action policy, if  we believed that 
as a nation and a government we were superb at deception, or if  we 
would not be disturbed at being caught out in our bluffs, we could, con
ceivably move in one direction. We could try to create the facade of a 
defense capability, a military house of cards, accompany it with threats 
of mutual disaster, and hope against hope that the deterrent would 
never be tested. This is the direction seemingly urged, by those who 
believe there is a distinction between deterrence and defense.

The other direction—indeed the only sound direction^— r̂equires .that 
we design and maintain a defense posture which is credible against 
a wide range of challenges. This means that the. posture must have a 
serious fighting capability tliat we ourselves believe is responsive and 
effective, and that the threats accompanying it do not frighten us more 
than they do the potential enemy. We have chosen to go in this latter 
direction with our defense posture, although in certain areas progress 
lias been less than complete.

To arrive at a credible deterrent, whether nuclear or conventional, we 
must assume for purposes of planning that deterrence has somehow 
failed, allow a hypothetical attack to take j)lace, and then assess the ef
fectiveness of various possible defense postures as they absorb and re
spond to the attack. I f we can design a posture which can credibly per
form its missions under these conditions, we believe we will have con
fidence in it, potential enemies will be reluctant to challenge it—even in 
desperate circumstances—and deterrence will thereby be reasonably 
assured.

H. Arim Control

Wliatever the influence of rough equivalence on U.S. force planning, 
it is occassional ly asserted these days that a powerful factor affecting
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the U.S. strategic posture is a distorted view of anns control lield by 
the Defense Department. The allegation imputes to DoD an exploita
tion of every loophole in existing agreements to develop exotic and 
unnecessary weapons and drive the strategic force structure up rather 
than down. Arms control negotiations and agreements, at least in tlieir 
present form, are alleged to be counterproductive in that they create 
demands for bargaining chips subsequently converted into legitimized 
weapons programs. Just as bad, by this theory, are the safeguards de
manded by the Defense Department as the “price” for endorsement of 
pending arms control agreements, since they, too, allegedly can turn 
into entering wedges for further weapons developments.

Such charges might better be directed at the Soviet Union. Certainly 
they are wide of the mark when aimed at the United States. The idea of 
bargaining chips is not new; it was not invented in our lifetimes. For 
example, in 1966, President Johnson began to use the ABM defense 
system as a negotiating comiter. In fact, despite its cost, the ABM 
‘‘chip” did not serve the United States badly. An ABM treaty could 
hardly have been signed without it. It should be remembered, more
over, that weapons can only be effective as bargaining chips if  there is 
a serious need for the weapon system in our strategic inventory. To de
velop systems simply to throw them on -the negotiating table would be 
folly. The Soviets would not pay anything to stop them. U.S. policy is 
■to develop only those weapon systems for wliich there is a justifiable 
militai^^ need. Serious programs thus may become bargaining chips 
and be affected in their development and deployment by arms control 
considerations. What are seen merely as bargaining chips will not be
come serious programs, nor will they be effective bargaining cliips.

U.S. monitoring of agreements has been adequate so far. This reason
able level of confidence in national means of verification is likely to 
decline, however, if  SALT negotiations attempt to control the more 
qualitative, as opposed to the quantitative, features of strategic arms. 
In these circumstances, it makes sense to take account of the possibili
ties for cheating, the possible failure of complex negotiations, or even 
the sudden abrogation of agreements, followed by a rapid Soviet de
ployment of systems previously banned or controlled.

Arms control considerations do have an impact on strategic force 
planning. The United States is committed to abide by existing and 
pending SALT a^greements. Strategic stability is considered next to 
deterrence in force planning, and the United States has sought to pre
serve stability in the presence of highly dynamic technology. But it 
must be recognized that precisely because technology is dynamic, the 
contributions of arms control to stability may well be modest, and 
may be overtaken on occasion by events.

Even under more hospitable conditions than now exist, arms control 
negotiations and agreements could not be expected to substitute com
pletely for unilateral force planning or remove all the uncertainties 
with which that planning is so centrally concerned. Accorelingly, the 
United States must continue its efforts in SALT while supporting them



12 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

with prudent unilaterial planning to ensure the continuing credi
bility of the deterrent and the maintenance of stability.

Executive Order 11958: Administration of Arms Export 
Controls, January 18, 1977^

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution and 
statutes of the United States of America, including the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seg[.)̂  and Section 301 of 
Title 3 of the United States Code, and as President of the United 
States of America, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Delegation of Functions. The following functions con
ferred upon the President by the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2751 et seq.)y hereinafter referred to as the Act, are delegated as 
follows:

(a) Those under Section 3 of the Act, with the exception of sub
sections (a) (1), (b), (c) (3) and (c) (4), to the Secretary of State: 
Provided^ That the Secretary of State, in the implementation of the 
functions delegated to him under Sections 3 (a) and (d) of the Act, 
is authorized to find, in the case of a proposed transfer of a defense 
article or related training or other defense service by a foreign coun
try or international organization not otherwise eligible under Section 
3 (a) (1) of the Act, whether the proposed transfer will strengthen the 
security of the United States and promote world peace.

(b) Those under Section 5 to the Secretary of State.
(c) Those under Section 21 of the Act, with the exception of the 

last sentence of subsection (d) and all of subsection (h ), to the Secre
tary of Defense.

(d) Those under Section 22(a) of the Act to the Secretary of 
Defense.

(e) Those under Section 23 of the Act, with the exception of the 
function of certifying a rate of interest to the Congress as provided 
by paragraph (2) of that Section, to the Secretary of Defense.

( f ) Those under Section 24 of the Act to the Secretary of Defense.
(g) Those under Section 25 of the Act to the Secretary of State. 

The Secretary of Defense and the Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, within their respective areas of responsibility, 
shall assist the Secretary of State in the preparation of materials for 
presentation to the Congress under that Section.

(h) Those imder Section 34 of the Act to the Secretary of State. 
To the extent the standards and criteria for credit and guaranty 
transactions are based upon national security and financial policies,

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 20, 1977, pp. 66-67.
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the Secretary of State shall obtain the prior concurrence of the Sec
retary of Defense and the Secretary of the Treasury, respectively.

(i) Those under Section 35 (a) of the Act to the Secretary of State.
(j) Those under Sections 36(a) and 36(b) (1) of the Act, except 

with respect to the certification of an emergency as provided by sub
section (b )(1 ), to the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of De
fense, in the implementation of the functions delegated to him under 
Sections 36(a) and (b) (1) shall consult with the Secretary of State, 
who shall, with respect to matters related to subparagraphs (D) and 
(I) of Section 36(b) (1), consult with the Director of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. With respect to those functions under 
Sections 36(a) (5) and (6), the Secretary of Defense shall consult 
with the Director of the Office of Management and Budget.

(k) Those luider Sections 36 (c) and (d) of the Act to the Secre
tary of State.

(1) Those under Section 38 of the Act:

(1) to the Secretary of State, except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection. Designations, including changes in designations, by the 
Secretary of State of items or categories of items which shall be con
sidered as defense articles and defense services subject to export con
trol under Section 38 shall have the concurrence of the Secretary of 
Defense.

(2) to the Secretary of the Treasury, to the extent they relate to the 
control of the import of defense articles and defense services. In carry
ing out such functions, the Secretary of the Treasury shall be guided 
by the views of the Secretary of State on matters affecting world peace, 
and the external security and foreign policy of the United States. 
Designations including dianges in designations, by the Secretary of 
the Treasury of items or categories of items which shall be considered 
as defense articles and defense services subject to import control 
under Section 38 of the Act shall have the concurrence of the Secre
tary of State and the Secretary of Defense;

(3) to the Secretary of Commerce, to carry out on behalf of the Sec
retary of State, to the extent such functions involve Section 38(e) 
of the Act and are agreed to by the Secretary of State and the Sec
retary of Commerce.

(m) Those under Section 39 (b) of the Act to the Secretary of State. 
In carrying out such functions, the Secretary of State shall consult 
with the Secretary of Defense as may be necessary to avoid interfer
ence in the application of Department of Defense regulations to sales 
made under Section 22 of the Act.

(n) Those under Sections 42(c) and ( f ) of the Act to the Secretary 
of Defense.

Sec. 2. Coordination, (a) In addition to the specific provisions of 
Section 1 of this Order, the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense, in carrying out the functions delegated to them under this
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Order, shall consult with each other and with the heads of other 
departments and agencies, including the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the Administrator of the Agency for International Development, and 
the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, on mat
ters pertaining to their responsibilities.

(b) In accordance with Section 2(b) of the Act and under the direc
tions of the President^ the Secretary of State, taking into accomit 
other United States activities abroad, shall be responsible for the con
tinuous supervision and general direction of sales and exports under 
the Act, including but not limited to, the ifegotiation, conclusion, and 
termination of international agreements, and determining whether 
there shall be a sale to a country and the amount thereof, and whether 
there shall be delivery or other performance under such sale or export, 
to the end that sales and exports are integrated with other United 
States activities and the foreign policy of the United States is best 
served thereby.

Sec. 3. Allocation of Funds. Funds appropriated to the President 
for carrying out the Act shall be deemed to be allocated to the Secre
tary of Defense without any further action of the President.

Sec. 4. Executive Order No. 11501, as amended, is re
voked; except that, to the extent consistent with this Order, all deter
minations, authorizations, regulations, rulings, certificates, orders, 
directives, contracts, agreements, and other actions made, issued, taken 
or entered into under the provisions of Executive Order No. 11501, as 
amended, and not revoked, superseded or otherwise made inapplicable, 
shall continue in full force and effect until amended, modified or termi
nated by appropriate authority.

G erald E. F ord

Address by General Secretary Brezhnev at Tula [Extracts], 
January 18, 1977^

No coimtry has ever put before mankind a program aimed at lessen
ing and then fully eliminating the danger of a new war that was as 
broad, concrete and realistic as the Soviet Union’s.

This program includes such a global measure as a World Treaty on 
the Nonuse of Force in International Relations.^ It encompasses all 
the main problems connected with the arms race and outlines effective 
steps for curbing that race and for disarmament. It is aimed at pre
venting new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction 
from appearing and at completely banning nuclear tests. The Soviet

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIX, no. 3 (Feb. 16,1977), pp. 2-5; 
Pravda and Izvestia, Jan. 19,1977.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 641-643.
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Union lias proposed to the US that the two countries mutually re
frain from the creation of new types of submarines and strategic 
bombers. . . .

The important proposals set forth at the recent meeting of the War
saw Treaty’s Political Consultative Committee are convincing new 
proof of the inherently peace-loving nature of the defensive alliance 
of socialist states—^Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDE, Poland, Eumania, 
the USSE and Czechoslovalaa. I mean the proposals that all partici
pants in the all-European conference pledge not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons against any other participant and that the number of 
members of the Warsaw Treaty and NATO not be expanded.^

We are firmly convinced that the noble ideas of peace upheld by 
the Leninist Party and the Soviet state will ultimately be implemented. 
{Prolonged applav^e.)

But this can be achieved only tlirough struggle—through struggle, 
comrades, because our constructive proposals often encounter blind 
resistance, and sometimes open opposition.

For instance, when the Warsaw Treaty signatories raised the ques
tion of renouncing the first use of nuclear weapons, NATO’s reply was 
roughly as follows: No, this doesn’t suit us, we have to retain the 
possibility of threatening the use of nuclear weapons against the Soviet 
Union. However, we hope that those who in the final analysis deter
mine the policy of states w ill take a sensible approach to our proposal.

Here is another example. At the talks on the reduction of ti’oops 
and armaments in Central Europe we are told, in effect: You reduce 
more and we’ll reduce less. Such a position, of course, cannot move the 
talks forward.

Behind all this one feels the pressure of the most aggressive forces 
of imperialism, of the military and military-industrial circles and 
politicians who wallow in anti-Sovietism— t̂he “hawks,” as they are 
usually called in the West. It is to their order that intelligence agen
cies, headquarters staffs and various institutes compile plump reports 
and treatises that misinterpret the Soviet Union’s policy and the 
measures it is taking to strengthen its defense capability. And this 
misinformation is, as if on command, circulated throughout the world 
by wire seivices, the pr^s, radio and television.

Frankly, this twaddle has become tiresome. In the West, too, when 
serious politicians are asked whether they are concerned about the 
prospect of “Soviet aggression,” their answer is a confident “no.”

Of course, comrades, we are improving our defenses. It cannot be 
otherwise. We have never neglected the security of our comitry and 
the security of our allies, and we shall never neglect it. {Prolonged 
applause.)

But the allegations that the Soviet Union is going beyond what is '' 
sufficient f̂or defense, that it is  striving for superiority in armaments 
with the aim of delivering a “first strike,” are absurd and utterly un

* See pp. 856^57. 
277-084—79 i
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founded. At a meeting with prominent representatives of the Ameri
can business world not so long ago I said, and I want to reemphasize, 
that the Soviet Union has always been and continues to be a staunch 
opponent of such concepts. {Applause.)
' Our efforts are aimed at preventing both first and second strikes and 
at preventing nuclear war altogether. {Applause.) Our approach to 
these questions can be formulated thusly: The Soviet Union’s defense 
potential should be sufficient to deter anyone from disturbing our 
peaceful life. {Prolonged applause,) Not a course aimed at superiority 
in armaments but a course aimed at their reduction, at lessening nu
clear confrontation— t̂hat is our policy {Applause.)

On behalf of the Party and the entire people, I  declare that our 
country will never embark on the path of aggression and will never 
lift its sword against other peoples. {Stormy applause,)

It is not we but certain forces in the West that are jacking up the 
arms race ever higher, above all, the race in nuclear arms. It is not we 
but those forces that are throwing hundreds of billions into the bot
tomless pit of military preparations that are the initiators of swollen 
military budgets. It is these forces, acting under the false pretext of a 
‘‘Soviet menace,” that constitute the aggressive line in the international 
politics of our time.

And if this line is not given the proper rebuff, the threat of war will 
mount again. This line is equally dangerous for the peoples of the East 
and of the West. The Soviet Union will oppose it in every way and ex
pose its dangerous import.

From the experience of recent years, we know that the policy of capi
talist states can also be determined by other forces, by those who realize 
the danger of playing with fire and are capable of taking the realities 
of today’s world into account. We hope that, despite the vacillations 
and f>redilection for empty verbiage that are often dictated by domestic 
considerations, they will keep in the forefront common sense and a 
sober approach to the problems of world politics.

After all, it was thanks to this factor that the turnabout in relations 
between the USSR and France became possible, the well-known 
treaties with the FRG, the quadripartite agreement on West Berlin 
and the Soviet Union’s important agreements with the US and with 
other capitalist countries were concluded, and the Conference on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe was held. In other words, detente 
moved forward.

Wliat is detente, or the easing of tension? What meaning do we at
tach to this concept? Above all, detente signifies the overcoming of the 
cold war and a transition to normal, equable relations between states. 
Detente means a willingness to resolve differences and disputes not by 
force, not by threats and saber-rattling, but by peaceful means, at the 
negotiating table. Detente means a certain trust and the ability to take 
one another’s legitimate interests into account.

Life has shown that the atmosphere of international intercourse can 
be changed appreciably in a short period of time. Contacts between
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countries in the political, economic, cultural and other fields have ex
panded. And most important, comrades, the danger of a major new war 
has been pushed aside. People are breathing more easily and have be
gun, to look to the future with more hope. {Applause.)

That is what detente is, and those are its obvious fruits. {Applause.)
'̂ Vhat can the present-day cold war generals offer in opposition to 

it? Higher taxes and military spending, further reductions in appro
priations for the population’s social needs? A  buildup in devices for 
the mass annihilation of people? The incitement of a war psychosis 
and fear of the future? The peoples will not accept this. They will not 
accept it! {Applause.)

As we all Imow, the easing of international tension is being achieved 
at the cost of enormous efforts. Moreover, it is not easy to preserve the 
accumulated political capital of detente. But no difficulties and obsta
cles will make us retreat. There is no more urgent and vitally impor
tant task than to make peace lasting and inviolable, {Prolonged 
applause.)

Statesmen who understand their responsibility to millions of people, 
their responsibility for the fate of nations, are obliged to consider the 
peoples’ will for peace. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, we shall 
not be found wanting. {Applause.)

We are prepared, in conjunction with the new administration in the 
United States, to carry out a major new advance in relations between 
our countries.

First of all, we are convinced that the work of preparing a strategic 
arms limitation agreement on the basis of which an accord was reached 
in Vladivostok in late 1974 ought to be completed as early as possible.  ̂
Some politicians in Washington are now voicing their regret that this 
agreement still remains unsigned. But regrets are only regrets— l̂ost 
time cannot be regained, and it is important that practical conclusions 
be drawn from this.

In the US, too, people are asking what will happen if such conclu
sions are not drawn. A few days ago an influential American news
paper wrote that in such an event “the Soviet Union and the United 
States will start the creation of a new generation of nuclear arms that 
in practical terms will be impossible to control.”

Such a prospect does not suit us. I  repeat: Time will not wait, and 
the conclusion of an agreement must not be postponed.

Needless to say, the Soviet Union is prepared to go further in ques
tions of strategic arms limitation. But first it is necessary to consolidate 
what has already been achieved and to implement what was agreed 
upon in Vladivostok, especially because the interim agreement expires 
this October.® Then we could at once move on to talks on more far- 
reaching measures. Otherwise, what might happen is that, by adding 
new questions to those now being discussed, we would only complicate 
and delay still more the solution of the problem as a whole.

" lUd., pp. 746-747.
® The interim (offensive weapons) agreement is printed ibid., 1972, pp. 202-204.
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It is  urgently necessary to do a .more reliable job of preventing the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons and to increase the effectiveness of the 
nonproliferation regime established by the well-known treaty. We are 
prepared to hold businesslike talks on this score.

We would like to reach an agreement as soon as possible on the reduc
tion of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. We have no 
objections to discussing questions related to this topic at any level and 
at any site: Vienna, Bonn, Washington, Moscow—wherever it is con
venient.

Letter From President Ford to the Speaker of the House and the 
President of the Senate Transmitting the Sixteenth Annual Re
port of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Janu
ary 19, 1977"

D ear M r . S peaker  : (D ear M r . PREsmENT:) Arms control as a means 
of maintaining peace and security has been a principal objective of my 
Administration. In this nuclear era our arms control policy and defense 
efforts must be complementary. We must seek to influence policies of 
possible adversaries by maintaining strong military forces and by pur
suing negotiations to enhance stability, not by encouraging an arms race 
which would increase the risk of nuclear war.

SALT is a proven means of furthering the essential dialogue be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union on arms control. Our 
goal is to promote stability by mutual restraint in strategic nuclear 
competition, to limit growth of the nuclear forces of both sides, and to 
reduce them through verifiable agreements. This effort, I  am confident, 
will succeed.

As a part of our efforts to restrain strategic nuclear competition with 
the Soviet Union, we have also negotiated two treaties which limit the 
yield of nuclear explosive tests: the Tlireshold Test Ban Treaty  ̂and 
the related Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes Treaty.® Both 
of these treaties represent genuine progress. They contain precedent- 
setting pro^dsions which will enhance the prospects for further prog
ress in this area. These treaties have been submitted to the Senate, and 
I urge that it provide its advice and consent to ratification.

Complementing the resolution of nuclear rivalry with the Soviet 
Union is another imperative in our dialogue for survival: Preventing 
the further spread of nuclear weapons. I f  nuclear arsenals proliferate 
in the world, the likelihood of a nuclear conflict is vastly increased. 
The worldwide need for peaceful nuclear energy complicates this prob
lem, since the same technology that produces such energy can be 
diverted to the development and production of nuclear weapons.

 ̂Released Jan. 20, 1977. Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 
20,1977, pp. 80-81.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP. 225-227.
•Ibid., 1976\ pp. 328-332.
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To emphasize more strongly our commitment to the objective of 
the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty,^ I announced a new, compre
hensive United States nuclear energy policy last October which har- 
]nonizes our non-prolifemtion objectives with our domestic energy 
policy. We have tightened controls on American exports of sensitive 
nuclear materials and technology.® Our sustained diplomatic initiatives 
with other suppliers of nuclear technology have also resulted in im
proved international comprehension of the risks of proliferation, as 
well as cooperation to prevent it.

Non-proliferation is only one example of our pursuit of arms control 
through multilateral fonims and arrangements. With our Western 
allies we are eingaged in negotiations to reduce military forces in Cen
tral Europe. Our goal is to obtain.a more stable military balance in 
Central Europe at lower levels of force. We also participate in the ac- 
ti^dties of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), 
which recently approved a. convention outlawing the use of environ
mental modification techmques for hostile purposes.® This Convention 
will soon be open to all nations for ratification. The CCD is also con- 
tinuiiig its work on a convention to limit chemical wea'pons, and* will 
soon be considering a. U.S. initiative to. ban radiological warfare.

This 16th ammal report on the U^S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency completes th©r record of activities and developments in the 
^rms control field for calendar year 1976.̂  But it is  more than a back
ward look at the record. It also reflecte the need for forward planning. 
In an age of rapidly advancing teclmologies, arms control must look 
at the future as well as the present. Arms control must be pursued 
vigorously and imaginatively, based upon balanced agreements and 
buttressed by mechanisms to preserve confidence in the viability of 
those agreements.

It is particularly important to realize that arms control is a complex 
matter and success can be attained only through diligent and sustained 
attention. Piroblems will persist, but we must remain dedicated to 
continued and determined efforts for the control and balanced reduc
tion of armaments.

Sincerely,
G erald R . F ord

* /&/<?., 1968, pp. 461-465.
® lUd,, 1976, pp. 426-428.
® For the CCD-approved text, see iUd,, pp. 577-588. The convention as signed b j

the  parties appears post, pp. 322-326.
 ̂Not printed here. See H. doc. 95-58,95th Cong., 1st sess.
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Inaugural Address of President Carter [Extract], 
January 20, 1977®

The world is still engaged in a massive armaments race designed to 
ensure continuing equivalent strength among potential adversaries. We 
pledge perseverance and wisdom in our efforts to limit th-e world's 
armaments to those necessary for each nation’s own dom^tic safety. 
And we will move this year a step toward our ultimate goal— t̂lie 
elimination of all nuclear weapons from this Earth. We urge all other 
people to join us, for success can mean life instead of death.

• • • • • «  •

Press Interview of President Carter [Extract], 
January 23, 1977^

• • • • • «  •

Helen Thomas  ̂TIP I: Mr. President^ do you flan to call a temporary 
or pe'imianent moratorivm on arms sales abroad  ̂ and odsô  wTiai are 
the chances of a SALT agreement this year? Will you he separating 
out the ^̂ Bach-firê '̂  borriber and the cruise missile?

President Carter: I  don’t think a “moratorium” would be the right 
expression, because that is an abrupt and total termination of all own- 
ership. I don’t contemplate that. But in our first National Security 
Council meeting we discussed, in I think unanimity, the necessity for 
reducing arms sales or having very tight restraints on future commit
ments to minimize the efforts by arms manufacturers to initiate sales 
early in the process.

The Secretary of State will be much more hesitant in the future to 
recommend to the Defense Department the culmination of arms sales 
agreements. I have asked that all approvals of arms sales, for a change, 
be submitted to me directly before the recommendations go to Con
gress. We also have asked Vice President Mondale in his early trip 
among our own allies and friends, some of whom are heavy arms ex
porters, to join with us on a multilateral basis.

We will also be talking to some of the primary arms purchasers, par
ticularly the Middle East when Secretary Vance goes there very 
shortly, to hold down their own purchases of arms from us and other 
countries. This will be a continuing effort on my part.

As far as nuclear arms limitations are concerned, I  would like to 
proceed quickly and aggressively with a comprehensive test ban treaty. 
I am in favor of eliminating the testing of all nuclear devices, instantly 
and completely.

® Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 24,1977, p. 89. 
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 14,1977, pp. 123-125.
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Mb, Thomas: Vndergrov/nd tests and aUf

President Carter: Yes. And whether or not the Soviets will agree 
to do that, I  don’t know yet. They have sent an encouraging message 
back, but the exact caveats might not yet be in view. I can’t answer 
that question. On the SALT negotiations, we. have not yet had a 
chance to meet with the Soviets or even particularly their ambas
sadorial leaders here since my inauguration to see what they might 
be willing to explore. But I  would guess there would be a two-stage 
evolution. One is a fairly rapid ratification of the SALT Two agree
ment.

Ms. Thomas: That would %e Vladwostok?^

President Carter: Yes, and I  can’t answer specific questions on 
cruise missiles or Backfire. But I would not let those two items stand in 
the way of some agreement. I  would like to move very quickly, even 
prior to the Salt Two agreement, toward a much more substantive 
reduction in atomic weapons as the first step to complete elimination 
in the future.

I f  we can reach an agreement with the Soviet Union for major 
reductions on atomic weapons, of course the next step would be to 
get other atomic nations to try to join in this effort, including, of 
course, France and England and the People’s Eepublic of China.

Ms, Thomas: You mean sales and production^ our oion produc- 
tion and also sales to other comitries across Vhe hoard?

President Garter: I  was talking then about inventory of atomic 
weapons, but, obviously, production.

The third item is the nonproliferation effort, where we constrain 
with every means available to us in all diplomatic means the expanding 
of a nuclear arms capability on weapons to nations that don’t presently 
have this capacity.

We are quite concerned about the reprocessing of spent fuel, where 
you change normal radioactive materials which have been used for 
the production of electric power into weapon quality. We would like 
to have this put under international control, subject ourselves to the 
restraint along with those who have been processing this material for 
a number of years, and prohibit completely, within the bounds of 
our capability, the expansion of the reprocessing plants in the countries 
that don’t have it.

Ms. ThoTwis: A t the rish of dominating.  ̂ only one m^re question. 
Tou said i/n your ina/agural you would like to see the elimination of 
dll nuclear weapons,  ̂Is that a hope or a real goal?

President Carter: That is a hope and a goal. I  said this in my an
nouncement speech, I believe, in December 1974.1 said it many times

* See Documents on Disarmament^ 1974  ̂pp. 746-747.
* Supra.
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during the campaign. I  said it in my acceptance s|)eech for nomination 
as a Democratic candidate and then my inauguration, I  mean it very 
deeply.

Of course, the phased steps that I  describe to you are almost in
evitable. As we first put firm limits on. ourselves, with adequate as
surance that the monitoring of compliance with agreements is there 
on both sides, then substantive reductions will demonstrate to the 
world we are sincere, ourselves and the Soviets primarily, then further 
reductions including all nations, even those who have a relatively 
small inventory now.

Those are the inevitable steps. The definitive achieving of those 
steps will depend on the cooperation of the Soviet Union.

Lawrence L. Krmtson  ̂A P: How do you respond  ̂ to those who 
say that i t  is impossihU at this stage to put the atomic genie hach in̂  
timt hottlef

President Carter: I don’t believe it is impossibljB. I f  all the other 
world leaders have the same commitment that I  dd, then it would be 
indeed possible. But I  can’t answer that question.

News Conference Remarks by Secretory of Stote Vance 
[Extracts], January 31, 1977^

C essation  op N uclear  T esting

Q, Mr. Secretary^ Murrey Marder of th  ̂ Washington Post. Can 
you announce  ̂sir̂  now  ̂ the head of the Arms Control and Disarmor 
ment Agency? And  ̂secondly  ̂President Carter  ̂d/wnng the campaign  ̂
was quite critioal of two treaties which are now pending in Congress on 
the threshold nuclear test tan^ and on the peaceful nuclear explosion 
han.̂  Nevertheless the Administration has declared its support for 
those two pending treaties. Could you reconcile that position^ sir?

Secretary Vance: Yes. On your first question, there will be an an
nouncement later today on the new head of the Arms Control Agency. 
That announcement, quite properly, will come from the White House.

With regard to your second question, I  do not see any inconsistency 
with respect to support for the two treaties which have already been 
negotiated and which are before the Congress. They are stepping 
stones on the road to the ultimate objective, which is a complete cessa
tion of testing; and I do not think that there is any inconsistency.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 21, 1977, pp. 139,140, 141, 144-145.
• Printed in Documents on Disarmament^ 19H, pp. 225-227.
 ̂Hid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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Q. Does the Administration^ then  ̂plan sirmjiltaneously to l>e mp- 
porting these two partial treaties and at the same time seekmg the 
comprehensive test han that President Carter has spoken about?

Secretary Yance: The answer is yes.

S ales of N uclear P lants and M aterials

Q. Antonio Neves of Gloho Television  ̂Brazil. Mr. Secretary^ the 
United States seems to he the only government and the only voice 
protesting the nmlear deal between Brazil and G êrmany—Brazil 
seems to he happy with it—and I  wonder how far is the U.S. Govern- 
ment willing^ how rrmoh pressure the U.S. Government is willing^ to 
put on those Iajoo countries to change the deal.

Secretary Vance: The concern which the United States has expressed 
with respect to that transaction reflects the general concern which we 
have on the whole problem of the spread of nuclear weapons through
out the world. We have discussed the matter with the Germans and 
have begun to discuss the matter with the Brazilians. We will continue 
to pursue this matter with both of them and seia whether or not we 
cannot find a way to obviate the construction of these two plants. We 
want to work harmoniously and constructively with them, and we 
have taken the first steps to do so.

Q. Had you come to any conclusion in regard to the release of 
nuclear fuel to India?

Secretary Vance: No. No conclusion has yet been reached on that. 
As you know, that has been a matter that has been under study for 
quite a long while; and as yet no conclusion has been reached.

• . • • • • •  •

Q. Mr. Secretary^ getting hach to SALT^ some dozen Congress
men̂  Democrats dl% have ashed the Administration to suspend de
velopment of long-range cruise missiles  ̂ a decision taken in the last 
days of the Ford Administration^ on the grounds that nothing really 
seriously would he lost hy a two- or three-month suspension while you 
go to Moscow.

Can you tell uŝ  firsts what your views are; and secondly  ̂ if they 
are to conti/nue d&iyelopment̂  what is the rationale for continuing devel
opment of one of the mxijor hangups in the SALT talks just six to 
eight weeks before you go to Moscow to see if they can he put under 
a treaty? Is it the Pentagon against the State Department again  ̂ or 
is there some other reason?

Secretai'*y Vance: No. I  think the actions which will be taken during 
this period in which our review is taking place will not be actions 
which will be such as to make it impossible to make changes in the
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future. Therefore I  think it is appropriate that they should go forward 
during this period of time in which we are going to prepare our views.

K educing  A rm s S a i;es A broad

Q. Ken Freed  ̂Associated Press, There has teen a lot of talk about 
reducing arras sales hy the United States, Oould you outline the 'pro
gram âs you see it now  ̂and does it meam, fewer arms for Israel  ̂Iran  ̂
and Saudi Arabia?

Secretary Vance: We haven’t gotten to the point yet of what the 
effect would be on individual countries. We are committed to a basic 
principle, and that is to find a way to reduce the sale of arms— n̂ot 
only by the United States but by other nations around the world.

This is a terribly important issue and one where I  think it is pos
sible to make progress. It is not going to be easy. Indeed, I  think it is 
going to be very, very difficult. But I  think that we, as the largest 
seller of arms, have a particular responsibility to first put our own 
house in order, to determine what our policy will be, and having done 
that, then to begin to work with other nations to see whether we can 
find cooperative arrangements whereby they, w ill participate m th us 
in developing programs and policies for carrying out this kind of a 
program.

Let me say that some of the things that we are looking at, in addition 
to what our own U.S. policy should be, is the question of whether 
or not it would be constructive to issue regulations which would re
quire that any arms manufacturer in the United States come and re
ceive permission from the State Department before they even ap
proach any countries overseas with respect to the possibility of buying 
new arms.

My own inclination is that this is a very sensible thing to do. It is 
something that we have under consideration and have as yet, how
ever, reached no conclusion on.

We will be taking a look, and a careful look, at the various new pro
posals as they come in and then, hopefully, apply the standards which 
we have reached to those.

Let me say a little bit about the Middle East, though, and what the 
standards are which we have been applying to the question of sales 
of arms in that area.

We have said, first, that the arms must satisfy, or must be fitted 
to, the legitimate security needs of the country concerned; secondly, 
that they must be looked at in respect to their effect on the overall situa
tion with respect to peace in the Middle East.

And it seems to me that these are two very fundamental principles 
that are proper and should be applied.

Q. Would you support a mutual arms ban with the Russians with 
regard to the Middle East? Thafs been proposed a number of times
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to tlie Soviets. I  thvnJt they have rejected it. 'Would you he m favor 
of renexoing such a proposal?

Secretary Vance: Yes. I  think it’s a very constructive proposal. I  
think, quite frankly, it’s unrealistic until you get a political settle
ment.

Q. Sir  ̂you said that the United States has been studying for some 
time now what to do about supplies of nuclear fuel to other cou/a- 
tries: BrazU has been wcdting for about three year» now to hawe con- 
pm ation for some fuel for its rea t̂ors  ̂ and it̂ s given as one of the 
remom that thê  Gomitry decided ta go—to have itŝ  own facilities to 
enrich uranium. Should Brazil wait until the United States finishes 
its study—which it cannot say when it %oUl happen? And do you 
think—in the same areâ  sir̂  Brazil is under a great curiosity about 
what the United States is going to do with regimes in Latin America 
that are not democratically elected. What can you say about this?

Secretary Vance: Well, let me take your first question.
I  would hope very much that Brazil and Germany would wait until 

we have had a chance to further discuss the question of what alterna
tives are there to proceeding with the reprocessing plant or with 
enriched uranium facilities. This subject has been under study for 
a while with the prior government. We are very freshly in office and 
have been studying it very intensively. It will take us a little while 
to complete our studies, and I think it would be not only helpful but 
important that nothing be done until we’ve had a chance thoroughly to 
explore this with both countries.

Q, Mr. Secretary^ to follow up Mr. Wallach^s question of a moment 
agô  would the United States consider the possibility unilaterally of 
reducing arms sales to countries in the Middle East without agree- 
ment with the Soviet Union on a common approach to reducing arms 
mles?

Secretary Vance: This would be something that we would have to 
discuss with the consumer, ag well as among ourselves, before we could 
arrive at any conclusion on that, Mr. Kalb.

• • • • • • *  

News Conference Remarks by Vice President Mondale on His 
Trip to Europe and Japan: Sale of Nuclear Equipment 
[Extracts], February 2, 1977^

Q. Mr. Vice President, do you have any hopes that West Grermany 
and France, post your discussions there, may reconsider the sale of 
nuclear reprocessing appliances to Brazil and to Pakistan?

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 7,1977, pp. 132,133.
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The Vice President. What we asked in each case was, first, to be 
heard on the concern of the Carter administration about the dangers 
and the risks involved in the distribution of sensitive nuclear technol
ogy from which weapons-grade material could be developed. We made 
that point at each of the capitals. And we asked that consultations 
commence on that matter and on the broader issues of nuclear pro
liferation at the earliest possible moment. It was agreed that that 
should occur. It will occur. Arrangements are already being made to* 
do so. And that was what we sought to accomplish and accomplished 
in those talks.

Q, Do you have an agreement then, tentatively an agreement that 
they will hold up on those sales until you have a chance to talk 
specifically?

The Vice President. A ll we discussed was the importance of having 
intensive, early consultations on the matter. There has been no agree
ment beyond that point.

Q. Mr. Vice President, if  bbth the Germans and, I  believe, the 
French claim that in their deals with the Pakistanis and Brazilians 
for those nuclear facilities that there are adequate safeguards—if  
that’s so—what’s the problem?

The Vice President. The position that the administration has taken 
is that these facilities possess the capacity to produce weapons-grade 
materials. And to the extent possible, and hopefully, to the fullest pos
sible extent we can prohibit the transfer of this technology—which 
greatly complicates the problem of control—and that it was our hope 
that alternatives could be found to deal with the nuclear power needs 
of these nations, which we accept, which does not include the risk of 
facilities that can produce weapons-grade material; and that we were 
willing to consider ways in which secure supplies of low gi’ade nuclear 
fuel could be made available for plants; that we were willing to con
sider ways in which these alternatives could not conceivably involve 
commercial advantage as a result of withdrawing the availability of 
such nuclear technology; and that we also understood the great com
plexity of this issue, both from a technical standpoint and from a po
litical standpoint; and that what was really needed at this point and 
what we were asking for was that the new administration be given 
time to consult very closely with them and with the other nations 
about the total picture and what might be done to diminish, reduce, if  
not eliminate the risks that flow from facilities from which weapons- 
grade material can be produced.

That’s the status of our position, and that’s what these consultations 
will involve.
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Press Interview of Secretary of State Vance [Extracts], 
February 3, 1977 ^

R elations W it h  t h e  S oviet U n io n

Q. On an allied siibject  ̂I  get the im'pression thatyou^ the new Ad- 
ministmticyii  ̂ are tending to compartonentalize individual matters in 
relations with the Soviet Union more so than was done in the past* For 
example  ̂although there was the prohlem with the human rights ques
tion last weeĥ  apparently the preliminary discussions on SALT went 
ahead without any impediment. Is my-impression rigUt^-first of all̂  
and is this how you intend to continue to operate?

Secretary Vance: I  would not describe it quite that way. The cen
tral problem that we would like to discuss with the Soviet Union is 
the question of the reduction of nuclear arms on both sides. That is 
the subject that is ialready on ,the table and which I think we must 
address very, very promptly. As I have indicated, I would like to see 
this accomplished, if  possible, before September, at the end of which 
the current agreement expires and therefore would have to be extended; 
and therefore I feel that it is important to resume as promptly as we 
can our discussions on SALT Two with the Soviets.^ That is not to 
say that there are not other issues of importance between us, and I  
would expect on my trip to Moscow that I  would discuss these other 
issues as well, in an initial and preliminary fashion.

Q, 'What I  was getting at iŝ  there is no linkage between our feelings 
ahout the Soviet treatment of iKeir citizens and the human rights 
questions and our other relations with therrv—trade  ̂ economic  ̂ and 
arms talks?

Secretary Vance: No, there is no linkage. I  think each of these sub
jects is an important subject and each should be discussed on its own 
footing. \

Q. Mr, Vancê  do you see the statements that wem made last week 
about human rights in the Soviet Union  ̂ the Sakharov statement 
among others  ̂ as complicating your discussions? I  understand Mr. 
Dobrynin  ̂for example  ̂called you and complained that this was inter
ference in their internal aff airs.

Secretary Vance I  don’t see them complicating our discussions. 
I think the Soviet Union knows that we feel strongly about the human 
rights issues, very strongly, very deeply, and that we will speak out 
on those issues when we believe it appropriate to do so.

 ̂Department ef State Bulletin, Feb. 21, 1977, pp. 148-151, 151-152.
®The SALT I  agreements appear in Documents on Diaarmmnent, 1972,

197 ff.
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Q. When you said Ĥinhagê  ̂before—because ̂ Hinkagê  ̂is associated 
with one Secretary of Statens particular style  ̂ I  would like to come 
back to it and ask you if you donH think that Soviet action in one area 
does have iw/plications over actions in others. Should they be forth- 
comi/ng on huma/n rights  ̂doesnH it suggest somethi/ng—I  dorCt want 
to say that there is a deal involved—but if they are forthcoming on 
human rights  ̂would not that improve the general cli/mate and make 
a SALT treaty^ for instance  ̂a little more easy to get?

Secretary Vance: It would certainly improve the climate, but I 
think there has been an overemphasis on linkage.

Q, When you go to Moscow at the end of March  ̂do you see at that 
point making a breakthrough in the current issues which deadlock 
the SALT talks  ̂so that in the fall Mr. Brezhnev could come here and 
sign the SALT Two agrecTnenl?

Secretary Vance: No. I  don’t anticipate making any breakthrough 
at that time. I think this will be the first of the discussions bn a very 
difficult and very complex set of subjects, and I would not predict any 
breakthrough at that point.

Q. Mr. Secretary^ we donH expect you to bargain with the Soviets 
through uŝ  but can you tell us: Is this a possibility—that the Vladivos
tok agreement of 2 ^ 0  vehicles on each side could be reduced by the 
time SALT Two was put into the form of a treaty? ^

Secretary Vance,: I  don^ want to go into ei^cessive detail, but I 
think that some reduction from the ;2,̂ 0O is u possiMM45r.

Q. Do you believe that cruise missiles  ̂ in the current state of art̂  
are verifiable and therefore could well be included in the agreewjcnt? 
And probably mx>re important^ do the Soviets agree with ics that they 
are verifiable as strategic weapons by national means?

Secretary Vance: The question of cruise missiles is one of the re
maining subjects in the SALT Two discussions, along with the ques
tion of the “Backfire” and along with the question of mobile missiles.

As to cruise missiles as such, one of the problems is the problem of 
verification. It is a very difficult and complex problem in the area of 
cruise missiles and undoubtedly would be one of the matters for dis
cussion in connection with trying to resolve the cruise missile problem.

Q. Is the question of the cruise and Backfire crucial to a SALT Txoo 
agreement? Are you willing to seek a fallback position of letting them 
slide for further negotiation later?

Secretary Vance: Well, the President has spoken on this already, 
and the President has said that he would hope that the cruise missile 
and Backfire would not result in the failure to achieve a SALT Two 
agreement.

* For the Vladivostok agreement, see 157^, pp. 74G-747.
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On tlie other hand, the; Backfire and the cruise missile issues are still 
very much in the negotiations and I ’m sure will be a subject for dis
cussion when we begin our talks with the Soviet Union.

Q. Vm having trovble in following^ since this Administration came 
iuy their thinking on SALT^ to see if there'̂ s any d if  erence between 
the frevious Kissinger-Ford-Ni^on apfroach^ which the Soviets con
tinually rejected in the last three attem'pts. Frankly^ I  donH see much 
of a difference  ̂ and I  wonder why you think that the Soviets would 
he more amenable noio to this approach than they were last March  ̂
last September-0ctober.

Secretary Yance: Well, I  would hope that in seeking a SALT Two 
agreement that we would both approach the remaining problems with 
flexibility and see whether we could come up with some new ideas, 
some fresh ideas that have not yet been discussed. And this is not just 
a one-way street I ’m talking, about. I  would hope and expect the 
Soviets would approach it in the same way.

I m portance op C onventional A iums E eductions

Q. Mr. Secretary^ recently you were—I  think you were chairman 
of a panel of the United Nations Association that put together a re
port on disarmament^ in which you said really the problem—you didn/t 
use the word ‘̂problem!'*—the most important aspect of disarmamient 
is really conventional arms because tlmfs where rnmt^of the money is 
spentythat^s where most of the action is. Are you plcmning to make 
any early eff orts  ̂with the Soviets in particular^ to start talks on large- 
scale conmentionoU disarmament?

Secretary Yance: I  do believe that the area of disarmament or arms 
deduction in the conventional arms area is of critical importance. It 
is the area where the largest amount of money is spent, and it is a very 
serious and substantial problem.

I  would expect the discussion of reduction of conventional arms to 
be on the agenda of items that we might discuss when I go to Moscow 
at the end of March. MBFR, which means mutual balanced force re
duction, talks have been underway for several years. I  hope very much 
that we can move these talks out of the doldrums and give them very 
high priority and see if  we can’t move them on to a preliminary, yet 
satisfactory, conclusion of a first-stage agreement.

One of the problems, I  think, has been that they have not received 
the emphasis that they should in the past. I ’m encouraged by the fact 
that not only do we put a very high priority on movement in these 
talks, but the Soviets do also. Mr. Brezhnev, in his speech at Tula in 
the last two weeks, has indicated that he considers this to be a matter 
of high priority and would like to address it promptly.*

 ̂Ayitc, pp. 14-18.
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Q. Mr. Vanoê  I  want to return to this one question—not to heat a 
dead horse—about the question of the Soviet attitude on 8 ALT. You 
seem to he rejecting the Soviets* contention that it is the Americam* 
turn to propose something sigmficaM to move the negotiations along. 
Do you home a/nything in mhnd that the Soviets need to dô  need to 
move?

Secretary Vance: Well, I  think if  we are both serious about making 
progress in SAX/T, and I believe we are, then it is incumbent upon both 
of us to see what we can do to break the logjams which exist and move 
on to the conclusion of a fair and just agreement which is acceptable to 
both,

Q. Regarding conventional armŝ  has your thimkim  ̂ gone to the 
point where you can approach them about some common agreements  ̂
some agreerrient that hoth superpowers would restrain arms sales in 
specif/) regions? Would you declare certain regions off bounds  ̂ for 
instance  ̂as heing beyond the contest; Africa^ perhaps? Gam. you amr 
plify that a hit?

Secretary Yame: Yes, I  would be happy to.
'Not only are we talking about reduction of arms and troops in the 

Central European area, but I am also talking about the question of a 
general reduction in the transfer of anns in attacking that problem. 
This is a subject that a,ffects not only the United States but other 
. Western nations and the Soviet Union as well, and this is a subject 
which we will take up with the Soviet Union and discuss with them 
how we might proceed to reduce the general sale and transfer of arms 
throughout the world.

Q. But as a pilot project wovM you select an area liTce Africa to 
simply declare off boimds and see if that idea could spread?

Secretary Vance: That would be a possibility.
I  think also the whole question of a;rms transfers into the. Middle 

East is an area that one niight look at.

Q. In the United Nations Association report that you mentioned 
earlier  ̂there are several points that were rn^e^ one of which wa  ̂sort 
of a unilateral rumoL disarmament approach test. Would you subscrihe 
to that?

I  noticed in that report you dissented from one part  ̂ but not that 
part^not on the question of naval disamuimeTvt.

Secretary Vance: Yes. I  think that is  an area that is worth exploring. 
It is not something you could reach agreement on overnight, but it is 
the kind of subject that deserves further thought.

Q. Mr.Vance^ can I  just follow up on conventional arms?
The other day at your news conference you said the United States 

as a leading arms seller bears a heavy responsibility for moving this.
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"Wovld you he prepared to do anything rniilMeraUy  ̂ or wovld you 
only move in cutting arms transfers in conjv/nction with either the 
Soviet Union or the other leading arms sellers  ̂ such as Britain and 
Franxse?

Secretary Vance: As I said the other day, I  think the first thing we 
have to do is to determine with more precision what our policy is going 
to be. Having made that determination we might wish to take action 
ourselves to demonstrate leadership in this area.

But in the long run this is a problem that must be faced up to and 
dealt with by both the supplier and the purchaser nations throughout 
the world, and therefore, in my judgment, it is essential that we begin 
to deal with it on an international basis and not simply on a unilateral 
basis.

Q. Mr. Secretary^ could I  go hack to something that you said before  ̂
just to pick it up?

You said that the coThcept of linkage was overdone in the past. What
ever else it had̂  it did provide^ somjetimes  ̂an incentive to hring the 
Soviets along on somethim ĝ that they didnH want to move on.

What̂  in place of lirikage  ̂ are you going to use as an i/ncenii/oe to 
induce the Soviets to come along on agreements on lohich they would 
he otherwise reluctant?

Secretary Vance: Well, I  think that— t̂ake for example, negotiations 
in the arms field, and more specifically, the SALT negotiations. I think 
it clearly is in the interests of both nations and in the interest of world 
peace for us to reach a satisfactory, negotiated settlement with them. 
So I think it stands on its own two feet.

Q, Mr. Secretary^ I  would very much like to get you on the record 
on Paul Warrike  ̂on the situation developing.

Secreta/ry Vance: Surely.

Q. Because  ̂a>s you know  ̂there is an anonymous letter circulating  ̂
amd it is hard to deal with an amnymous statement^ accusing him of 
advocating v/nUaterdl ahandorvment of every weapons system subject 
to SALT n/egotiation. Does that—you work with him—is that a fair 
representation of WamJce ŝ—

Secretary Vamxie: No. Let me first say that I  deplore anonymous 
statements. I  think that if  people have issues that they wish to raise or 
criticisms which they choose to make, that they should come out and 
make those directly with their names attached to them.

I think Paul Wamke is an excellent choice. He is superbly qualified, 
and I am convinced that he will be approved by the Senate.

Q. But the views attributed to him  ̂anonymously  ̂that he is in favor 
of waiLateraL abandonment̂ '̂  as they saŷ  of every weapons system—

277-084—79-
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Secretary Vance: I  don’t agree with that. I do not think those are his 
views. I  have not seen the paper to which you are referring, but I think 
that is a gross misstatement of Mr. Wamke’s position.

Q. Do you agree with him̂  though  ̂ for instance  ̂ that there could 
he a siX'^onth delay in the develo'pment of the B-1  ̂ unilaterally^ 
without any Soviet response  ̂to see if  it would hring—elicit a positive 
Soviet reaction?

Secretary Yanjce: I  believe that there could be a delay in the B-1 for 
a period of time. I am not sure that that is the ultimate decision which 
will be taken in connection with the budget reviews, but I think that 
such a delay would be possible.

Q. But you donH agree with Aim, I  gather  ̂on the question of a uni
lateral withdrawal of some nuclear forces from Europe? A t least some 
statements he is associated with?

Secretary Vance: Well, what I said on that—I think it would be in
appropriate at this time to withdraw our tactical nuclear forces or 
weapons from Europe. That issue is already a subject which is on the 
table in the MBFR discussions, and it doesn’t make sense to me to 
take such a step while it is currently under negotiation in the larger 
context of the MBFR talks.

Q. In the larger—if I  can pursue this just one more question  ̂in the 
larger concept of his idea of—I  donH want to say ^^unilateral reduc
tions'̂ '̂  hut he had developed the idea that there are several areas where 
the United States can act unilaterally without the mutual reduction 
hy the Soviet Union in arms matters. Do you agree with that in 
concept?

Secretary Vance: Well, I  think it depends on what you are talking 
about. I don’t know specifically what you have in mind.

Q. Well  ̂ the B-1 was one example. Of course you have answered 
that.

Secretary Vance: As I said before, I think that you can delay it for 
a period of time.

Q. And the naval situation was another one. He thought that there 
were areas that the United States could reduce its spending and de
ployment without prior agreement of the Soviet Union  ̂ to see how 
they would respond.

Secretary Vance: Well, I  think you have to examine each one of 
these on its own merits and see whether or not it can be done without 
jeopardizing the security of the country.

Q. So it has to he a case-hy-ca^e hasis?

Secretary Vance : Yes, I  think it has to be a case-by-case basis.
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News Conference Remarks of President Carter [Extracts], 
February 8, 1977"

A r m s  S a l e s  t o  F o r e ig n  C o u n t r ie s

Q. Mr. President, you cited arms reductions as the prime tenet, one 
of them, of your foreign policy. Under the circumstances, as a first 
step will you block the sale of concussion bombs to a foreign country ?

The President. The sale of concussion bombs to a foreign country is 
an item that concerns me very much. Within the next week, after this 
review that has already been undertaken is completed, I  will have an 
announcement to make about that. The previous announcement that 
concussion bombs would be sold was not cleared with the State De
partment nor with the Defense Department. I have asked them to ana
lyze the political and military consequences of the sale. I am concerned 
about it but have not yet decided whether to cancel that sale.

Q, Does that mean, sir, that you are considering blocking the sale ?
The President, That is one of the options that I have, and I will 

make a decision within the next week.

N o m in a t io n  o f  P a u l  W a r n k e  a s  D ir ec to r  oe t h e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  

A r m s  C o n ™ ol  a n d  D i s a r m a m e n t  A g e n c y

Q, Mr. President, your nominee to head the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, Paul Warnke, wrote about a year and a half a/ro 
that the U.S. ‘̂ should try a policy of restraint while callmg for matcli- 
ing restraint from the Soviet U n io n ,”   ̂ but Mr. Warnke didn’t seem 
to believe that that had to be guaranteed in advance in an agreement. 
Is that a view to which you subscribe, and could you explain why or 
why not?

The President, I  know Mr. Warnke very well. IVe met with him 
several times to discuss his attitude on disarmament matters. I  have 
complete confidence in him. The first two times I asked him to take 
the job, he turned me down. We tried to find an alternative who is as 
well qualified as he is to express my ovm views and those views that 
would be acceptable to our country. I  was unsuccessful in finding 
someone to equal him. He finally agreed to take the job, at my in
sistence, as a public service. I believe that his views are well considered 
by me. And IVe accepted them. I  think when the Members of the Sen
ate consider what Mr. Warnke stands for, he will be approved over
whelmingly.

I obviously believe that we both have to take initiatives, the Soviet 
Union and the United States. Most of our discussions will be bilateral

* Weekly Oompilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 14, 1977, pp. 155-156, 
156, 157-158, 160.

® Foreign Policy, Spring 1975, p. 28.
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in nature. Subsequently, I  hope to bring in other nations to discuss, for 
instance, comprehensive test ban questions, and others, the European 
nations who are nuclear powers and also the Chinese. That would 
come later.

But I believe that Mr. Warnke’s proposals are sound. And I have no 
concern about his attitude. There will be instances on nuclear weapons 
where each country has to take some initiative. But the overall balance 
of mutual restraint, cutting down on the overall dependence on nu
clear weapons is what counts.

And I  might add one other point. Mr. Warnke’s positions will he 
carefully coordinated with my own, working closely with State De
partment, Defense Department officials. Our decisions with the Soviets 
will be made public. We will consult with our allies whenever possible. 
Any ratification of an agreement with the Soviet Union would ob
viously require senatorial approval. So even if I  or Mr. Wamke or 
one other person in the negotiation process should make a mistake, in
advertently, that mistake would be closely scrutinized by the public, 

jmd  I think would be corrected. But I  have complete confidence in him*

N ttcojab A rm s E eduction

Q. Mr. President, just to follow up a bit on Stan’s question, could 
you tell us, sir, do you believe that there should be a rough parity be
tween the nuclear forces of the Soviet Union and the United States ? 
Do you think we ought to, in the arms negotiations, strive for superior 
force or do you believe that as long as we have the ability to inflict 
horrendous damage on them that it really doesn’t matter which side 
has the most bombs ?

TTie President. At the present time, my judgment is that we have 
superior nuclear capability. The Soviet Union has more throw 
weight, larger missiles, larger warheads; we have more missiles, a 
much higher degree of accuracy, and also, we have three different 
mechanisms which are each independently adequate to deliver atomic 
weapons—airplanes, submarines, and intercontinental ballistic mis
siles. I  think that we are roughly equivalent, even though I think we 
are superior, in that either the Soviet Union or we could destroy a 
major part of the other nation if a major attack was made with losses 
in the neighborhood of 50 to 100 million people if a large exchange 
was initiated.

We have the capability, as do the Soviets, to detect the launching of 
opposing missiles and then I, as President, and the leaders in Eussia 
would have to be faced with the question of how much of a retaliatory 
attack to make. But in the exchange, tens of millions of people would 
ha killed. And the threat of this kind of holocaust is what makes it im
portant that we do keep an adequate deterrent capability. And it also 
is crucial for all of us to remember that it is necessary to have drastic 
re(J action in dependence on atomic weapons.
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Almost every major speecli that I have made since I  have been in
volved in national politics, I expressed—committed, first, to stabilize 
the situation; second, to have demonstrable reductions in dependence 
upon atomic weapons and set as our committed long-range goal com
plete elimination of nuclear weapons from the Earth,

I had a meeting this morning with a representative of the People’s 
Kepublic of China, and he told me very clearly that the goal of the 
Chinese Government was to reduce dependence on nuclear weapons to 
zero.

I f  we and the Soviet Union can demonstrate an ability to stop the 
present growth and then to have substantial reductions, I  believe, 
then, we can go to the French, British, the Chinese, and others and 
say. “Would you join us in stopping testing and in moving in clearly 
monitorable ways to reduce dependence on atomic weapons?”

S trategic A rm s L im it a t io n  T a lk s

Q, Mr. President to follow that up, a little bit earlier, sir, if I  
understood you correctly, you said that you thought that each of the 
two countries, ourselves and the Soviets, might have to take some 
initiatives. Now, I am trying to translate that into some of the prob
lems that we face. Is the United States today prepared to take the 
initiative perhaps in restraining the development of the cruise missile, 
ill order to get something going in the SALT talks %

The President. I  wouldn’t want to single out one particular weapoir 
which is still in the development stage, but I  will give you a couple of 
examples that are symbolic in nature, not too profound. One is that 
I ’ve suggested to the Soviet Union that they let us know and that we 
let them know before we launch any kind of intercontinental ballistic 
missile in a test phase. We launch our missiles from Vandenberg Air 
Force Base. We don’t launch them from the standard silos. The Soviet 
Union docs launch missiles from their standard operating silos for 
test purposes. I  thinlc a prior notice that this launch was going to 
take place 24 hours or 48 hours would help a great deal.

I ’ve called on the Soviet Union to join us in a comprehensive test 
ban to stop all nuclear testing for at least an extended period of time^
2 years, 3 years, 4 years. The Soviets are interested in using nuclear 
explosives to divert the course of a river in northern Russia. I don’t  
think they need to test any more. I f  they want to put that as a pra- 
viso in the agreement that they would like to go ahead and divert 
that river, I  think that would be something that we could negotiate 
and let us have observers there to learn from them and vice versa. 
But 1 think tHat the initiation of proposals that might be mutually 
acceptable of the kind is very, very important.

Now, we have two unresolved questions derived from the Vladivos
tok agreement called SALT II, and that is the cruise missile and the 
Backfire bomber.® I  would be wiUing to go ahead with the Soviet

•The Vladivostok agreement appears in Documents on Disdrmament, 1971. 
pp. 74^747.
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tJnion, conclude a quick agreement, if  they think it advisable, and 
'omit the Backfire bomber and the cruise missile from the negotiations 
at this stage. And then in a SALT III talk, if  necessary, put those 
two items back in for further discussion.

But I think it is important for us, without any pressure on me to 
proceed too hastily, in a very careful and methodical way to demon
strate to the world that we are sincere.

Q. I  am sorry to pursue the subject, but if I  may ask one more ques
tion about initiatives. When Mr. Wamke wrote that, he was appar
ently talJdng about weapons systems as well as nuclear warheads. And 
he was talking about perhaps restraining the development of a particu
lar weapons system, hoping for reciprocity by the Soviets.

My question is, would you consider saying to the Soviets, say the 
B-1 or any other weapons system, we are not going to develop it for 
6 months, we’d like to see something from you in the way of 
reciprocity?

The President, Again, let me avoid reference to a particular weap
ons system on our side. Let me refer to a weapons system on their side. 
The Soviets have a missile with limited range—it is not interconti
nental in nature—called the SS-20. They have begun to install those 
missiles in mobile installations where they can move them in a con
cealed way from one part of an area to another. It makes it very diffi
cult to pinpoint their exact location.

I would like to see the Soviets cease deployment of the mobile mis
sile, even though it is not of intercontinental type. It is very difficult 
to distinguish it from the intercontinental missile called the SS-16. 
But if they would agree to a cessation of the use or deployment of the 
mobile type missiles, for instance, which could be moved around in 
different locations before launch, that would be a very important point 
for us to join them in a mutual agreement. It would mean we would 
not then perhaps spend the large amounts of money to develop our 
own mobile missile. But if the Soviets should move to a development 
of an intercontinental missile that can be moved from one place to 
another undetected, and its location cannot be pinpointed, then that 
would put a great pressure on us to develop a mobile missile of our 
own.

So, I  think on both sides there has to be some initiation. But as 
individual weapons systems are restrained, using initiative, you have 
got to be sure that the overall balance of deterrent is not disturbed.

R elations W it h  t h e  S oviet U n io n

Q, ]\Ir. President, there have been a series of actions taken in recent 
days by the Soviet Union including the expulsion of American jour
nalists and the arrest of Alexander Ginsburg, actions that we have 
taken issue with in one form or another. How concerned are you that
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by being outspoken on issues of human rights that we may jeopardize 
possibly our relations with the Soviet Union on other matters?

The President. Well, this brings up the question that is referred to 
as linkage. I think we come out better in dealing with the Soviet Union 
if I  am consistently and completely dedicated to the enhancement of 
human rights, not only as it deals with the Soviet Union but all other 
countries. I think this can legitimately be severed from our inclination 
to work with the Soviet Union, for instance, in reducing dependence 
upon atomic weapons and also in seeking mutual and balanced force 
reductions in Europe.

I  don’t want the two to be tied together. I  think the previous admin
istration, under Secretary Kissinger, thought that there ought to be 
this linkage; that if you mentioned human rights or if  you failed to 
invite Mr. Solzhenitsyn to the White House that you might endanger 
the progress of the SAl/T talks.

I don’t feel that way. I  think it ought to be clear, and I  have made 
clear directly in communication to Mr. Brezhnev and in my meeting 
with Ambassador Dobrynin, that I  was reserving the right to speak 
out strong and forcefully whenever human rights are threatened, not 
every instance, but when I  think it is advisable. This is not intended 
as a public relations attack on the Soviet Union, and I  would hope 
that their leaders could recognize the American people’s deep concern 
about human rights.

Statement by ACDA Director Designate Warnke Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations During Hearings on 
His Nomination, February 8, 1977^

At the outset of this hearing, I  appreciate the opportunity to state 
briefly my views on the importance of the responsibility involved in 
this nomination. The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is, of 
course, a creation of the United States Congress. The express purpose 
was to create “a new agency of peace to deal with the problem of reduc
tion and control of armaments.” At the same time, the Congress noted 
that: “Arms control and disarmament policy, being an important 
aspect of foreign policy, must be consistent with national security 
policy as a whole.”  ̂ This I  regard as the key principle that I  would 
follow as the Director of the Agency. The objective of arms control is 
to enhance the security of the United States as well as advancing the 
chances for world peace. In securing these goals, the act establishing

'  Warnke Nomination: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, First Session, on Nomination of 
Paul 0. W amke to te  Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmor 
ment Agency, with the Rank of Ambassador during his Tenure of Service as 
Director, Feb. 8 and 9,1977, pp. 17-19.

* See Dooumm>ts on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495.
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the Agency makes arms control and disarmament an integral part of 
the process of making national security decisions.

As the Committee knows, the Director of the Agency is by statute 
the principal advisor to the President, the National Security Council, 
and the Secretary of State on arms control and disarmament matters. 
It is his responsibility to view national security problems from this 
perspective and to search for and advocate arms control solutions to 
these problems. In any particular situation the President may or may 
not decide to employ arms limitation measures to resolve questions of 
national security, but it is of the utmost importance that this alterna
tive be presented at the highest levels of our Government.

I f  conjfirmed as Director of ACDA, I will do my best in this capacity 
to argue persuasively for arms control initiatives where I believe they 
are warranted. In some instances, sound measures of arms limitation 
may do more to protect this country than new armament programs.

As Director of ACDA, I would seek ways to head off new explosions 
of arms technology which could ultimately damage the security of this 
nation. I  would seek ways to limit and reduce arms already in exist
ence so as to make this countiy more secure. To accomplish this, any 
measures of arms limitation that are pursued must be soundly con
ceived and any agreements that are reached must be adequately verifi
able. To have confidence in an arms control regime that has been 
negotiated the American people must know that their security cannot 
be undermined through undetected violations by another party to the 
agreement.

It should also be recognized that some new weapon system develop
ments may help, rather than hinder, the objective of sound arms con
trol. Once long range nuclear armed ballistic missiles had appeared, 
the development of the submarine launched ballistic missile on nuclear 
submarines had a positive effect because of the invulnerability of this 
weapon system and the resultant stabilizing effect on the strategic 
balance. The direction of arms control policy must be toward greater 
stability at lower levels of destructive potential in both conventional 
and nuclear arms. This will be the philosophy by which I  will be 
guided if confirmed as ACDA Director.

The control of strategic nuclear arms is a matter of the highest 
priority. As Chairman of the US SALT Delegation, I would be the 
direct representative of the President. In Geneva, my job would be to 
implement the Administration’s SALT policy as developed through 
the interagency process in Washington. All national security agencies 
would also be represented on the Delegation. The basic task is to 
embody in unambiguous language the agreements in principle reached 
between the President and the Soviet leadership. These would be in
cluded in the joint treaty text, much of which has been already agreed.

I  am hopeful that the outstanding major issues which have stale
mated the Talks for so long, such as the Backfire bomber and the 
cruise missile, can be resolved in a manner fully consistent with U.S. 
national security interests in a reasonably short period of time. This
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would permit efforts in Geneva to complete the treaty text to move 
rapidly ahead so that we can have a new agreement ready for signa
ture prior to the expiration of the Interim Agreement on October 3 of 
this year.

There are other potential or on-going negotiations of significance. 
The President has expressed his desire to reach an agreement banning 
all nuclear explosions as soon as practicable. These negotiations will 
be difficult but, if  successful, they will have a significant effect in slow
ing the nuclear arms race and reducing the possibility of further 
nuclear proliferation. We must be constantly vigilant against the 
great danger of nuclear proliferation and utilize such negotiations and 
all other means at our disposal to reduce this threat.

The Mutual and Balanced Force Keductions Talks (IVIBFE) in 
Vienna must be vigorously pursued with the objective of easing the 
military confrontation in Central Europe. A chemical weapons con
vention, which would place constraints on the possession of chemical 
weapons and complement the Geneva Protocol of 1925 ® and the Bio
logical Weapons Convention,"* may be within reach at the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in Geneva. Controls over 
the appalling level of traffic in conventional arms must be sought. Con
trols over the Environmental Modification Convention which bans the 
hostile use of techniques to manipulate the environment, negotiated 
last summer at the CCD, will soon be ready for signature.®

In all these matters ACDA must be deeply involved. The Agency 
chairs the backstopping function for MBFR and works very closely 
with Ambassador Eesor and the Delegation. The U.S. Ambassador to 
the CCD is traditionally an ACDA official. The Agency is and should 
remain a major participant in developing and implementing non
proliferation and arms transfer policy. ACDA has always played a 
leading role in strategic arms limitation policy and negotiations. The 
ACDA Director must take the lead in all these and other areas and I  
pledge to do so if confirmed.

Above all, in the development of arms control policy and in the 
negotiation of international agreements the Director of ACDA must 
remain in very close touch and consult regularly with the Congi-ess, 
the representatives of the American people. The ACDA Act provides 
that the Director shall advise the Congress on arms control. I f con
firmed, I  shall do so on a regular and continuing basis. Certainly no 
arms control policy can succeed unless it has the solid support of the 
American people, as expressed through their elected representatives.

* m d ,, 1969, pp. 764-765. 
m 2 ,  pp. 133-138.

 ̂Hid., 1976. pp. 577-588. For text of convention as signed by the parties, see 
post, pp. 322-326.
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Responses by ACDA Director Designate V/arnke to Additional 
Questions by Senator Case During Nomination Hearings by 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, February 8, 
1977"

Question 1. In your article in the Spring, 1975, issue of Foreign 
Policy  ̂you said: “Also needed is an approach to arms limitations that 
will cut through the complexities of the seardh for strategic nuclear 
equivalence under the disparate circumstances of Soviet and Amer
ican concerns and given the asymmetries in nuclear armament. What 
would be tried instead is to evoke a process of matching restraint, 
either in advance of formal agreement, or appreciably below the limits 
set by negotiated accords. • (page 15).

Later in the article, you suggested a moratorium on further 
MIEVing of the United States land and sea-based missiles, and a hold 
on development of Tridents and B-1 bombers. The pause would last 
six months, to be reviewed in light of what actions the Soviets might 
take, (page 28).

You also say in your article “our present lead in technology and 
warheads makes it possible to take this initiative safely. No ad
vances the other side might take in six months or many more could 
alter the strategic balance to our detriment.

Do you still think this six month hold is feasible and safe in view of 
what you may have learned smce then about the pace of weapons 
developments and deployments?

Answer, I  believe that the immediate effort should be concentrated 
on completion of a SALT TWO agreement before the expiration of 
the Interim Agreement on Offensive Arms this October. While I be
lieve reciprocal restraint in the deployment of strategic arms would 
be feasible, safe and in the interests of both the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union, the timing is not now appropriate for any attempt to initiate 
such a course of action except on a mutually agreed basis.

Question 2. On the tactical side, you suggested reducing the 7,000 
nuclear weapons based in Europe (page 28). How would this affect 
the Mutual and Balanced Force Eeduction (MBFE) negotiations in 
Vienna ?

Ansioer. The United States and its Allies have now offered in the 
MBFE negotiations to reduce the number of the U.S. nuclear weapons 
based in Europe—as well as some U.S. nuclear-capable aircraft and 
Pershing missile laimchers—as part of an agreement in which the 
East would reduce its offensive forces. I  would support this sort of 
initiative.

* Warnke 'Nomination: Bearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations^ 
United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, First Session, on Nomination of 
Paul C, W am ke to de Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, with the Ranh of Ambassador during his Tenure of Service as 
Director, Feb. 8 and 9,1977, pp. 75-77.
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Question S. In the Winter, 1976, issue of Foreign Policy  ̂ you say 
‘‘a major contribution toward peace and toward reduction of the de- 
vastation of local hostilities could be made by agreement with the So
viet Union, and preferably the other major international arms 
suppliers as well, on tight limits on arms transfers, particularly to the 
Middle East and Africa.” Is this a realistic avenue to pursue? What 
indications are there that the Soviet Union would go along with such 
an agreement?

Answer. I believe that at least an attempt should be made to pursue 
an agreement among major conventional arms suppliers similar to the 
agreed guidelines of nuclear suppliers. There is no question but that 
this will be a very difficult objective but it would appear to be at least 
worth an attempt. I  note that the Congress has urged the Executive 
Branch to support this objective in recent years.

Question 3a. I f they do, what are the dangers the Eussians might 
break it to the advantage of their allies, given the shorter Russian sup
ply lines to the Middle East and Africa and their larger stocks of 
equipment on hand?

Answer. As with any agreement, there is always the chance that 
another party might violate it at some point, but any significant viola
tions could be quickly detected and corrective action taken. Our friends 
in these areas will be alert to the protection of their own interests. 
Their security will be served by decreasing the flow of more and more 
destructive weapons.

Question Sb. Even if the Soviets agree, what are the chances that 
France would do so in view of its past track record ?

Answer. I have no basis for estimating the likelihood of Soviet 
Union or France joining in such an arrangement. Certainly, arms trans
fers constitute a significant portion of France’s foreign exchange. But 
I belieVe we risk nothing and could gain much by making the effort.

Question Ĵ. Do you believe the long-range cruise missile would be of 
value in a European conventional defense ? If both sides were to deploy 
the conventional long-range cruise missile in Europe, which side would 
benefit most ?

Answer. Nuclear-armed cruise missiles could contribute to our con
ventional defense posture in Europe by taking over the nuclear mis
sions of some of our tactical aircraft, freeing these aircraft for conven
tional roles. In the future, it is possible that conventionally-armed 
cruise missiles could be developed for theater use. The value of conven
tionally-armed cruise missiles would depend on their cost and effective
ness compared to alternative weapons for the same tasks, as well as 
their ability to penetrate defenses, all of which cannot be confidently 
assessed at this time. Since the U.S. leads the Soviets in the technology 
for small, accurate cruise missiles, the U.S. would benefit first from 
the deployment of such weapons. In the longer run, if  both sides were 
to deploy such missiles, it is not clear that one side would benefit more 
than the other.
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Question 5. There lias been dissatisfaction with the content and 
quality of the amis control impact statements in the past. Will you try 
to make them more substantive? How?

Answer. I believe that the Arms Control Impact Statements can be 
made more useful and substantive than those that have been submitted 
in the past. The statements should provide the Congress with a soimd 
fcasis for assessing the arms control impact of new military deploy
ments and technology as part of its consideration of the Defense 
^authorization and Defense appropriation bills.

The Arms Control Impact Statements should discuss more than 
whether a weapon system is consistent with the obligations of present 
treaties or those under negotiation. The statement should include an 
assessment of the system’s effect on stability, of its potential for ex
panding the competition in nuclear arms, and the effect on our security 
in the event of deployment of similar systems by the Soviets.

A statement should address how a particular weapon system affects 
current negotiations and whether it is consistent with the long-term 
U.S. goals in arms control negotiations, including the requirement for 
iidequate verifiability. This would also include a discussion of that sys
tem’s effect on the bargaining situation.

I  fully agree with the desire of Congress for Arms Control Impact 
Statements, and will work to see that they are provided in a timely 
and responsive manner.

Question 6. In your testimony you enumerated a number of condi- 
î tions which you believed should be applied to nuclear exports. What can 
r be done to gain agreement among the other nuclear suppliers on these 
j^oints?

Answer. In my view, we should couple such conditions with assur- 
'finces to user countries of arrangements for supplies of nonsensitive 
nuclear fuels, and do all we can to allay the fears of other supplier 
countries that imposition of these conditions would place them at a 
competitive disadvantage as compared with the United States.

.Responses by ACDA Director Warnke fo AddiHonal Questions 
for the Record During Nomination Hearings Before the Senate 
^Foreign Relations Committee, February 8 ,1977 ^

Question 1. Mr. Warnke, you would be holding two jobs, which, in 
4he last administration, were both full-time, director of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), and negotiator for the Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). How would you arrange these 
.duties so that you could do justice to both ?

 ̂Warnke 'Nomination: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
United States Senate, Mnety-fifth Congress, First Session, on Nomination of Paul 

■O, Wamhe to ie  Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, 'loith the Ranh of Ambassador during his Tenure of Service as Directory 
4Feb. 8 and 9,1977, pp. 111-114.
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Answer. I  ■would have strong capable deputies in both Washington 
and Geneva fuUy prepared to lead the Agency or the Delegation in my 
absence.

Question 2. What responsibilities would you expect to give your 
deputy director? W iat Innd of person are you looking for to fill that 
part?

Answer. The Deputy Director of ACDA would have to be fully cap-' 
able of heading the Agency while I am in Geneva. He would, of 
coui'se, have considerable responsibilities even during my presence in 
Washington. He must be a good administrator knowledgable in the 
major current arms control areas, such as SALT, MBFE., non-pro
liferation, test ban and conventional arms transfers. In addition, he 
should be experienced and competent iii working with other interested 
agencies.

Question 3. What can you tell us of your plans and priorities in re
gard to ACDA?

Answer. It will require considerable more information and study 
before I can develop plans and priorities of any precise nature. I hope' 
to make the Agency as efficient and effective as possible in carrying out 
its statutory mandate.

Question 4. What role do you envision for yourself and for ACUA 
within the executive branch ?

Answer. The ACDA Director is by statute an adviser to the National 
Security Council and the principal adviser to the President on arms 
control and disarmament policy. ACDA and its Director must take 
the lead in formulating and developing arms control possibilities to 
resolve problems of national security.

Question 5. Do you believe that ACDA should take a more active role 
in informing the public on arms control issues ?

Answer. The ACDA statute provides that one of the four principal 
functions of ACDA is to disseminate and coordinate public informa
tion concerning arms control and disarmament. In view of this statu
tory mandate the Agency must take as active a role as possible in in
forming the public on arms control matters.

Question 6. Taking all factors into consideration, do you believe 
that the Soviet Union is trying to achieve some sort of meaningfuf 
strategic superiority over the United States? Do you t.hinlr such an 
effort could ever succeed, and, if  so, imder what circumstances?

Answer. Judgments of Soviet strategic objectives are necessarily 
subjective and fraught with considerable uncertainty. There may also 
be differences of view within the Soviet leadership. The Soviets have 
made a major effort to bring themselves from a position of clear inferi
ority to the present rough equality in strategic arms. The continuing 
Soviet strategic arms programs probably reflect at least a determi
nation not to fall behind the U.S., a desire to catch ug>' in< cert'aiB
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areas where tlie U.S. still leads, a response to their perception of 
tJ.S. strategic programs, their traditional military doctrines, as well 
as internal political and institutional factors. The possibility must 
be faced that in addition at least some elements of the Soviet leader
ship are seeking a measurable degree of superiority over the U.S. 
despite the narrower Soviet economic and technological base.

I  do not believe the Soviets can achieve superiority over the U.S. 
as long as we are determined to deny them this objective. The U.S. 
must take what actions are necessaiy to preclude any real or perceived 
Soviet military advantage in strategic arms.

Question 7. How would other members of the SALT delegation be 
chosen? Would you expect that the delegation would include people 
with diverse backgrounds and viewpoints ?

Answer. It is my understanding that the other members of the 
SALT Delegation would be selected by the various national security 
agencies involved in the SALT process, such as the Office of the Secre
tary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I  would certainly both 
hope and expect that the Delegation would include people with diverse 
backgrounds and viewpoints.

Question 8. As you know, there continue to be deep differences on 
our side as to the threat posed by the Soviet Backfire bomber and as to 
whether and how the Backfire might be handled under SALT. Do you 
believe these questions can be resolved in a way acceptable to both the 
American and Soviet sides ?

Answer. The Soviet Backfire bomber is in a “gray-area” between 
clearly strategic and clearly tactical systems. It therefore poses difficult 
problems for SALT. Nevertheless, I  believe that given a serious ef
fort on both sides to resolve this problem a mutually acceptable solution 
can be worked out.

Question 9. Should strategic arms limitations negotiations be con
tinued beyond any SALT II agreements? I f  so, what kinds of further 
controls upon the strategic arms race do you consider important?

Answer. Once a SALT II agreement is completed, I  expect that the 
U.S. and the Soviet Union will continue negotiations further to limit 
strategic arms. One objective of these follow-on negotiations would be 
to reduce the ceilings on the number of strategic offensive arms to 
levels well below those established in the SALT II agreement. Another 
objective would be to place additional qualitative limitations on 
strategic forces, including further limits on throwweight and MIEVs, 
and possibly other qualitative measures. We could also seek additional 
limits on strategic defenses, including civil defense efforts. A SALT 
TWO agreement would be a major advance beyond the Interim Agree
ment, but still more comprehensive limitations will be necessary to 
halt and reverse the competition in strategic arms.
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Question 10. In an interview in the New York Times of January 1, 
Major General George J. Keegan, Jr., who had just retired jEi’om his 
position of Air Force chief of intelligence, made some very disturb
ing charges. According to General Keegan, “Today, because of the 
civil defense measures in the U.S.S*E., I  believe the United States is 
incapable of carrying out its assigned wartime retaliatory tasks of 
crippling the Soviet indiistrial economy, the essential civilian-military 
leadei'ship, nuclear stockpiles and the basic fighting capacity of the 
U.S.S.R.’̂

(a) Do you agree that the United States is incapable of carrying out 
its assigned wartime retaliatory tasks? I f  you do not agree, do you 
believe that the United States capability to retaliate is threatened?
. (6) What do you believe the Soviet Union is trying to achieve with 

its civil defense elfforts ? Wliat are the implications of that eiffort in 
terms of our own ability to deter ?

Answer. I have seen no evidence that the Soviets now have a pro
gram for civil defense which is capable of denying our ability to 
retaliate with devastating effect against the military and economic 
resources of the Soviet Union.

I  am not certain wliat the objectives are for the Soviet civil defense 
effort. They could include an attempt to reduce the damage to their 
society should soiiie level of nuclear conflict occur with NATO or 
China, and ail attempt to increase the chuncefe that the political and 
military leadersliip would survive a nuclear conflict.

A Soviet civil defense on a scale which caused us, or the Soviet 
leaders, to question the effectiveness of our retaliatory capability 
would be inconsistent with the objectives of the ABM Treaty  ̂ and 
inconsistent with our national security. Therefore I believe that we 
should monitor carefully all Soviet civil defense efforts and take any 
needed measures to counter them, by agreement or otherwise.

Question 11. Is it your objective to seek a ban on nuclear testing 
alone or to seek a ban on all nuclear explosions ?

Answer. There is no true distinction between nuclear weapons tests 
and nuclear explosions purported to be for peaceful purposes. There
fore, a complete ban on all nuclear explosions, not one limited to 
weapons tests alone, would be my objective.

Question l l [ a ] .  What would the United States and the Soviet Union 
gain from such a comprehensive ban? Would a comprehensive ban be 
in the national security interests of the United States ?

What concrete results would you expect a comprehensive ban to 
have upon the presently non-nuclear nations? What response would 
you expect from the nuclear nations other than the United States and 
the Soviet Union ?

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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Answer. Both the United States and the Soviet Union would stand 
to gain from a comprehensive ban, in my opinion. Both would benefit 
from the enhancement of the nuclear non-proliferation regime which 
would flow from the comprehensive ban: it is widely recognized that 
such a ban would be the single most effective measure of reinforcing 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Both the US and USSE would benefit from the enlianced political 
credibility which would be produced by such an agreement, since 
each has pledged in the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty * and in the 
1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty  ̂ to pursue a comprehensive ban.

Moreover, in view of our awesome current stockpile, I  agree with 
the President that the time has oome to end nuclear tests. So long as we 
and the Soviet Union continue to test, we encourage other governments, 
such as France and China, to do the same. Terminating our program 
pursuant to a verified international agreement is clearly in the na
tional interest.

Tn addition, I  believe that a further positive benefit would be the 
wide endorsement such a comprehensive agreement would receive from 
many non-nuclear weapon States, including some not presently Parties 
to the NPT itself. Because such an agreement would be nondiscrimina- 
tory, inherently so if  it banned all nuclear explosions, many states 
which have not adliered to the NPT because they perceived that treaty 
to be discriminatory would be expected to participate.

My expectations with regard to responses from nuclear nations 
other than the US and USSR are varied. I  would expect the UK to 
join with us in a total ban. I  would not expect the People’s Eepublic of 
China to join us immediately, in view of its announced policies on tliis 
subject.

I would hope however that, once our good faith was demonstrated 
on this issue through adherence to a nondiscriminatory agreement, it 
might reconsider. The Government of France is, as you know, no 
longer conducting atmospheric explosions and conducts only under- 
gi^und explosions—as have we up to the present time. The French 
have now by their practice adhered to the principles of the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty. I  believe that they may do the same with regard to 
a nondiscriminatory, comprehensive ban, preferably by eventual ad
herence to a comprehensive ban. In addition to these nuclear-weapon 
States, it seems likely that Lidia would feel great pressure from world 
opinion to join a total ban.

Question 12. Will the new administration take the initiative by pro
posing a comprehensive ban on nuclear explosions? Should the United 
States make such a proposal to the Soviet Union alone or to all nations ? 
Finally, do you expect to propose a moratorium until final agreement 
can be achieved?

m s ,  pp. 291-293. 
 ̂IUd„ 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Answer. Wliile I  obviously cannot commit the new administration 
on tliis point, I do expect that the United States Government will be 
actively discussing a comprehensive ban with many other governments 
during the next several months, with a view to proposing such an 
agreement. While circumstances may influence us to discuss such a pro
posal with the Soviet Union initially, I would expect that, as the Presi
dent has already stated, the final agreement would be negotiated and 
opened for signature on a multilateral basis.

I  would expect that the new administration will carefully consider 
the possibility of a multi-national moratorium prior to the entry into 
force of an international agreement.

Question 13. As you know, this Committee has before it two treaties 
on nuclear matters— t̂he proposed Threshold Test Ban Treaty ® and 
the proposed Treaty on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions.® What is your 
view on these two treaties, particularly in regard to their relation^p  
to any comprehensive ban proposal? Secondly, what is your recom
mendation in regard to Senate action on these two treaties ?

Answer. In view of the administration’s intention to pursue a com
plete ban, some may feel that these two treaties have been overtaken 
by events. Neverthel^, they do set some limits on nuclear explosions 
by the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Therefore, I believe that these two 
bilateral agreements should be ratified by the United States at an 
appropriate time, making it clear that such ratification is not to stand 
in the way of prompt efforts toward achieving a total, multilateral 
ban.

Question H. What effect do you believe ratification of these two 
treaties would have upon other nations? Would ratification have an 
effect in regard to nuclear proliferation ?

Answer. I f perceived by other nations as part of our effort to achieve 
a total ban, I believe such ratification would be seen as consistent with 
our non-proliferation effoits. But, so long as the non-nuclear-weapon 
States bdieve that proliferation of U.S. and Soviet nuclear weapons 
is not effectively restrained, our efforts to strengthen the regime 
against horizontal proliferation will be correspondingly difficult. 
Therefore, it is important that in going forward at an appropriate 
time with ratification we make clear our commitment to a total ban. 
Of course, ratification of these two treaties could not be expected to 
enhance significantly the prospects that France or China will phase 
out their nuclear explosion programs.

Question 15. As you know, the United States and six other nuclear 
suppliers reached limited agreement on the control of nuclear exports 
in late 1975 and were to review their efforts last year. Do you intend 
that the United States play a leading role in further negotiations with 
other suppliers ? I f so, what would 'be your objectives ?

'  lUd., 1974r pp. 225-227. 
1976, pp. 328-332.

277-084— 79------ 6
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Answer, I  would expect that the United States Government will con
tinue to play an active leadership role in the deliberation of the now 
expanded nuclear suppliers group. Our objectives, I  believe, should be 
the same as those envisaged when these discussions commenced, that is 
the enhancement of the non-proliferation regime through the adoption 
of mutual restraints on nuclear exports by each of the supplier govern
ments involved. Through this forum, I hope that commercial rivalries 
can be made subservient to preserving and expanding the integrity of 
the non-proliferation regime.

Question 16, Dr. Fred C. Ikle, former director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, told the Arms Control Subcommittee last 
year that future agreements for cooperation with other coimtries 
would include a specific ban on use of the provided supplies and ma
terials for any explosive purpose.’’ Will this also be your i^olicy? Do 
you believe that the United States should automatically stop nuclear 
cooperation with any nation which explodes a nuclear device for any 
purpose?

Ansioer, I will certainly seek to retain a requirement that all of our 
future agreements for cooperation in the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy include a specific ban on using any supplied materials, equip
ment, or technology to further any nuclear explosive purpose. More- 
over, I beliê ê that our present agreeinents for cooperation should be 
conformed to this and other established international export guide
lines.

With regard to sanctions against non-nuclear weapon States which 
hereafter explode a nuclear device, I agree that we should halt all nu
clear exports to that nation and avail ourselves of all appropriate 
treaty remedies.

Question 17, Do you intend to retain the present policy under which 
the United States will not export enrichment and reprocessing equip
ment, materials and technology to any non-nuclear weapons state?

Answer, Yes. I support President Ford’s call of last October upon 
all nations to join with us in exercising “maximum restraint” in the 
export of this sensitive technology and facilities by avoiding such ex
ports or commitments for a period of at least 3 years.®

Letter From ACDA Director Designate Warnke to Senator 
Sparkman: Comments on Letter From Paul H. Nitze, 
February 11, 1977 ^

D e a r M r. C h a irm a n  : At the hearing on February 8th, I  was given 
a copy of the letter written to you by Paul H. Nitze, dated February 7, 
1977.2 The Committee asked that I  provide a response.

’ m a ,, pp. 4e-47.
• lUd,, p. 707.
'  ACDA files.
* Not printed here.



WARNKB LETTER, FEBRUARY 11 49

At the outset, I  should note my regret that Mr. Nitze has failed 
to understand my position with respect to national security policy. 
At the same time, I must confess my own inability to understand liis 
letter.

Initially, he states that two schools of thought began to emerge 
about 10 years ago as to the proper future direction of our national 
security policy. One view, he asserts, is that our foreign and defense 
problems woidd continue and might call for even more emphasis and 
greater prudence. He describes the other view as holding that the 
problems of the past have arisen largely from our own errors spring
ing from over-emphasis on foreiign policy and pSirticularly its de
fense aspects. He states that there can be no question that I have been 
'̂one of the most active, vocal and persistent advocates of the second 

point of view.” His j>remises are without merit or substantiation.
Mr. Nitze cites no evidence to prove any such polarization 

those who have studied and conmiented about natiorial security f)olicy. 
I do not agree that he has correctly described prevailing trends of 
thought. I deny emphatically that, if  Such division were to exist, I 
either hold or advocate a position accurately characterized in the terms 
he uses to describe the second point of view. On the contrary, I  agree 
that U.S. foreign and defense problems have continued and will con
tinue and that they do indeed call for even more emphasis and greater 
prudence.

With respect to the corollary beliefs that he associates with the sec
ond purported point of view, 1 do not believe and do not maintain that 
our strategic interests are limited to Western Europe, Japan and 
Israel. I do believe, however, that these are the areas in which mili
tary threats to our interests are the least unlikely and that, accord
ingly, our military capabilitĵ  ̂ should be optimized to deal with such 
contingencies. I  would think it quite apparent that the Soviet Union 
currently possesses the only force that could threaten us and our in
terests by military power and certamly do not contend that the So
viet threat could be deterred with forces less capable than those that 
have been authorized. I  have, however, questioned in past years 
whether we were spending more money than necessaiy for weapons 
and forces that were not the best designed to cope with realistic de
fense needs.

ISTor have I maintained that we should reduce our military capa
bility in the mere hope that the Soviet Union would make parallel 
cuts or reciprocate by restraints in the pace of its own programs. What 
I  have suggested is that, in the strategic arms field, we might endeavor 
to initiate a series of reciprocal restraints, whereby any initiative we 
might take would be abandoned if there were not a prompt and match
ing Soviet response.

I can only conclude that Mr. Mtze listened to and thereafter read 
my testimony of March 9, 1976 before the Senate Committee on the
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Budget^ with something less than his usual meticulous attentions 
Nothing in this testimony remotely suggested that I regard the pros
pect of our first use of tactical nuclear weapons against the Soviet 
Union as constituting the principal deterrent protecting Europe, the 
Middle East and Japan. Nor do I  advocate any such policy. Instead -̂ 
I  expressed my agreement with Mr. Nitze that what best stops the 
Soviet Union is that we have a conventional war capability. I stated; 
also my belief that deterrence of an all-out attack on Western Eu
rope is strengthened by the existence of our tactical nuclear weapons  ̂
and the Soviet recognition that we would use them if needed to pro
tect our vital interests. I  submit that this view is completely consist
ent with established NATO doctrine and that, if it is incorrect then 
our tactical nuclear weapons in Europe serve no purpose and should' 
all be removed. I  do not believe that they should all be removed be
cause, though not the principal deterrent, these weapons constitute, as 
I  stated in my testimony, a part of “the spectrum of deterrents.’- *

My recognition of the essentiality of U.S. conventional capabilities^ 
was further emphasized in my suggestion that a greater risk than an 
all-out attack might be a “quick Soviet strike” for a limited objective  ̂
and that “we should review our defense structure and make sure we- 
have the capability to r ^ 6 n d  to that kind of contingency.” ® I believe 
that similar concern about the adequacy of our conventional forces  ̂
in Europe was recently expressed in a report by Senators Nunn and 
Bartlett. My firmly held and expressed position, therefore, is premised 
on the need for a flexible response capability and is the antithesis o f  
the doctrine of massive nuclear I’etaliation.

My testiiictdny'of March 9, 1976 did state my opinion that an inten
sive protracted conventional war in Europe would present a substantial 
prospect of the use of tactical nuclear weapons and that, if the war 
were to continue beyond that stage, it could escalate into a strategic 
exchange. I  did not and do not present this danger in advocacy o f  
any massive retaliation policy. In this regard, my testimony citedl 
the necessity for being able to continue a conventional conflict. I  would 
find it hard, however, to believe that anyone could maintain that a. 
major war between NATO and the Warsaw Pact forces is certain to 
remain conventional indefinitely or that the NATO forces would be 
willing to accept defeat without resort to tactical nuclear weapons. 
Advocacy of that position is, in my opinion, inconsistent with effective* 
deterrence and inconsistent with our national security. Surely Mr  ̂
Nitze does not intend to imply any such defeatist pliilosophy.

If you or other members of the Committee have any further ques
tions, I  will of course be happy to respond to them.

* First Concurrent Resolution on the Budget—Fiscal Tear 1977: Eearing^^ 
Before the Committee on the Budget, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Conr, 
gresst Second Session. Foreign Policy and the Budget, March 5, National' 
Defense Budget, March 9,1976, vol. I l l , Mar. 26,1976.

^lUd., pp. 203, 204.
*Ilid., pp. 204, 206.
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Declaration by the General Conference of the Agency for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America: Tenth 
Anniversary of the Treaty of TIatelolco, February 14,1977 ^

Tlie General Conference,
Recalling that today, 14 February 1977,10 years have elapsed since 

€he opening for signature in Mexico City of the Treaty for the Pro
hibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America,

Aware of the historic importance of this anniversary, which marks 
the legal culmination of the establishment of the first militarily de
nuclearized zone in an inhabited region of the earth,

Considering that this has made, is making and will make a vital 
contribution to disarmament and consequently to international peace 
and security and that Latin America, by this example, has furnished 
mankind with an effective, practical and realistic formula for lessen
ing and restricting the dangers of a nuclear conflagration, which makes 
i t  possible for the opportunities resulting from scientific and techno
logical progress to be used, in peace and co-operation, for economic 
and social progress,

Resolved to spare no efforts to secure the complete and realistic ful
filment of the purposes of the Treaty of TIatelolco and the attainment 
o f  the essential objective that all Latin American States should become 
Parties to it, that the statute of military denuclearization governed 
h j  the Treaty should be applied to all the territories situated in the 
zone prescribed by it, and that all nuclear Powers should guarantee and 
respect by treaty the integrity of the Latin American nuclear-weapon- 
iPree zone,

H e r e b y  D e c l a r e s :

1. The -firm decision of the States Parties to the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America to continue un
ceasingly their efforts to ensure that all Latin American countries 
l)ecome Parties to the Treaty, that all non-Latin American States 
which have de jure or de facto international responsibility for terri
tories situated in the geographical zone established by the Treaty 
sign and ratify Additional Protocol I, and that the nuclear Power 
which has not yet signed and ratified Additional Protocol II soon 
becomes a Party to i t ;

2. Its conwiction that the strict application of the control system 
'established by the Treaty of TIatelolco, in co-ordination with the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, ensures the effectiveness of 
3iuclear disarmament in Latin America;

3. Its determination to promote the use of nuclear energy in Latin 
America, co-ordinating the efforts of member countries to that end and 
setting about regional planning for the peaceful use of such energy;

^OCD/525, Feb. 25, 1977. English translation from the Spanish text by the 
Tfnitect Nations Secretariat. The texts of the treaty and its protocols have been 
•printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 60-83.
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4. Its will that the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America should be the instrument responsible for this activity, 
thus combining with the competence it possesses in matters of dis
armament the functions and powers needed to transform it into the 
international agency which, at the regional level, plans, systematizes, 
regulates and co-ordinates Latin American efforts for full and effective 
peaceful use of this form of energy;

5. Its certainty that the Treaty of Tlatelolco, whose provisions con
cerning nuclear disarmament, the control system and verification are 
more comprehensive and stricter than those laid down in any other 
international instrument at present in force, is sufficient in itself to 
ensure that the countries Parties to it devote all their efforts to 
development based on the peaceful use of atomic energy and that the 
States Parties to the Treaty of Tlatelolco may accordingly be supplied 
by international agencies, States and the competent public or private 
organizations with all the scientific, technological, economic and indus
trial assistance and co-operation required for the implementation and 
application of the scientific and industrial programmes needed for 
the utilization of the energy released by nuclear fission;

Consequently

Reiterates the inherent right of the countries Parties to the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco, in their capacity as sovereign States, to the use of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes. The exercise of this right prevents their 
resources from being diverted into a futile and senseless armaments 
race and instead allows them to be directed towards harnessing a 
source of energy which, properly used in such a way that it does not 
endanger the environment, health or safety, will contribute decisively 
to the economic and social development and general advancement of 
the peoples of the Latin American countries.

In reaifirimng the objectives and purposes of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, in confirming their will to comply with the obligations 
imposed by that instrument and in solemnly declaring their decision to 
fight for peace, justice and development, the States Parties to the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco call upon all States which have not yet joined in 
this Latin American undertaking to do so shortly, and upon States 
situated in other regions which are in a positoin to establish militarily 
denuclearized zones to persist in their efforts towards that end. The 
multiplication of nuclear-weapon-free zones will necessarily have the 
effect of reducing the danger of a nuclear holocaust and, by preventing 
a purposeless and senseless competition in armaments, will ensure full 
utilization of the available resources in the economic and social 
development of peoples.

The Gensral Conference^
Oominoed of the need to promote a wider and better knowledge of 

the Treaty of Tlatelolco,
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Invites the States Parties to disseminate as widely as possible the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, 
explaining its objectives and principles.

Soviet Memorandum Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: The Arms Race and Disarma
ment, February 15, 1977^

Under the new historic conditions in which international detente is 
making itself felt to an ever-greater degree and people everywhere 
entertain increasing hopes for the establishment of lasting peace, the 
Soviet Union, guided by the foreign policy programme of the 25th 
Congress of the CPSU, renews its appeal to all States Membei-s of the 
United Nations, to all the States of the world, to redouble their efforts 
towards solving the problem which is greatest in scope and significance 
in contemporary relations among States— t̂he problem of ending the 
arms race and disarmament.

No task confronting mankind today is more urgent, ‘Today, this 
objective is more vital than ever”, declared L. I. Brezhnev, General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU. “Mankind is tired 
of sitting upon mountains of arms, yet the arms race, spurred on by 
aggressive imperialist circles, is becoming .more intensive.” ^

An arms race in the nuclear age is fraught with a far more serious 
threat to the life of the peoples than at any time in the past. Modem 
weapons are thousands of times more powerful than any of those used 
in wars of earlier periods. The destruction of Hiroshima— t̂he first 
victims of the use of nuclear weapons— l̂ives in the memory of the 
peoples as a horrible tragedy. But nowadays States possess such types 
of these weapons and possess them in such quantities that hundreds  ̂
and even thousands, of cities like Hiroshima could be destrô êd. One 
modem nuclear warhead has a destructive power exceeding that of all 
explosives used by States in the Second World War. Yet weapons of 
mass destruction continue to develop, absorbing the latest achieve
ments of the scientific and technological revolution, and they are ever 
growing in quantity.

It is an utterly false concept which justifies the arms race by alleging 
that the “balance of fear” is indeed a safeguard for peace. An official 
report by United Nations experts, world famous scholars, admits with 
full justice that each new step in the development of weapons of mass 
destraction entails a new and still more ominous degree of uncertainty 
and increased danger. The arms race provides security for no one.

Another thing is also obvious. I f the arms race is not stopped, it will 
inevitably set up a barrier to the strengthening of political detente in 
relations between States. This is why an increasing number of States

‘ CCD/522.
* Dooiments on Disarmament, 1976, p. 50.
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recognize the need for supplementing political detente with efforts 
towards reducing military confrontation and facilitating disarma
ment. The States that participated in the Conference on Security and 
Oo-operation in Europe unanimously came out in favour of such a 
policy.

The arms race is inconsistent with the interests and the will of the 
peoples. Only the militarists and the military-industrial complex stand 
to gain from it. The arms race consumes the vital resources of coun
tries and deprives the peoples of a considerable and ever-growing pro
portion of the wealth created by their labour. According to United 
ISTations data, the world as a whole now spends about $300 billion a 
year on armaments, i.e., $1 million every two minutes. This consider
ably exceeds the entire national income of the developing countries 
of Asia and Africa. In the modem world, it costs on the average 60 
times less to educate a child for creative endeavour than to teach a 
soldier the ABC’s of destruction. And more and more States are being 
drawn into the arms race.

The continuance of the arms race hampers the solution of such 
urgent problems common to all mankind as the development of essen
tially new sources of energy, extensive exploration and use of the 
oceans and outer space, prevention of disastrous changes in the en
vironment, and the eradication of disease, hunger and cultural back
wardness. For all this to be done, enormous investments are needed, 
and it is impossible to mobilize sufficient resources without putting an 
end to the competition in armaments.

Thus, the problem confronting mankind today is as follows: either 
the arms race will be stopped and States will embark on disarmament, 
reducing step by step the threat of military conflict and releasing 
more and more material and intellectual resources for the purposes of 
economic and social development, or the gigantic war-preparations 
machine will consume an ever-greater amount of resources vitally 
needed by people, while the shadow of the catastrophe of war will 
loam larger and larger over all nations.

For any State desirous of safeguarding the security of its people 
and of creating the most favourable opportunities for their advance
ment along the road of progTess, for any politician conscious of his 
responsibility for world developments, and for any sensible person, 
there can only be one alternative: to do everything that can be done 
to bring about disarmament and the cessation of the arms race. This 
is not a simple task, for in working out any measure in the field of 
disarmament. States have to take decisions on matters having a direct 
bearing on their national security and must carefully weigh the vari- 
ôus political, strategic, technological and military factors. However, 
it is well Imown that the failure to put an end to the arms race is not 
due to these difficulties.

The main obstacle is the resistance of the forces of imperialism. 
'This obstacle finds its principal support in monopolistic quarters for 
wliich the arms race brings in thousands of millions of dollars in
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profits. Another obstacle is the ebld-war policy of political parties and 
groups which will not abandon their foolhardy designs to resolve the 
historical confrontation of the two social systems by force. Also de
sirous of impeding the resolution of disarmament problems are those 
who cynically assert that mankind’s future can most easily be built on 
radioactive ruins, who, in pursuit of the narrow objectives of their 
great-Power policy, which are alien to the interests of the peoples, are 
ready to doom even their own people to mass annihilation in another 
world war.

These forces would not stop at any means of deception in the at
tempt to complicate the question of the cessation of the arms race and 
to hamper the struggle of the peoples for disarmament. These include 
shameless slander directed at the policies of States advocating disarm
ament, and specious reasoning about the lust for power inherent in 
man and about human rights and fundamental freedoms, with the aim* 
of covering up the most inhuman and brutal activity of all—the manu
facture of weapons for the annihilation of people.

However, there is not, nor can there be, any doubt about the real' 
possibility of overcoming the opposition of the opponents of disarma
ment. In these, our times, the alignment of forces in internationl poli
tics is not at all in their favour. The socialist States, whose social and’ 
political character rules out any kind of interest in war and arma
ments, are resolutely and persistently striving to bring about the cessa
tion of the arms race. The non-aligned movement is also in favour o f  
disarmament. Statesmen and politicians of widely differing countries 
throughout the world are becoming more keenly aware of the fact that 
in the nuclear age a military conflict is fraught with exceedingly grave 
consequences and that the interests of security demand the curbing of ' 
the arms race and not its further intensification. The voice of public 
opinion is becoming louder and more confident in demanding the early 
adoption of effective measures to tins end.

The povssibility of solving the disarmament problem has been con
vincingly demonstrated by the fact that in recent years certain steps 
of this kind have indeed been taken. Although these are but first steps 
and are limited in scope, they are of great importance.

These are the Soviet-United States agreements for preventing nu
clear war and reducing the risk of its accidental Outbreak  ̂and for the* 
limitation of strategic arms,̂  as well as the agreement between the 
Soviet Union and France on the prevention of accidental or unau
thorized use of nuclear weapons.®

These are the measures for limiting the nuclear arms race, including 
the treaties on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests in the atmos
phere, in outer space and under water; • on the limitation of under
ground nuclear weapon tests on the non-proliferation of nuclear

• i m ,  pp. 634-635. 
m 2 ,  pp. 197-204.

■7&R, m e ,  p. 466.
« nui., J963, pp. 291-2P3.

1974, pp. 225-227.
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weapons; ® and on the prohibition of the emplacement of nnclear weap
ons in outer space, on celestial bodies,® on the sea-bed and the ocean 
floor.̂ ® Talks are now in process on a long-term Soviet-United States 
agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms, and the suc
cessful completion of these talks would be a major new contribution to 
the consolidation of international peace and security.

There are also the international convention on the prohibition of the 
development and production and the destruction of stockpiles of bac
teriological (biological) and toxin weapons, which is already in force, 
and the convention on the prohibition of military and any other hos
tile use of environmental modification techniques,^  ̂the discussions on 
which are nearing completion.

And, finally, there are the efforts being made to ease military con
frontation in different parts of the world. Of special importance in 
this connexion are, imquestionably, the negotiations now going on re
garding the reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe, the area where the most powerful groups of NATO and War
saw Treaty armed forces are concentrated. Having recently advanced 
new proposals aimed at moving these negotiations forward, the par
ticipating socialist countries are now expecting reciprocal steps from 
their counterparts.

The Soviet Union’s proposal for the conclusion of a world treaty on 
the non-use of force in international relations is now getting broad 
support.^  ̂The purpose of this initiative is, through the joint effort of 
States, to make the principle of the non-use of force embodied in the 
United Nations Charter an integral part of the practical policies of 
States and an effective rule of international life. The use of both nu
clear and conventional weapons should be completely excluded from 
relations between States.

Thus, at the present time new prerequisites, both political and ma
terial, for more resolute progress towards ending the arms race and 
towards disarmament are now talnng shape. In the past, including the 
years preceding the Second World War and the first post-war decades, 
such prerequisites did not exist. They do exist now. It is the duty of all 
States to make the utmost use of them in the interests of international 
peace and security and in the interest of the peoples.

The Soviet Union is prepared, as it has been in the past, to conduct 
negotiations on the most radical disarmament measures, going even 
so far as general and complete disarmament. It is prepared, in concert 
with its Warsaw Treaty allies, to take steps for the reciprocal dis
mantling of counterbalancing military-political groupings of States 
or, to begin with, of their military organizations. I f  not all parties are

• i m . ,  1968, pp. 461-455.
• Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.

1971, pp. 7-11.
1972, pp. 133-138.

^P08t, pp. 322-326.
”  Documents on DUarmament^ 1976, pp. 641-643.



SOVIET MEMOKANDUM, FEBRUARY 15 57

prepared to set about realizing these objectives at once, they should do 
so gi’adually, step by step. What is most important is to move on from 
discussions on ending the arms race to practical action.

An analysis of the present world political and strategic situation, of 
the trends and prospects for the future and of the material and tech
nological factors determining the nature and form of the arms race 
leads to the conclusion that under present conditions the main areas 
for co-ordinated action by States in the field of disarmament are the 
following :

1, Cessation of the nuclear anns racê  reduction and subsequent 
elimination of mJî clear weapons

In a situation in which nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to 
mankind, complete nuclear disarmament becomes the most important 
measure.

The Soviet Union has always favoured the banning of nuclear 
weapons and their exclusion from the arsenals of States. It worked for 
tliis when nuclear weapons had just appeared. At that time the stock
piles of such weapons v̂ êre not large and it was relatively easier to 
agree on their prohibition and elimination. Now that nuclear weapons 
have grown into a huge complex of types and systems of means of 
destruction, diverse in purpose, capacity and ways of delivering nu
clear charges to the target, the problem of eliminating them has become 
much more difficult. But it can be solved in the present situation as 
well.

The first tiling necessary for this purpose is to stop the arms race, 
that is, to stop manufacturing nuclear weapons, equipping the armed 
forces of States with them, developing and constructing new models 
and tyf>es of such weapons. At the same time, or immediately after 
that, reductions in the stockpiles of nuclear weapons should commence, 
with the transfer of nuclear materials thus released to peaceful sectors 
of the economy. The ultimate goal of the reduction should be the com
plete elimination of all types of nuclear weapons—strategic and tacti
cal, offensive and defensive. Along with the reduction of stockpiles of 
nuclear charges, warheads and bombs, there should be a reduction of 
their means of delivery.

Naturally, simultaneously with nuclear disarmament, measures 
should be taken for the limitation and reduction of the armed forces 
of States and armaments of conventional types, wliich also pose a con
siderable threat to the world’s peoples.

It is evident that nuclear disarmament can be achieved only if  all 
States possessing nuclear weapons take part in it. It is inconceivable 
that some nuclear Powers should be moving ahead towards eliminat
ing their nuclear weapons while others are stockpiling and perfecting 
them. Therefore all nuclear Powers should participate in nuclear dis
armament negotiations. As for the Soviet Union, it is prepared, as has 
been already stated by the Soviet side, to sit down at any time at the 
negotiating table together with all the other nuclear Powers for a
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comprehensive discussion of the nuclear disarmament problem in its  
full scopê Arid for a joiiit elaboration of concrete ways of its practical 
solution. The Soviet Union has no objection to non-nuclear Powers- 
also taking part in such negotiations, since all countries and all thê  
peoples of the world are interested in nuclear disarmament.

2. Prohibition of nuclear-wea'pon tests
An important issue, on the solution of which the cessation of thê  

arms race largely depends, is the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon 
tests. This problem should be tackled without waiting for the outcome 
of negotiations on complete nuclear disarmament.

The prohibition of all tests of nuclear weapons will put an end to* 
their qualitative improvement and prevent the emergence of new types 
of such weapons. The Moscow Treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests in 
the atmosphere, in outjer^pace and under water and the treaty between 
the USSR and the United States on the limitation of underground 
tests have only partially solved this problem. Furthermore, two nu
clear Powers out of five have not acceded to the Moscow Treaty, and 
one of them China, still continues to carry out nuclear test explosions 
in the atmosphere.

The time has now come to bring the task of stopping nuclear- 
weapon tests to a conclusion. Conditions are quite ripe for that, in 
particular as a result of the signing between the USSR and the 
United States of a treaty on underground nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes, establishing such a procedure for carrying out 
peaceful explosions as will preclude their use for perfecting nuclear 
weapons.

As is known, in 1975 the Soviet Union proposed the conclusion of a 
treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests, that is, a treaty proliibiting the conduct of nuclear test explo
sions in all environments and by all States.̂  ̂The draft of such a treaty 
was submitted by the Soviet Union to the United Nations at that time,, 
and a year has already passe'd since the General Assembly declared it
self in favour of holding concrete negotiations to reach agreement on 
the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.̂ ® How
ever, owing to the negative stand taken by some nuclear Powers, such 
negotiations have not started. It is necessary to begin them promptly.

It is a laiown fact that the question of stopping undergroimd nu
clear tests was complicated by certain States which artificially exag
gerated the problem of supervision. It was persistently alleged, in 
particular, that it was impossible without on-site inspections to tell 
natural seismic phenomena (earthquakes) from similar phenomena 
caused by underground nuclear explosions, and that therefore, it was: 
impossible to verify whether States were complying with their obli
gations with regard to the prohibition of underground nuclear-weapon 
tests. Most experts never accepted that view, believing that national

 ̂n u . ,  1973, pp. 480-490. 
pp. 793-798.



SOVIET MEMORANDUM, FEBRUARY 15

itecimical means and the international exchange of seismic data were 
sufficient to verify compliance with a treaty banning underground 
nuclear-weapon tests. With the development of technology for detect
ing and identifying seismic phenomena, this view now enjoys prac
tically unanimous support among scientists. However, even now some 
-States suggest providing for the possibility of on-site inspection of 
actual circumstances if  there is doubt as to compliance with obliga
tions to stop underground nuclear tests.

The Soviet Union is convinced that no particular difficulties should 
arise in elaborating such a compromise basis for an agreement a& 
would ensure a voluntary framework for taking decisions relating to 
on-site ascertaining of relevant circiunstances and, at the same time, 
impart confidence to all parties to the treaty that the obligations are 
<‘omplied with. The Soviet Union stands ready to participate in a 
search for a universally acceptable miderstanding on this basis.

3. Consolidation of the regime of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons

It is quite clear that the threat of nuclear war would immeasurably 
increase if  other States which at present do not possess nuclear 
weapons were to become involved in the process of developing and 
stockpiling such weapons. It is not difficult to imagine the conse
quences that would be brought about by the development of a situation 
in which the arsenals of parties in conflict in one region or another 
included nuclear weapons as well.

Hence the effective prevention of a further spread of nuclear 
weapons is essential. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, to which about 100 States have become parties, has achieved 
a great deal in this regard. The obligation to renounce the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons is now a rule of international law.

It must, however, be taken into account that not all nuclear Powers 
have yet l3ecome parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons. Some non-nuclear States wliich are capable, in view 
of their industrial and technological level, of developing nuclear 
weapons of their own are also refusing to become parties to it. It is 
important, therefore, to make the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons genuinely universal. The Soviet Union supports all 
the decisions adopted in this respect by the United Nations.

In the interests of consolidating the regime of non-proliferation of 
: nuclear weapons it is also necessary to take actions of another kind. It 
is well known that in the process of their operation nuclear power 
plants produce and accumulate as a ‘‘by-product” a fissionable mate
rial—^plutonium—^which can be used for manufacturing nuclear 
weapons. With the development of international trade in nuclear 
materials, equipment and technology, possibilities of this kind will 
increase, including those of the States which have not assumed obli- 

; stations under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
' Weapons. It is obvious that the States which supply nuclear materials.
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equipment and technology bear special responsibility in this con
nexion. Strict safeguards are needed to prevent international co
operation in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy from becom
ing a channel for spreading nuclear weapons. This is not a question of 
commerce but a question of policy, a question of international security.

The Soviet Union is also firmly in favour of perfecting in every 
possible way the system of supervision over nuclear installations and 
materials that is exercised by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. It is ready to co-operate with all interested States to this end.

4. Prohibition and clest7%iction of chemical weapons
Following the conclusion of the convention banning bacteriological 

weapons, the task of completely prohibiting and eliminating another 
dangerous category of weapons of mass destruction—chemical weap
ons— ĥas become especially pressing. The use of such weapons as far 
back as the years of the First World War caused grave suffering and 
mass deaths. Since that time, however, chemical warfare technology 
has made great strides. IMew types of chemical weapons threatening 
people with still more agonizin̂ :!: death have been developed. Radical 
improvements have also been made in the means of delivery of chemi
cal weapons, which can now be used not only in combat areas, that is, 
against the armed forces of the other side, but also against the civilian 
population in vital centres of States.

The Soviet Union, together with many other countries, has long pro
posed that agreement should be reached on the prohibition and elimina
tion of all chemical means of warfare. This problem should be solved 
radically and by a single action, as was the case with bacteriological 
weapons. However, the negotiations on this subject, which have already 
been going on for several years, still fail to offer prospects of such a 
comprehensive solution. A question that arises in this connexion con
cerns the possibility of starting with agi*eement on the prohibition 
and elimination of the most dangerous, lethal types of chemical weap
ons. The Soviet Union is ready to seek such a solution as well. A sub
stantial contribution to this end could be the implementation of the 
Soviet-United States accord on a joint initiative to conclude a conven
tion on the most dangerous, lethal chemical means of warfare.̂ ®

Supervision of compliance with the prohibition of chemical weapons 
should be based on national means. In this respect there exists a posi
tive precedent in the convention banning bacteriological weapons. At 
the same time, the Soviet Union is ready to examine the possibility of 
using additional supervision procedures and, in particular, to discuss 
methods of verifying the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons 
which are to be excluded from the arsenals of States.

There is not, and there cannot be, any reason for delay on the 
question of banning chemical weapons. Wliat is needed is a demonstra
tion of the political will and desire to reach generally acceptable agree
ment.

m i ,  p. 236.
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5. Prahihition of the develapment of nexo types amd new systems of
weapons of mass destruction

Scientific and technological progress poses the pressing problem of 
preventing the emergence of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction. New types of weapons may appear even in the foreseeable 
future and may become conmiensurate in destructive capability with 
nuclear, chemical or bacteriological weapons, or even surpass them.

At present there are no limitations whatsoever on the use of science 
for such purposes. This means that the most imexpected developments, 
whose consequences cannot be foreseen, may occur at any time. The 
danger is great, and it is necessary to find means to avert it.

It was precisely these considerations that guided the Soviet Union 
when it proposed in 1975 the conclusion of an international agreement 
which would prevent the development and manufacture of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction.^  ̂As is known, negotia
tions in this matter are already under way, which is a positive factor. 
In the course of the negotiations it has become desirable to specify the 
object of the prohibition, that is, define new types and new systems of 
weapons of mass destruction.

The Soviet Union is ready to propose an approach which would in
clude among new types of weapons of mass destruction any types of 
weapons based on qualitatively new principles of action—according 
to the method of use and the targets to be attacked or the nature of their 
impact. Some examples are ray weapons capable of affecting blood and 
intracellular plasma, infrasound weapons designed to damage internal 
organs and affect human behaviour, or genetic weapons whose use 
would affect the mechanism of heredity. I f we take into account the 
fact that the forward march of science never stops, it is not difficult to 
realize that possibilities for the development of even more dangerous 
types of weapons may emerge in the future.

New systems of weapons of mass destruction should not be developed 
either for new types of such weapons or for those types of weapons 
which are based on scientific princij)les already in use but whose charac
teristics can be made even more dangerous by introducing new techni
cal elements of combat or support means. In this context, aero-space 
systems of nuclear weapons using transport space ships as a basis may 
serve as an example.

The question of the prohibition of the development of new type« 
and new systems of weapons of mass destruction is an important and 
timely one; it embraces an essential aspect of the whole problem of 
disarmament and prevention of war. Negotiations on this question 
should be given top priority.

6. Reduction of armed forces and cowventional armaments
Nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction unques

tionably pose the greatest threat to mankind. But can anyone forget 
how many millions of human lives have been lost as a result of the

ma., 1915, pp. 479-482, 495.
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use of so-called conventional armaments ? Even in the period since the 
Second World War the destructive power of these weapons has in
creased manyfold. A modern tank is a weapon many times more deadly 
than a tank of the 1940’s. The same is true of artillery, small arms and, 
of course, aircraft.

The military conflicts which have taken place in various parts of the 
world in recent years have shown the tragic consequences for people 
of the use of new models of conventional weapons and the vast destruc
tion of material values which they cause.

Thus, past experience confronts States with the task of taking prac
tical measures to reduce the number of aircraft, artillery, tanks and 
other modern types of conventional armaments as well as armed forces 
equipped with those weapons. Since the Second World War, the Soviet 
Union has repeatedly made concrete proposals in this regard. It has 
cited specific figures for ceilings on the strength of the armed forces of 
major States and has expressed willingness to conduct negotiations 
on the matter both within the framework of a programme of general 
[and] complete disarmament and as a sej)arate measure covering 
major States. These proposals have not been accepted. Even now, how
ever, the Soviet Union is prepared to conduct negotiations on the re
duction of armed forces and armaments. Given a desire for this on the 
part of all States possessing powerful armed forces, such negotiations 
could lead to positive results and to constructive agreements.

Similarly, the Soviet Union considers it desirable that new efforts 
should be made at the international level to bring about the elimination 
of all military bases in foreign territory and the withdrawal of foreign 
troops from such territory. The United Nations has, in many of its 
forums, expressed itself in very definite terms in favour of a solution 
to this problem both on a global scale and in relation to individual 
continents. However, no progiess has been made in this regard—a fact 
which cannot but cause concern. The Soviet Union is, as before, pre
pared to co-operate actively and constructively in solving this problem.

7. Zones of 'peace in the Indian Ocean and other regions
In recent years. States in various parts of the world have been ever 

more insistent in raising the question of carrying out regional measures 
of military detente and have particularly stressed that Powers which 
do not belong to a given region should not build up their armed forces 
or establish military bases there.

Thus, the coastal States of the Indian Ocean are expressing concern 
at the fact that some States which are geographically very remote from 
the region are expanding their military bases there and increasing their 
military presence. Regarding such actions as a threat to their inde
pendence and security, these coimtries are putting forward the idea 
of transforming the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. The Soviet 
Union regards this proposal with understanding.

Obviously, the key question here is to ensure that there are no foreign 
military bases in the Indian Ocean, that bases which have been estab
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lished there are dismantled and that no new bases are established. As 
far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it never has and does not now 
intend to build military bases in the Indian Ocean.

In resolving the question of foreign military bases along these lines, 
the Soviet Union would be prepared to join with other Powers in 
seeking ways to reduce on a reciprocal basis the military activities of 
non-coastal States in the Indian Ocean and in the regions directly 
adjacent to it. Naturally, measures of this kind must take fully into 
account the generally recognized rules of international law regarding 
freedom of navigation on the high seas and the need for commercial 
stops at the ports of coastal States as well as for research. This question 
is of great importance to the Soviet Union, since virtually the only sea 
route navigable all the year round which links the European part of 
the USSE with the Soviet Far East passes through the Indian Ocean.

The coastal States of the Indian Ocean are in favour of holding an 
international conference to discuss practical measures for transform
ing the region into a zone of peace. The Soviet Union would be pre
pared to consider the question of its attitude towards the convening of 
such a conference in the light of the considerations set out above.

The Mediterranean is another region where military tensions, par
ticularly in connexion with the Middle East conflict, have at times 
reached dangerous proportions. With a view to reducing these tensions, 
the Soviet Union proposed to the United States some time ago that an 
agreement should be reached on the withdrawal from the Mediter
ranean of Soviet and United States ships and submarines carrying 
nuclear weapons. This proposal still holds good, and it is in the inter
ests of all States whose security in one way or another depends on the 
situation in the Mediterranean to work for its implementation.

The problem of military detente has great immediacy for the Middle 
East. The Soviet Union has repeatedly expressed itself in favour of 
halting the arms race in the Middle East within the framework of a 
comprehensive political settlement of the Middle East conflict.

In various parts of the world, interested States are putting forward 
proposals for the establishment of denuclearized zones. That reflects 
their desire for effective limitation of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and for a lessening of the threat of nuclear war. The Soviet 
Union supports such proposals. It is prepared to co-operate in their 
implementation, having regard, of course, to what is possible in any 
given region where it is proposed to establish a denuclearized zone. It 
is important that such zones should actually be free of nuclear weapons 
and that the relevant agreements should contain no loop-holes and 
should be fully consistent with the generally recognized rules of 
international law.

8. Reduction of rnMitary "budgets
One promising approach to halting the arms race and to disarma

ment is the reduction of the military budgets of States. The resources 
thus released could be utilized for the economic and social progress

277-084—79------ 7
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of peoples and for accelerating the rate of economic growth, ensuring 
employment, developing new sources of energy, solving the food 
problem, combating disease and building new schools and universities.

The Soviet Union has repeatedly put forward proposals for reduc
ing military budgets and has, by its actions, set an example in that 
regard. Several years ago, it proposed that agreement should be 
reached on the reduction of the military budgets of States permanent 
members of the United Nations Security Coimcil by 10 per cent and 
utilization of part of the funds thus saved to provide assistance to 
developing countries.^ This proposal was approved by the United 
Nations General Assembly,^® but so far it has not been implemented 
because of opposition by those States which are stubbornly pursuing 
a policy of increasing military expenditure.

The Soviet Union is prepared to take a flexible position regarding 
tlie specific figure with which a reduction of military budgets would 
begin. A figure greater or smaller than 10 per cent could be agreed 
upon as a first step for 1977. What is important, however, is that this 
question should as soon as possible become the subject of business
like negotiations between the States concerned. The present steady 
growth of military expenditures by many States can and must give 
way to the practice of systematically reducing that expenditure.

9. Negotiations on halting the arms race and on disarmament are 
being conducted in various forums: on a bilateral basis, particularly 
where States with the greatest military and war industry potential are 
concerned; within particular groups of States directly concerned, 
including negotiations at the regional level; in special bodies set up to 
discuss the disarmament problems as a whole or individual aspects of 
it and composed of States representing the major political groupings 
and geographical areas of the present-day world. Each year, questions 
relating to disarmament ai*e given a prominent place in the work of 
the United Nations General Assembl3̂

On the whole, these various types of negotiations and discussions 
have proved their usefulness. They will unquestionably be used in 
the future as well. At the same time, the achievement of radical 
changes in dealing with the problem of disarmament, which affects 
the interests of all States without exception, requires consideration of 
it in the broadest and most authoritative possible international forum.

Such a forum must, first of all, be truly universal, and all States 
must be represented in i t ; secondly, it must provide an opportunity 
for examining the whole range of disarmament questions with the 
necessary expertise, with due regard for all circumstances and in the 
necessary detail; thirdly, it must be given the power to take effective 
decisions.

These prerequisites would be met by convening a World Disarma
ment Conference, and the Soviet Union continues to believe that such 
a conference should be held.

^W (L, 1973, pp. 642,653. 
pp. 876-877.
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A special session of the United Nations General Assembly could 
also be an appropriate forum for discussing disarmament questions 
in all their scope, for deciding through joint efforts on the ways and 
means of resolving them and for working out a long-term programme 
of practical measures. In order to ensure that its results amount to 
something more than decisions containing general provisions in favour 
of disarmament of the kind with which the archives of the United 
Nations are already overflowing, such a special session of the General 
Assembly and the manner in which it is organized must not be routine 
in nature. It should be a very particular kind of session. It should be 
prepared, organized and held in such a way as to ensure a break
through in solving the problems of disarmament. All its work should 
fully reflect the high responsibility of all States in the world and, 
in particular, of the major Powers which possess the most powerful 
armaments and armed forces.

The holding of a special session of the General Assembly should not, 
of course, push aside the question of a World Disarmament Conference*

The Soviet Union conceives of the convening of such a session as an 
interim stage which should, by its decisions, prepare the way for a 
broad and far-reaching review of the problem of disarmament at the 
World Conference. The session should not be burdened with strict 
time limitations or with the procedure normally followed at General 
Assembly sessions, including special sessions.

Those are the views which the Soviet Union deems it necessary to 
bring to the attention of all States Members of the United Nations and 
of all States in the world. The Soviet Union hopes that these views, 
which are inspired by concern for peace and the security of peoples, by 
a desire to further mankind’s advance along the path towards halting 
tlie arms race and towards disarmament, will be carefully considered 
by all States, and will be helpful in achieving practical results in 
dealing with this historic task that faces mankind.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament [Extract!, 
February 15, 1977^

This year the Committee on Disarmament is beginning its delibera
tions in conditions in which the process of improving the political cli
mate and deepening international detente is steadily gaining in 
strength. We regard this as a major achievement of the foreign policy 
of the Soviet State, of the other countries of the socialist community 
and of all peace-loving States—an achievement of the policy aimed at 
str^^hening peace and international security and at promoting co- 
operatipn among na>tions.

" OCD/P V. 728, pp. 14-21.
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At present the task of investing detente with concrete material con
tent is acquiring particular importance. These objectives would be 
served by consistent efforts to solve the most important international 
problem of today— t̂he problem of ending the arms race and of 
disarmament.

This problem is regarded by the peoples, with full and legitimate jus
tification, as a top-priority and even burning issue, because its solution 
will in many respects determine the general state and prospects for the 
development of the international situation, the destinies of peoples and 
the consolidation of peace. Unless the arms race is stopped— în other 
words, unless effective measures are implemented in the field of dis
armament— n̂o strong foundation for international security can be 
l)uilt since one of the main sources of the threat of war would not be 
removed.

It is a matter of deep and universal concern that a considerable part 
of the world’s material and human resources, which could be used for 
eradicating poverty, illiteracy, disease and hunger— t̂hat is, for im
proving the living standards of many millions of people—are being 
used for the production of arms and for the reckless stepping-up of 
the arms race, and primarily the nuclear arms race, by certain forces.

This concern has been expressed with particular force in the state
ments made by representatives of many countries at the thirty-first 
session of the United Nations General Assembly and in the demands 
for an early cessation of the arms race and for disarmament voiced by 
the world peace movement which has assumed great dimensions.

Last year the Soviet Union directed its efforts towards active imple
mentation of the programme for the further struggle for peace and in
ternational co-operation elaborated by the Twenty-fifth Congress of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in February-March 1976.̂  
As is known, one of the basic provisions of this programme calls for the 
elaboration and implementation of international measures for halting 
the accelerating arms race, which is fraught with danger to peace, and 
for reducing the accumulated stockpiles of weapons and achieving dis
armament. This broad, concrete and realistic programme is designed 
to lessen and subsequently to eliminate altogether the danger of another 
war.

The programme provides for such a global measure as a world 
treaty on the non-use of force in international relations. The draft of 
such a treaty was submitted by the Soviet Union for consideration by 
the thirty-first session of the United Nations General Assembly!® The 
results of the discussion of this proposal demonstrated the importance 
and topicality of the Soviet Union^s initiative designed to make the 
renunciation of the use of force in relations between States an inciihu- 
;table law of international life. The decision of the General Assembly 
opens up the possibility of holding broad discussions and concrete 
negotiations on this question.

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 49-54.
 ̂Ihid.y pp. 641-643.
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The Soviet foreign policy programme embraces all the basic prob
lems relating to the arms race and outlines effective steps for curbing 
it and for achieving disarmament.

In this connexion it is appropriate once again to draw the attention 
of distinguished representatives in the Committee on Disarmament to 
the comprehensive document submitted at the recent session of the Gen
eral Assembly and entitled “Memorandum of the Soviet Union on ques
tions of ending the arms race and disarmament”.̂

On the basis of an analysis of the world political and strategic situa
tion and the material and technological factors determining the nature 
and forms of the arms race, the Memorandum singles out the main 
areas for co-ordinated action by States in the field of disarmament. It 
sets forth specific considerations of the Soviet Union with regard to 
the practical way of solving or initiating the solution of the most im
portant disarmament problems, such as: (1) cessation of the nuclear 
arms race, reduction and subsequent elimination of nuclear weapons;
(2) prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests; (3) consolidation of the 
regime of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons; (4) prohibition and 
destruction of chemical weapons; (5) prohibition of the development 
of new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction; (6) 
reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments; (7) zones of 
peace in the Indian Ocean and other regions; (8) reduction of mili
tary budgets of States.

The Memorandum also contains considerations and proposals re
garding a procedure to be followed in dealing with those problems, 
and, in particular, it refers to the forms of conducting international 
negotiations on them, including the convening of a world disarmament 
conference and, as an interim stage on the way thereto, the convening 
of a special session of the United Nations General Assembly.

It should be noted that the Memorandum reflects all the positive ex
perience accumulated over many years in the efforts by the socialist 
and other peace-loving States with regard to the halting of the arms 
race and to disarmament. At the same time it includes basically new ele
ments which take into account the views of many States. This was 
motivated by the Soviet Union’s desire to facilitate the search for the 
practical solution to outstanding key questions.

It is appropriate to emphasize in this connexion that the USSR is 
willing to proceed to the implementation either of all measures en
visaged in the Memorandum or, at first, of only some of them, step by 
step.

The Soviet delegation is circulating the text of the Memorandum 
as a working document of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD/522), 
and it subsequently intends to take up its specific aspects in connexion 
with the items and documents before the Committee.

The Soviet Union, together with the fi'aternal socialist States, has 
advanced a number of other peace initiatives which enjoy the support 
of numerous countries and broad popular masses. Such are the im

pp. 631-641.
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portant proposals made in November 1976 by the States Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty. Desirous of taking a new effective step for the elimina
tion of the threat of nuclear war, they propose that all the States which 
participated in the All-European Conference should undertake not to 
be the first to use nuclear weapons against one another.®

The socialist countries have elaborated and proposed a draft treaty 
on the subject. Although some States which participated in the All- 
European Conference—^namely, the NATO countries, which do not 
wish to renounce the threat of the use of nuclear weapons— ĥave found 
this peace proposal unacceptable, nevertheless, as the General Secre
tary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, L. I. Brezhnev, has stated, “we hope that those who ultimately 
determine policies of States will display a reasonable approach to our 
proposal.”

All these as well as other concrete proposals and efforts by the Soviet 
Union in the field of disarmament, together with the practical steps 
it has taken, such as the unilateral reduction of the USSR military 
budget for 1977, are evidence and proof of the Soviet Union’s pro
found desire to achieve a breakthrough in the struggle for ending the 
arms race and for disarmament. In this connexion the General Secre
tary of the Central Committee of the CPSU, L. I. Brezhnev, declared 
in his statement at Tula on 17 [18] January 1977:

Not a course towards superiority in weapons but a course towards reducing
them, and towards lessening miUtary confrontation—such is our policy. ®

The importance and urgency of disarmament problems determine 
the role and responsibility of the Committee on Disarmament, whose 
function is to identify practical approaches to the solution of these 
problems and to elaborate concrete international agreements in this 
field.

Last year, in 1976, the Committee achieved an important success: 
it elaborated the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques."  ̂ The 
decision taken by the thirty-first session of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly to open the Convention for signature and ratification ® 
was a successful culmination of the efforts of our Committee in reach
ing agreement on that Convention. Therefore one cannot but feel 
gratified at the fact that another important arms limitation measure 
resulting from collective efforts in the Committee on Disarmament 
will soon become a reality.

Tliis success as well as some other positive developments in the work 
of the Committee on Disarmament should, to our mind, provide a

* Ibid,, pp. 855-856.
* Ante, p. 16 (variant translation).
’ See Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 577-588 for the OOD report con

taining the draft convention as approved by the CCD. The text of the conventioii 
as signed by the parties is printed pp. 322-326.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 924-930.
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stimulus for its efforts to achieve positive results in regard to other 
problems and issues.

Therefore it is only natural to take a look and see what tasks are 
facing the Committee and on what topics, in our opinion, attention 
should be focused at the present session.

For a number of years the Committee on Disarmament has been 
discussing the question of a comprehensive ban on nuclear weapon 
tests.

As a result of the discussion on the question of nuclear tests, the 
United Nations General Assembly, on a proposal by the Soviet Union, 
adopted a resolution which contains a renewed appeal to all nuclear- 
weapon States to proceed—in accordance with the previous resolu
tion on this question— ŵith negotiations on the conclusion of a treaty 
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. Such 
negotiations are to be conducted with the participation of a group of 
non-nuclear States. Already last year, 26 such countries expressed their 
readiness to participate in the negotiations. It is now up to four nuclear 
Powers to respond to the renewed appeal of the General Assembly.

It has been asserted by Western States that the system proposed by 
the Soviet Union for verification of compliance with the treaty is in
adequate. The Soviet Union has believed and continues to believe that 
any nuclear explosion can be detected and identified by national tech
nical means supplemented by an international exchange of seismic 
data. This point of view is based on scientific data and on the opinions 
of highly qualified experts. It is supported by scientists of virtually 
every country in the world. However, since some States suggest that 
provision be made for the possibility of on-site verification of the actual 
circumstances if  doubts arise regarding a particular seismic event, the 
Soviet Union declared at the thirty-first session that it was prepared 
to participate in the search for a mutually acceptable understanding 
on such a basis as would ensure a voluntary framework for taking 
decisions relating to on-site ascertaining of relevant circumstances and 
would, at the same time, impart confidence to all parties to the treaty 
that the obligations are complied with.® We have included the ap
propriate amendments in the draft treaty on the complete and gen
eral prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.̂ ®

Thus, there are now no grounds to shun the negotiations on the pre
text of verification difficulties. The Soviet side has displayed flexibil
ity which, in our opinion, opens up the possibility for a generally ac
ceptable agreement on the problem of verification and for the early 
conclusion of a treaty, given good will on the part of the other nuclear- 
weapon States. Such an agreement can and must be reached in the 
course of appropriate negotiations.

We may say that the response to this step of the Soviet Union on 
the question of verification is very encouraging. During the thirty-

U lid,, p. 634.
pp. 80-84.
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first session of the General Assembly, a great niimber of States wel
comed it as a sign of flexibility and of a desire to look for a generally 
acceptable agreement.

We believe that, in conditions in which the beginning of negotiations 
with the participation of all nuclear-weapon States is being delayed, 
the Committee on Disarmament can play a useful role in the prepara
tion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests. The Soviet delegation intends to dwell in greater detail 
on this matter in the course of the further work of the Committee at 
this session.

For the foregoing reasons, and as it wishes to achieve progress to
wards a speedy conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear weapons tests, the Soviet Union will take part 
in the work of the Group of Scientific Experts to Consider Interna
tional Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events.

Scientific and technological progress poses the pressing problem of 
preventing the emergence of new types and systems of weapons of 
mass destruction. New types of weapons may appear even in the fore
seeable future and may become commensurate in their destructive effect 
with nuclear, chemical or bacteriological weapons, or may even sur
pass them. At the same time, experience shows that it is much easier 
to ban this or that weapon before it is supplied to armies. The United 
Nations General Assembly evidently proceeded from these considera
tions when it adopted by an overwhelming majority its resolution 
31/74 recommending the continuation of negotiations in the Commit
tee on Disarmament aimed at the working out and conclusion of an 
agreement on this matter.'^ In accordance with this resolution of the 
General Assembly and with the decision taken by the Committee on 
Disarmament at its summer session, we must continue to carry out this 
important task.

As is known, it was decided at the last session of the Committee that 
during its spring 1977 session informal meetings on this matter would 
be Ifeld with the participation of experts. The Soviet Union has pro
posed that such meetings should start on 14 March. We consider that 
a decision regarding the date should be taken within the next few 
days.

It goes without saying that the greater the number of experts and 
the number of countries particularly in these informal meetings, the 
greater the contribution will be to the fulfilment of the Committee’s 
task. We appeal to States participating in the work of the Committee 
to send theix experts to the forthcoming informal meetings on the 
question of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

The United Nations General Assembly, having noted certain prog
ress, has again recommended the Committee on Disarmament to con
tinue negotiations on yet another question, the question of the pro
hibition of chemical weapons. At the last session of the Committee,

“ See Documents on Disarmament^ 1976, pp. 932-933.
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an increased interest in the discussion of this matter was noted. Now it 
is important not to lose the momentum but to accelerate it.

Some delegations frequently refer to the so-called diflolculties of veri
fying compliance with a convention. In our view, these difficulties are 
greatly exaggerated. Compliance with an agreement on the prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and on the destruction of stockpiles o f these weapons could 
be verified by national technical means supplemented by certain inter
national procedures. It is precisely this system of verification that is 
provided for in the Convention on the Prohibition of the Develop
ment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) 
and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, wliich is now suc
cessfully in force.̂  ̂ This same concept is gaining ever wider accept
ance also in the Committee, where the representatives of a number 
of countries have advanced convincing arguments in favour of na
tional verification. At the same time the Soviet Union, taking into 
account the positions of other States, declared at the thirty-first ses
sion of the United Nations General Assembly that it was ready to 
consider the possibility of using additional supervision procedures 
and, in particular to discuss methods of verifying the destiniction of 
stockpiles of chemical weapons which are to be excluded from the 
arsenals of States.

We note with satisfaction that this statement was received as another 
manifestation of the Soviet Union’s flexibility and of its interest in 
dealing with disarmament matters in a business-like manner. Kepre- 
sentatives of many States, including Western States, have positively 
assessed this statement as a constructive step towards the solution of 
the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons. Thus, there are 
grounds for believing that there is a real and constructive basis for 
advancement in the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons as 
well.

At the thirty-first session of the United Nations General Assembly 
many delegations emphasized the great importance of the Committee 
on Disarmament as an authoritative and effective international organ 
for conducting negotiations on disarmament—an organ which is capa
ble, in its present state and organizational forms, of elaborating and 
negotiating international agreements in this field. We share this view 
regarding the Committee on Disarmament.

The Soviet Union, being fully aware of the vital necessity and ur
gency of the solution of a wide range of disarmament problems, will 
continue to make efforts to advance negotiations on these problems. 
The requirements that are needed in order to turn the arms race back
wards are efforts, good will and readiness to achieve agreements on 
disarmament matters on the part of a wide range of States and, 
primarily, the nuclear Powers. The Soviet Union, as has been shown 
above, is making such efforts and is displaying good will. The Soviet

“  m a ., 1972, pp. i3 3 -i3 a
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delegation expresses the hope that the members of the Committee on 
Disarmament will make everĵ  effort and take the necessary measures 
to ensure that the Committee’s consideration of the problem of 
limiting the arms race and of disarmament at the present session will 
be effective and that, as a result of this consideration, there will be 
new international agreements that will contribute to the materializa
tion of the process of the relaxation of international tension.

Sfatemenf by fhe United States Representative (S!oss) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament [Extract], 
February IS ,  1977"

This initial meeting of the spring 1977 session of the Conference of 
the Conmiittee on Disarmament comes shortly after the installation in 
Washington of a new Administration that in its earliest days has given 
high priority to arms control and disarmament objectives.

I know you are all interested in the views of that Administration on 
the arms control matters that most concern us here. I can convey some 
of our thoughts to you in broad outline today, but you will appreciate 
that further details must await study by a new Administration that 
has been in office only three weeks. I  can assure you— l̂iaving just come 
from Washington— t̂hat the study process is an intensive one and is 
not being conducted at a leisurely pace. You can expect more specific 
proposals from the United States Government to follow. We intend 
to keep the CCD closely informed of our views on multilateral dis
armament issues, as these views develop.

President Carter has asked that I convey to you his personal interest 
in a fruitful outcome to our deliberations in the CCD this year. Some 
of the topics which we will be discussing have been placed at the very 
top of the President’s foreign affairs agenda—notably a complete 
cessation of the testing of nuclear devices. His concern with reversing 
the trend toward ever increasing numbers of nuclear weapons and 
levels of conventional armament has been clearly and forcefully 
stated in public pronouncements both as a candidate and since assum
ing office.

in  his inaugural address, the President put it this way:

The world is stin engaged in a massive armaments race designed to ensure 
continuing equivalent strength among potential adversaries. We pledge per
severance and wisdom in our ejfforts to limit the world's armaments to those 
necessary for each nation’s own domestic safety. And we will move this year 
a step toward our ultimate goal—the elimination of all nuclear weapons from 
this Earth. We urge all other people to join us, for success can mean life instead 
of death.*

" CCD/PV. 728, pp. 21-25. 
® See ante, p. 20.



SLOSS STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 15 78

Some may regard these goals as visionary, but let me assure you that 
President Carter is well aware of the complexities of arms control nego
tiations and the time it may take to achieve these ultimate aims. He is 
resolved, however, while he is President, to press as far as he can 
towards these objectives consistent with the interest of maintaining 
a secure and stable balance at every stage of the process. In this con
nexion, I  should also stress that the United States remains convinced 
that arms control agreements must enhance our security and that of 
others, and that there must be adequate veriJBcation arrangements.

The President’s sincere hope is that the 1977 session of the CCD will 
produce realistic proposals to advance the course of arms control in 
the important areas which we will be addressing. It is in this spirit 
that the United States Government is currently re-examining nu
merous arms control and disarmament issues. These include the ques
tion of a comprehensive ban on all nuclear testing, and how best to 
achieve the complete and effective prohibition of chemical weapons.

Conclusion of a comprehensive test ban is a priority concern of the 
new Administration. Ever since 1963 and the entry into force of the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water,  ̂the members of this Committee have focused 
their attention on efforts toward a comprehensive test ban agreement. 
The United States has been and will continue to be an active partici
pant in the discussions of ways to achieve this objective. As evidence 
of our resolve. President Carter has publicly embraced the goal of 
eliminating all nuclear testing. My Government is currently proceed
ing expeditiously with a review of the comprehensive test ban issue, 
and my delegation expects to have more to say on this subject in the 
near future.

Also among our highest priority tasks is the complete and effective 
prohibition of chemical weapons either through a series of progres
sively more restrictive agreements or a single comprehensive measure. 
The United States delegation shares the view that in 1976 the Com
mittee made progress toward this objective. ^̂ Hiile the remaining 
issues are very complicated, we believe that past discussions have set 
the stage for increasing efforts to resolve them.

We expect the Committee’s discussions this year to maintain the 
pace developed in 1976, and perhaps to accelerate it, with a view to 
preparing the way for early negotiations which would lead to an ac
ceptable text for a chemical weapons agreement. Our delegation will 
work with other members of the Committee in an effort to make this 
possible.

The United Kingdom made an important and very welcome con
tribution toward our common objective last August, when it presented 
a draft convention on the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction (CCD/ 
512).^ My delegation shall be offering its comments on specific aspects

® Documents on Disarmammtf 1963, pp. 291-293.
1976, pp. 520-525.
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of the draft soon and looks forward to hearing the comments of other 
delegations as well.

We are also encouraged by the fact that the Committee’s delibera- 
1:ions last year reflected increased awareness of the central role of 
Terification in a CW agreement. My Government hopes that the Com
mittee will give particular attention to this topic during the spring 
session; we would once again like to suggest that technical exchange 
visits might facilitate work in this area. Furthermore, as Ambassador 
Martin stated at the General Assembly last fall, we maintain our 
reservations regarding reliance on national technical means.® How- 
-ever, we noted with interest the statement on verification of destruc
tion of chemical weapon stocks, contained in the disarmament memo
randum submitted to the Assembly by the Soviet Union.®

In addition to participating actively in the CCD’s discussions on 
chemical weapons, the United States will continue its consultations 
with the Soviet Union in an effort to reach agreement on principles 
which could form the basis for a common approach. Our view remains, 
however, that the continuation of such consultations cannot in any 
way substitute for the Committee’s ongoing work in this very im
portant area.

The transfer of conventional arms is another issue to which the new 
Administration ascribes high importance. This issue also is under
going careful examination in an effoit to bring about more effective 
control over such transfers. We hope to work with other concerned 
nations to find effective means by which to reduce the international 
arms traffic. In this respect, we must all recognize, I believe, that this 
objective can be achieved only if we can diminish the need to rely 
primarily on military means for national security. We have been en
couraged by indications from several other nations that they are 
interested in exploring the possibility of reaching agreement in this 
area. For our part, it may be of interest that both the Executive and 
Legislative Branches of our Government share concerns over the ex
tent and level of transfers of arms and of technology, as can be ob
served in our recent legislation. May I say that, once we have com
pleted our present expedited review of our own arms transfer policies, 
we intend to consult closely with other suppliers and importers in 
order to encourage co-operation in bringing about reductions in the 
world arms trade. Past experience demonstrates that in many situa
tions unilateral action by one supplier cannot be an effective arms 
control measure.

Let me now turn to a brief appraisal of the CCD as a multilateral 
disarmament forum.

We would not assert that the CCD is a perfect instrument; a per
fect instrument does not exist. However, we do believe the record of 
the 1976 session is a clear expression of the Committee’s renewed vi

* p. 728.
• The statement can be faund i&id., p. 636.
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tality and its continuing value to the international community. Last 
year, besides the customary exchange of views in plenary meetings, 
the CCD conducted a very useful series of informal meetings with 
technical experts on a variety of important topics, established an A d  
Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider Detection and Identifi
cation of Seismic Events and created the Ad Hoc Working Group 
which developed the revised draft environmental modification con
vention transmitted to the United Nations General Assembly last 
fall.® We believe that such procedural flexibility and pragmatism are 
important to the continued success of the CCD. We trust the dis
tinguished members of this Committee will share in these views as 
we examine together such questions as the development of a compre
hensive negotiating programme and a further review of CCD proce
dures.

As the key multilateral forum responsible for discussion of arms 
control and disarmament topics and negotiation of special agreements, 
the CCD has a difficult task regardless of procedural arrangements* 
"While it must adequately represent the international community as a. 
whole, it must also reflect current realities of international defence and 
security relationships.

This Committee is a volimtary grouping of sovereign States, where 
persuasion and consensus must be the hallmark of its work, rather 
than rhetoric and compulsion. The United States Government places, 
a high value on the expeitise and continuity afforded by the CCD, 
especially since many of the subjects it deals with are complex and 
technical. Maintaining an in-depth understanding of arms control and 
disarmament issues requires member Governments to expend, consid
erable time and effort resulting in the professionalism and dedication 
so well expressed in the deliberations of this Committee. We also be
lieve the CCD must play an integral and indispensable role in shaping 
agreements which take into account the views of all nations, large and 
small, and which serve not just the interests of a few Governments but 
the entire international community. We have every hope that the 
future of the CCD may be even more fruitful than the past, and that 
the investment of hard work by this body over the last few years may 
soon result in even greater dividends.

In concluding, let me say that the deliberations of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament are but a small part of a much; 
larger process, designed to bring about, in the words of former Presi
dent Franklin Roosevelt, that “freedom from fear . . . which, tr^jis- 
lated into world terms, means a worldwide reduction of armaments to 
such a point and in such a thorough fashion that no nation will;b^.in a 
position to commit an act of physical aggression against any neigh
bour—anywhere in the world.” ®

» m u , pp. 484-485.
pp. 442-443.

“Message to Congress, Jan. 6, 1941.
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This desire of a former President was renewed by our new President, 
Jimmy Carter, in his inaugural address. In outlining the goals of his 
Administration he stated:

I would hope tha t the nations of the world might say that we had built a 
lasting peace, based not on weapons of war but on International policies which 
reflect our own most precious values “

Cynics may reject this vision, but we reject their cynicism. We believe 
that the work of the CCD can contribute significantly to the realiza
tion of these goals and to an increase in international trust and confi
dence. And with these aims in mind, let us resume our work.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Confer
ence Procedures [Extract], February 15, 1977^

. . .  I  consider it highly desirable that we should, without loss of 
time, concentrate our efforts—^starting with an initial informal meeting 
which, in the opinion of my delegation, might be held as early as next 
week, on a date to be determined by the Co-Chairmen after consulta
tion with the other members of the Committee—on the two tasks of 
which I now intend to speak: first, we should try to agree on certain 
procedural changes, and secondly, we should decide on the priorities 
which should be assigned this year to the questions referred to us.

As regards the first of these tasks, it should be emphasized that, as 
indicated in last year’s report, it was agreed at that time that, at the 
very outset of the current session, a comprehensive review should be 
undertaken of the procedures of CCD.^

The Mexican delegation’s interest in a reorganization of the Com
mittee which would enable it to operate more effectively is well Imown 
and is of several years’ standing. It is enough to recall, as examples of 
the principal occasions on which this interest has been expressed, the 
following statements and documents: statement at the 1691st meeting 
of the First Committee of the General Assembly, on 17 November 
1969; a document entitled “Working paper containing some comments 
and suggestions for making the Committee on Disarmament more 
effective” submitted to the CCD on 5 March 1970; ® a document entitled 
“Working paper containing a subject index of opinions expressed on 
the question of the reorganization of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament during its 1972 session (545th to 574th meetmgs)” 
submitted on 8 August 1972;  ̂ a document entitled “Working paper 
reproducing statements dealing with reorganization of the Conference

Weeldy Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 24,1977, p. 89;
"OCD/PV. 728, pp. 30-33.
® See General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first SessioUf Supplement Na. 

27 (A/31/27), p. 3.
«CCD/277.
* COD/385.
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of the Committee on Disarmament which were made at formal meet
ings of the Conference between 29 February and 24 August 1972 (545th 
to 680th meetings)” ® submitted on 28 August 1972; and a statement 
at the 688th meeting of CCD, on 17 February 1976.

The specific suggestions which we submitted, on one or more of the 
occasions which I have just mentioned, included the four following 
suggestions:

(a) that the Conference should adopt a calendar of work which, 
although not inflexible, would ensure a minimum of stability for the 
annual opening and closure of the sessions of the CCD;

(b) that the Secretariat of the Committee should be permitted to 
provide its valuable co-operation in the preparation of the annual re
port to Assembly;

(c) that what we once called the ‘‘unusual institution of the Co- 
Chairmanship” should be replaced by a system more consistent with 
United Nations practice which, while reflecting the fundamental prin
ciple of the sovereign equality of States, would at the same time create 
possibilities of ensuring the active participation of all the nuclear 
Powers; and

(d) that a CCD sub-committee of the whole should be established.

As you will recall, the first of these suggestions became a reality in 
April 1975, when the delegation of Eomania endorsed it and submitted 
it as a formal proposal which was adopted by consensus.®

The second suggestion was put into effect last year when, with the 
approval of the Co-Chairmen and all the other members of the Com
mittee, the Secretariat undertook for the first time to prepare the draft 
report.

The fourth suggestion was also put into practice in 1976, although 
the subsidiary body—which was given the name ‘‘Working Group” and 
not “Sub-Committee”— ŵas established with the very limited respon
sibility of dealing only during that year with matters relating to the 
draft convention on environmental modification techniques for mili
tary purposes. It is, therefore, necessary to give this body a permanent 
institutional character, and preferably—although, of course, not nec
essarily—to give it the name “Sub-Committee”.

The third of the four suggestions to which I have just referred is, 
therefore, the only one whose implementation has so far not even be
gun, although it is only fair to recall that the representatives of the 
two countries holding the Co-Chairmanship did state informally in 
1972 that, if  this were the only obstacle to the participation of the 
other nuclear Powers, it would be worth-while to consider a change.

The fact that tlii& year the Preparatory Committee for the Special 
Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament, which is to 
be held in 1978, will begin its meetings in New York, gives added 
urgency to this question. On the one hand, it has proved axiomatic that 
as long as the system of the Co-Chairmanship of the super-Powers is

"CCD/390.
• The proposal can be found in CCD/450. I t was submitted on Apr. 1,1975; see 

CCD/PV. 662, pp. 13-17.
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maintained, there is not the remotest possibility that France and the 
People’s Republic of China will participate in the work of CCD. On 
the other hand, although there has been no formal statement—and, for 
obvious reasons, it would not seem reasonable to expect one— t̂o the 
effect that the establishment of another procedure more in keeping 
with customary international practices would result in the immediate 
participation of the two absentees, there are undoubted signs, which 
have every reason to be taken into consideration, that at least one of 
them would, in such a situation, take its place among us. For this 
reason my delegation is convinced that, when we consider the ‘‘com
prehensive review” of the procedures of the CCD, this must be one of 
the points to receive priority attention.

In the past we had suggested, as possible alternatives to the existing 
system, the ammal election of a Chairman or the monthly rotation of 
the chairmanship among all the members of the Committee. On further 
reflection, we have now reached the conclusion that the best system 
would perhaps be one that, with the necessary adaptations, would re
semble the system which, at the suggestion of the delegation of Mex
ico, was applied with complete success in the Preparatory Committee 
for the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. I shall now outline the way in 
which we believe this procedure should operate in the case of CCD:

(1) Nuclear-weapon States would not be permitted to hold the 
Chairmanship of the CCD (just as the permanent members of the 
Security Council are not permitted to hold the Presidency of the 
General Assembly).

(2) Each of the three groups in the Committee— t̂he group of 15, 
and the other two groups which consist almost entirely either of mem
bers of NATO or of members of the Warsaw Pact—would, at the 
beginning of the 1978 session, designate one of its members for a 
three-year term ; one of the members so designated would hold the 
Chairmanship for the 1978 session and the other two for the two fol
lowing sessions—namely, the 1979 and 1980 sessions—^respectively.

(3) When one of these members held the Chairmanship, the other 
two members would act as Vice-Chaimien and the three members 
would together constitute the Bureau of the CCD.

(4) At the beginning of the spring 1981 session each group would 
designate a new member, and the same procedure would be repeated 
every three years.

(5) The practice of rotating the Chairmanship for each meeting 
would be abolished.

In our opinion, this procedure—which, I  repeat, was tried very suc
cessfully in 1974 and 1975 during the preparatory work for the Review 
Conference on the Non-Proliferation Treaty—offers obvious advan
tages, particularly because of its democratic nature and the facilities 
it provides for the more effective co-ordination of the work of CCD.
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Announcement by the Commission of the European Communi
ties: Entry into Force of the Safeguards Agreement Between 
the European Atomic Energy Agency and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, February 17, 1977^

Today (Thursday) the Commission has notified the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna that all necessary steps 
have now been taken by the Community for the lAEA/EURATOM  
Agreement to come into force.  ̂ Tlae seven member states (Belgium, 
Denmark, The Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxem
bourg, The Netherlands) which are, with EUEATOM, partis to the 
agreement will algo notify the IAEA individually that the steps neces
sary for the entry into force of tliis agreement have been taken.

This marks an important step in developing cooperation between the 
Community and the IAEA on nuclear safeguards and controls. The 
long established Community safeguard system through EURATOM 
will henceforth be integrated into the worldwide system of controls 
now operated by the IAEA. The Commission is hopeful that it will 
contribute towards insuring an unimpeded and steady delivery of fis
sionable material. It also has implications for the Community’s nego
tiations on the up-dating of the EURATOM/Canada Agreement of 
1959.

The agreement between the IAEA, EURATOM and the seven mem
ber states within the framework of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT) was signed on April 5,1973. Article 25 of that agreement said 
it would come into force only when certain internal procedures within 
the Community had been worked out. The Council approved the agree
ment in September 1973. The Commission then began working out the 
regulation necessary for the implementation of the agreement. This 
regulation was adopted by the Commission and approved by the Comi- 
cil in October 1976.®

A Commission proposal in July last year suggesting the Council 
should adopt a Community regulation directly applicable to all the in
stallations concerned ran into difficulties.

The United Kingdom and the Community concluded a separate 
agreement with the IAEA in September last year wliich is in line with 
the agreement now concluded for the seven member states.^

The agreement comes into force on the date the notifications arrive 
at the IAEA.

*ACDA files.
PThe text of the agreement appears in Documents on Disarmament^ 1913  ̂ pp. 

116-158; for the NPT text, see iUd,, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂The text of the regulation has been reprinted iMd.j 1976, pp. 669-687.
 ̂GOV/1795, June 8,1976.

277-084— 79------ 8
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Announcement by the International Atomic Energy Agency: 
Entry Into Force of the Safeguards Agreement With the 
European Atomic Energy Agency, February 21,  1977®

Vienna, 22 February 1977—Dr. Sigvard Eklimcl, the Director Greneral 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA ), informed the 
Agency’s Board of Governors today of the entry into force yesterday, 
31 Feiruary^ of the Safeguards Agreement between Belgium, Den
mark, the Federal Eepublic of Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, 
the N'etherlands, EUEATOM and the IAEA wliich had been sign^  
on 5 April 1973.®

The countries concerned are Parties to the Treaty on the ]S’on-Pro- 
liferation of Nuclear Weapons which they ratified in March 1975. 
Under that Treaty they are required to conclude this safeguards agree
ment with the lA E  A."̂

The IAEA will apply its safeguards together with the safeguards 
of EURATOM (the Atomic Energy Branch of the Common Market) 
in the seven countries “with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear 
energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explo
sive devices”.

IAEA inspectors jointly with EUEATOSr inspectors will verify 
that there is no diversion in nuclear plants in the seven countries.

The Agreement will bring under IAEA safeguards all the nuclear 
plants in these countries, including reprocessing and enrichment 
plants. Accordingly, the implementation of the Agreement, which is 
also the first safeguards agreement to provide for cooperation between 
two different inspectorates, will be followed with interest by the 
IAEA’s Board of Governors and by all States interested in ensuring 
the effectiveness of safeguards when applied to strategically sensitive 
plants, such as those mentioned.

Soviet Draff Treaty Submitted to the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament: The Complete and General Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, February 22 ,1977  ^

The States Parties to this Treaty^
Proclaiming their intention to bring about, as speedily as possible, 

the cessation of the nuclear arms race, the adoption of effective meas
ures towards nuclear disarmament and the conclusion of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective inter
national control,

® IAEA press release 77/4.
® For text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1973, pp. 116-158. 
IMd., 1968, pp. 461-465.

'  CCD/523.
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Taking into account the appeals by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations to put an end to nuclear weapon tests in all en
vironments,

Noting that the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests would be 
in the interests of strengthening peace and slowing the arms race and 
would be a contribution to the process of international detente,

Rea-ffirming that the potential benefits of any peaceful application 
of nuclear explosions should be available to nuclear as well as non
nuclear States in conformity with the provisions of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂ and of the present Treaty,

Noting the great positive significance of the Treaty Banning Nu
clear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water, signed in Moscow on 5 August 1963,̂

Stressing the importance of strict compliance with the above-men
tioned Treaty up to the time of the entry mto force of this Treaty,

Seeking to achieve the permanent cessation of all test explosions of 
nuclear weapons by all States,

Having agreed on the following:

A r t ic l e  I

1. Each State Party to this Treaty undertakes to prohibit, to pre
vent and to refrain from carrying out any test explosions of nuclear 
weapons anywhere under its jurisdiction or control in all environ
ments—in the a/tmosphere, in outer space, under water and under
ground.

2. Each State Party to this Treaty undertakes to refrain from en
couraging, inciting, or in any way participating in the carrying out of 
nuclear explosions prohibited by paragraph 1 of this article.

A r t ic l e  II

1. Control over compliance with this Treaty shall be conducted by 
the States Parties, through their own national technical means of con
trol, in accordance with the generally recognized rules of international 
law.

2. In order to promote the objectives of and ensure compliance with 
the provisions of this Treaty, the Parties to the Treaty shall co
operate in an international exchange of seismic data.

3. In case a State Party to this Treaty has doubts regarding the na
ture of a seismic event tlmt occurred in the territory of another State 
Party to this Treaty, it has the right to raise the question of carrying 
out an on-site inspection in order to ascertain the true nature of that 
event. The State Party to the Treaty that raised this question must cite 
appropriate grounds in support of the necessity of carrying out the in
spection. The State Party to the Treaty which ig the object of doubts 
regarding its compliance with the Treaty, recognizing the importance

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
1̂1) id,, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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of this question, may take a favourable position regarding the carry
ing out of an inspection in its territory, provided it finds the grounds 
convincing, or it may take another decision. Such an inspection shall 
be carried out according to rules established by the inviting State 
Party.

4. In order to promote the objectives of and to ensure compliance 
with the provisions of this Treaty, the Parties shall, when necessary, 
consult one another, make inquiries and receive appropriate informa
tion ill connexion with such inquiries.

5. Any State Party to this Treaty which ascertains that any other 
State Party is acting in violation of obligations deriving from the 
provisions of the Treaty may lodge a complaint with the Security 
Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint must contain all pos
sible evidence confirming its validity and a request for its considera
tion by the Security Council. The Council shall inform the States 
Parties to the Treaty of the results of its consideration.

A r t ic l e  III

1. The provisions of article I  shall not apply to any underground 
nuclear explosions conducted by nuclear-weapon States for peaceful 
purposes on the territory under their jurisdiction and in compliance 
witlx the agreements under which, in accordance with article V of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, non-nuclear- 
weapon States are to benefit from any peaceful applications of nuclear 
explosions.

2. The explosions referred to in paragraph 1 of this article shall be 
conducted as follows:

(a) In the case of non-nuclear-weapon States, in conformity with 
the provisions of article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons;

(b) In the case of nuclear-weapon States, in conformity with a pro
cedure to be established under a special agreement concerning which 
the nuclear-weapon States will conduct negotiations with due regard 
for the recommendations of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
on the subject and which will be concluded as speedily as possible.

A r t ic l e  IV

The provisions of this Treaty shall not affect obligations assumed 
by the States Parties to the Treaty under other international agree
ments.

A r t ic l e  V

1. Any Party to this Treaty may propose amendments to the Treaty. 
The text of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the de
positary Governments, which shall circulate it to all Parties to the 
Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so by one third or more of the
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Parties to the Treaty, the depositary Governments shall convene a 
conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties to the Treaty, for 
the purpose of considering such amendment.

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority 
of the votes of all the Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of all 
nuclear-weapon States Parties to the Treaty. The amendment shall 
enter into force for each Party depositing its instrument of ratifica
tion of the amendment upon the deposit of such instruments of ratifi
cation by a majority of all the Parties, including the nuclear-weapon 
States Parties to the Treaty. Thereafter, it shall enter into force for 
any other Party upon the deposit of its instrument of ratification of 
the amendment.

A r t ic l e  VI

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State 
which does not sign the Treaty before its entry into force in accord
ance 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 accession shall be deposited with the 
Governments of , which are hereby designated the depositary Gov
ernments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit of the instru
ments of ratification by Governments, including the Governments of
all nuclear-weapon States.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are de
posited subsequent to the entry into force of this Treaty, the Treaty 
shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments 
of ratification or accession.

5. The depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory 
and acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit 
of each instrument of ratification or accession, the date of the entry 
into force of this Treaty, and the date of receipt of any requests for 
convening a conference of Parties to the Treaty or of other notifi
cations.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the depositary Governments 
pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

A r t ic l e  V II

1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
2. Each State Party shall, in the exercise of its national sovereignty, 

have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that extraor
dinary circumstances, connected with the subject-matter of this 
Treaty, have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give three 
months’ notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty 
and to the Security Council of the United Nations. Such notice shall 
include a statement of the extraordinary circmnstances which it re
gards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.
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A r t i c l e  V III

This Treaty, the Chinese, English, French, Eussian and Spanish 
texts of which 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.

In  w it n e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly authorized for the pur
pose, have signed this Treaty.

D o n e  i n  copies, a t  on th e  day o f ___________ _

Sfatemeait by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Compre
hensive Test Ban, February 22,  1977 ^

In the United Nations, as well as the framework of the Committee  ̂
on Disarmament, strong—I might say dominant—feelings are being 
expressed to the effect that the conclusion of a comprehensive agree
ment on the prohibition of nuclear tests should be given the highest 
priority. I  would like to emphasize that the position of the USSR on 
this question is fully in keeping with such intentions. We consider it 
necessary, without waiting for the start of negotiations on the whole 
range of nuclear disarmament problems, to prohibit nuclear weapon  ̂
tests by everyone everywhere. The proposal of the Soviet Union for 
the conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition o f 
nuclear weapon tests—a proposal which was approved by the thii’tieth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly and confirmed at its 
last session—is designed precisely to achieve this objective.^

It should be noted with satisfaction that in the statements by a 
number of representatives in the course of this spring session of the 
CCD, and particularly in the statements by the representatives of the 
United States of America and Sweden, the extreme importance o f  
this problem and the necessity of solving it as soon as possible have 
also been emphasized.

As is known, the resolutions adopted by the United Nations General 
Assembly in connexion with the Soviet proposal contain an appeal to 
all nuclear-weapon States to proceed with negotiations on the conclu
sion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests, with the participation of 25 to 30 non-nuclear-weapon^ 
States. We note with satisfaction that 26 non-nuclear-weapon States— 
among them States from Asia, Africa and Latin America, as well as* 
socialist countries— l̂iave indicated their readiness to take part in such<

" CCD/PV. 730, pp. 7-12.
■ Documents on Disarmament^ 1915, pp. 793-798; ibid,, 1976, pp. 941-942.
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negotiations. As regards the Soviet Union, it stands ready to start 
negotiations on this issue immediately. Kegrettably, the beginning of 
negotiations is being unjustifiably delayed. We expect the nuclear- 
weapon States, which in addition as permanent members of the Secu
rity Council of the United Nations bear a special responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security, to display due under
standing of the importance and urgency of this problem and to respond 
to the appeal of the United Nations.

The process started by the signing of the Moscow Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in three environments  ̂ and continued by the 
bilateral Soviet-United States Treaty on the Limitation of Under
ground Nuclear Weapon Tests,'̂  and strengthened also by the Treaty 
on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes ® con
cluded between the USSR and the United States of America must be 
brought to its logical conclusion. Conditions are quite ripe for this* 
The Soviet Union has made and continues to make unabated efforts to 
this end; it is prepared to co-operate with all States in the solution of 
this problem and to demonstrate a constructive and business-like 
approach.

Until recently, the question of the prohibition of underground nu
clear tests has been artificially complicated by exaggerating the prob
lem of supervision. Like many other countries, the Soviet Union be
lieves that the present level of technology for identifying seismio 
events eliminates this problem since, for supervising compliance with 
a tresdj on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, national technical 
means are adequate under present conditions. These means could be 
supplemented by co-operation between States in the exchange of seis
mic data. This approach is now widely acknowledged.

Nevertheless, in order to achieve more rapid progress with this ques
tion, the Soviet Union declared at the thirty-first session of the United 
Nations General Assembly—and here at our meeting on 15 February 
we confirmed this—that it is ready to participate in a search for a uni
versally acceptable understanding on a compromise basis that would 
ensure a voluntary framework for taking decisions relating to on-site 
ascertaining of relevant circumstances and would, at the same time,, 
impart confidence to all parties to the treaty that the obligations are 
being complied with.® Accordingly, the following additions have been 
incorporated in the original text of the draft treaty on the complete 
and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, proposed by the- 
Soviet Union in 1975:

pp. 291-293.
^ lUd., 1974, pp. 225-227.
“ i m . ,  1976, pp. 32S-832.
® IMd., p. 634; and ante, pp. 69-70.
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In  case a State Party to this Treaty has doubts regarding the nature of a 
seismic event that occurred in the territory of another State Party to this 
Treaty, it has the right to raise the question of carrying out an on-site inspec
tion in order to ascertain the true nature of that event The State Party to 
the Treaty that raised this question must cite appropriate grounds in support 
of the necessity of carrying out the inspection. The State Party to the Treaty 
which is the object of doubts regarding its compliance with the Treaty, rec
ognizing the importance of this question, may take a favourable position re
garding the carrying out of an inspection in its territory, provided it  finds 
the grounds convincing, or it may take another decision. Such an inspection 
shall be carried out according to rules established by the inviting State Party.

This important provision relating to the question of supervision has 
been included as a new paragraph 3 of article II of the draft treaty 
and, in our opinion, it opens up a possibility for a universally accept
able understanding on the question of supervision.^

We would like to stress that the draft treaty on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, proposed by the Soviet 
Union, objectively provides for the most effective means of solving 
this problem.

Of course, the task of the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear tests can only be solved with the participation of all nuclear- 
weapon States. Our draft treaty is based on this necessary condition. 
A solution of this question not on this basis, but on a more limited 
basis, would be at variance with the principle of not impairing the 
security of any of the parties; it would merely increase suspicion in 
mutual relations between States, and would lead to the unleashing of 
an arms race in non-nuclear areas. In short, such a solution would not 
only make no contribution to the genuine strengthening of interna
tional peace but, on the contrary, might even increase the threat of 
nuclear war.

The suggestion, made from time to time to the effect that an under
standing on the complete cessation of nuclear tests, which was at first 
limited as to the number of its parties, should be also limited in time, 
does not in substance change the state of affairs. It is argued that in 
such a case adherence to it by all the remaining nuclear Powers would 
be stimulated. However, practical experience does not, imfortunately, 
confirm the validity of such reasoning.

We therefore believe that the negotiations should be conducted, as 
envisaged by the decision of the United Nations General Assembly, by 
the five nuclear-weapon States with the participation of non-nuclear- 
weapon States. It is both necessary and important to start negotiations 
in reality, and to take concrete steps for the implementation of the 
United Nations General Assembly resolution on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.

At the last session of the United Nations General Assembly, many 
delegations advocated that, simultaneously with the contihuatioti of

* Supra,
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efforts by the United Nations with a view to starting negotiations with 
the participation of all nuclear-weapon States, negotiations on a treaty 
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests 
should be also held in the Committee on Disarmament.

The CCD should, we believe, continue the consideration of this 
problem in order to promote the speediest possible progress and imple
mentation of the decisions adopted by an overwhelming majority of 
States of the world at the thirtieth and thirty-first sessions of the 
General Assembly,

We also proceed from the assumption that, inasmuch as the begin
ning of negotiations by all nuclear-weapon States is being delayed, the 
CCD can play a useful role in the preparation of a treaty on the 
complete and general proliibition of nuclear weapon tests. The CCD 
has already repeatedly demonstrated its competence in the elaboration 
of such documents and there is every reason to hope that it will rise to 
the occasion with regard to this question, too.

In order to move forward purposefully with the preparation of a 
treaty, it is of course necessary to have a concrete and practical basis. 
The draft treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests, proposed by the Soviet Union, might serve as such a 
basis.

Accordingly, the Soviet delegation is submitting the above-men- 
tioned draft treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests to the CCD for its consideration.

I would like to speak briefly on the basic provisions of this document 
which consists of 8 articles.

The draft provides for the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments—in the atmosphere, in outer space, under water and 
underground (article I). Such an obligation must be assumed by all 
States and certainly by all nuclear Powers since, as I have already 
stated, it is only with the participation of all nuclear-weapon States 
that the objective of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests can be achieved. This is precisely why the draft provides 
that the treaty is to enter into force after it has been ratified by a 
specific number of States, including all nuclear-weapon States (article

Questions relating to supervision of compliance with the treaty are 
given a prominent place in the draft treaty (article II). According to 
the Soviet draft, control over compliance by all States Parties to the 
treaty with the obligations they have assumed will be based on the use 
of national technical means supplemented with international co-opera- 
tion in the exchange of seismic data between the States Parties to the 
treaty. As I have already pointed out, this article is supplemented by 
the clause providing for a possibility, for the on-site ascertaining of 
factual circumstances on a voluntary basis if there is doubt as to com
pliance by States Parties with their obligations.

The draft provides for consultations between the Parties to the 
treaty and >for the lodging of complaints with the Security Council,
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which will undertake an investigation when it receives a complaint 
from a State that has ascertained that any party to the treaty has 
^cted in violation of the obligations assmned by it. As one can see, the 
provisions regarding supervision of compliance have been elaborated 
very thoroughly in the draft treaty.

The draft treaty provides for wide possibilities for the peaceful use 
o f the energy from nuclear explosions for the benefit of all States 
(article I I I ) . It stands to reason that the conduct of peaceful nuclear 
explosions must be in conformity with the objective of the non-prolif
eration of nuclear weapons, and the draft contains a provision to this 
effect.

Peaceful nuclear explosions will be conducted for non-nuclear-weap
on States in accordance with the provisions of article V of the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.® As to nuclear-weapon 
States, the procedure for conducting PNEs will be established under a 
special agreement which should be concluded as speedily as possible. In 
establishing such a procedure, it will be necessary to take into account 
the recommendations of IAEA, which is the most competent and quali
fied international organ in this regard.

In concluding, I would like to emphasize once again that the pro
posal with regard to the on-site verification of seismic events on a vol
untary basis, put forward by the Soviet Union at the thirty-first ses
sion of the United Nations General Assembly, opens up the possibility 
for achieving a universally acceptable understanding on the problem 
of supervision, and for the early conclusion of a treaty, given good will 
on the part of other States.

The Soviet delegation hopes that the proposal it has made and the 
views it has expressed will be duly considered by the members of the 
<)CD, and that the CCD will make a most active contribution to the 
attainment of real progress in the matter of the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. This measure would be in the in
terests of all States— b̂oth nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon 
States—and it would promote the further development and deepen
ing of international detente and the strengthening of peace.

Tina! Report of the ACDA on a Study on the Impact on MiUtciry 
Expenditures of Arms Control Measures Mutually Agreed to 
by the United States and the Soviet Union [Extract], 
February 28, 1977"

Direct Effects on Expenditures

Notwithstanding these valuable accomplishments, arms control 
measures to date have only partially blocked the course and possibly

* Documents on Disarmnme^if, 19BS, pp. 461-465.
* ACDA files. The report was submitted to the Con&ress In accordance ^ t h  a 

Teqnirement of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1976.
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anoderated the pace of general military competition. Individual agree
ments have variously prevented, retarded, redirected and in some cases 
even stimulated particular US programs. They also appear to have 
affected Soviet military programs in similarly diverse ways but with 
generally less inhibiting effects on particular military expenditures.

Only the agreements limiting active defenses against ballistic mis
siles have insured against possible large increases in US military ex- 
penditures.2 These mutually agreed limitations obviated both a stimu
lus and an opportunity for multi-site ABM deployment which could 
have cost the United States an additional $5-15 billion. They have 
further inhibited US expenditures on the operational development of 
follow-on systems to replace these deployments. And while accompany
ing the long-term decline in US expenditures on civil defense pro
grams, they may have fostered consideration of US mobile ICBMs to 
insure the survivability of a land-based retaliatory force. In contrast, 
Soviet civil defense and, perhaps, mobile lOBM programs have ap- 
]Darently continued growing as much as before the agreement. Soviet 
ABM-related research and development programs may have been 
inhibited to some degree but clearly not to as large a degree as US 
programs.

The cost-avoidance directly attributable to most other arms control 
.agreements between the United States and Soviet Union has been 
slight, negligible, or, in one case, negative. Aside from the agreements 
limiting ballistic missile defenses, agreements have simply either re
confirmed unilateral US restrictions on the programs concerned or, in 
•one case, accelerated the adoption of more costly procedures.

The Interim Agreement on Strategic Offensive Forces allowed past 
expenditure trends to continue.  ̂ US spending on such programs had 
been declining in real terms for a decade and the total number of US 
strategic offensive launchers had been stable for five years before the 
SALT I limits were formally adopted in 1972. In contrast, Soviet 
strategic force expenditure and launcher levels had been consistently 
rising. These trends were not visibly affected by this Interim 
Agreement.

The Biological Warfare Convention reconfirmed prior unilateral 
US restraints on biological weapons expenditures but only indirectly 
inhibited US expenditures on defensive measures.  ̂ Similarly, after a 
sequence of unilateral moratoria and final series of atmospheric tests, 
the Limited Test Ban accelerated the existing trends toward under- 
groimd testing, which was more costly but less damaging to the 
^environment and better suited to most experimental purposes.® The 
Biological Warfare Convention and the Limited Test Ban Treaty 

^exerted no significant inhibition and, in the latter case, a slight stimu- 
l̂ation of US military expenditures. More inhibiting in its effects on

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1972  ̂pp. 197-201. 
pp. 202-504.

" Ibid., pp. 133-138.
1963, pp. 291-293.
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expenditures, the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 may have obviated the 
need and opportunity for potentially expensive space-based nuclear 
weapons of mass destruction.®

On balance, the direct effects of arms control agreements on the 
United States’ military expenditures have been significant primarily 
because of the cost-avoidance specifically associated with limits on 
ballistic missile defense programs. Analogous effects on Soviet expen
ditures have apparently been similar but generally less significant.

Indirect Ejfects on Expenditures

Neither in the United States nor in the Soviet Union have any of 
these mutually agreed arms control measures directly governed the 
aggregate level of military expenditures. Indirectly, some have helped 
realize certain basic security objectives and have thereby obviated 
possible needs for more reliance on expensive military programs than 
actually occurred. However, arms control agreements have not yet, by 
themselves, initiated a process of mutual reductions in Soviet and US 
military expenditures. On the contrary, arms control agreements have 
accompanied the sustained growth of Soviet aggregate military ex
penditures since the early 1960’s and the steady decline, apart from 
crisis and war-related expenditures, in real US aggregate militaiy 
expenditures over the same period.

TJ8 and USSB Military Expenditure Trends

Since US-Soviet agreements began to take effect, particularly since 
the peak of US spending on the war in Vietnam, real aggregate mili
tary expenditure levels in the United States and the Soviet Union 
have moved in opposite directions, the former declining wliile the 
latter were rising consistently. Whether measured in dollars or rubles, 
the changing levels of real US and Soviet military expenditures con
verged during the 1960’s, began to match each other rouglily in the 
early 1970’s, and apparently began to diverge in more recent years. At 
the same time, Chinese and Western European militaiy expenditures 
rose substantially as Soviet military programs were increasingly 
directed toward competition with these continental neighbors and 
their allies in Eurasia. Thus, at least since 1968, aggregate US and 
Soviet military expenditures have followed separate and independent 
paths, apparently neither interacting strongly nor diminishing re
ciprocally from year-to-year. They have rather adapted quite autono
mously to new objectives and differing conditions, both international 
and domestic.

During the past decade, the United States reduced the rate of 
modernization of its armaments and increased the pay and benefits of 
its all-volunteer forces. In contrast, during the same period the Soviet 
Union both expanded its mobilization base and modernized its en-

12m, pp. 38-43.
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larged forces as its supply of conscriptable manpower grew, peacetime 
military competitors developed around its continental periphery, and 
the momentum of military-industrial programs steadily mounted. 
While Soviet GNP growth rates exceeded those of the United States 
by only a modest amount, the share of Soviet military expenditure in 
national income rose from rough parity with the United States to 
about double the American percentage. The Soviet share of national 
income devoted to defense remained stable, perhaps rising only 
slightly during the period when US military expenditures were 
shrinking both in real tenns and as a share of national income.

The divergence between these expenditure trends has posed prob
lems for future US arms control, defense, and foreign policy. In par
ticular, the buildup of Soviet conventional arms, much of it outside 
the USSR, has heightened concerns among America’s friends and 
allies. However, recently increasing US military expenditures per
mitted by Congressional action in Fiscal Years 1976 and 1977 at least 
began to arrest, if not reverse, the decline of current defense outlays 
both in real terms and in relation to Soviet expenditure levels. Other 
main competitors of Soviet military power in both Europe and Asia 
have been continuing the development of their own long-term defense 
capabilities.

Although immediate military strength depends on accumulated 
stocks, recent training, and current progi’ams, the long-term military 
strength of the United States and the Soviet Union depends on their 
general economic progress and technological dynamism. In this pri
marily economic competition, the Soviet Unoin has been striving to 
challenge the general superiority of the United States, Western Eu
rope, and Japan. However, the United States and its allies retain the 
economic strength, advancing technology and military-industrial ef
ficiency to negate the recently disproportionate growth of Soviet 
military expenditures without impeding similar costs on their own 
economies.

• • • • • • •

Letter From ACDA Director Designate Warnke to Senator Stennis: 
Responses to Allegations by Senator Jackson During Hearings 
by the Senate Armed Services Committee, February 28,1977 ^

D e a r  J I r . C h a i r m a n  : At the hearing of the Committee on 2 3  

February 1977,1 was asked by Senator Jackson to supply for the rec
ord my responses to a list of nine supposed instances of conflict be-

' ACDA files, corrected version. There are several typographical errors in the 
original submission, which is printed in Consideration of Mr. Paul C. WamTce 
to he Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarfrvament Agency and Ainbas* 
sador: HearingSy Together With Individual Views^ Committee on Armed 8erv* 
ices, United States Senate, Ninetu-flfth Congress, First Session, pp. 123-137.
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tween the statements I  made in my confirmation hearing before thê  
Committee on Foreign Relations, or in the hearings before your Com
mittee, and my previous public statements. He asked that I corrobo
rate specifically ŵ hen and where, prior to my nomination, I had ex
pressed publicly the views that I had stated in these hearings.^

I have reviewed the full text of the statements referred to in these 
allegations, together with other previous public statements in testi
mony and speeches, and I find that no inconsistency exists in fact. Any 
apparent conflict derives from taking out of context either my re
cent testimony or my previous statements, or both. In at least two- 
cases, the allegations contain misquotations of my previous statements.

I will first take up each of the nine listed items, providing earlier 
instances of public statements consistent with the views I expressed: 
in the hearings. I will then add some supplementary observations and: 
citations corroborative of my basic positions.

Allegation 1:
“You said in your confirmation hearing that at the time of the 1972 

Interim Agreement you were concerned about the numerical disparity 
in the levels of offensive weapons on the U.S. and the Soviet side. The- 
record of your testimony at the time shows the opposite—it shows that 
you welcomed the agreement precisely as a recognition that numbers 
do not matter.”

My Re8'ponse:
At my confirmation hearing I testified that at the time of the 1972̂  ̂

Interim Agreement, “I was concerned, first of all, about the numer
ical dis]Darity because it seemed to me that that made the agreement 
perceptually vulnerable. Any agreement which appears to give the 
Soviet Union a numerical lead is not one which is going to be very well 
received by our friends.” (Source / Hearings before the Senate For
eign Relations Committee, 8 February 1977, p. 45.)^

Contrary to the allegation that in 1972 I “welcomed the agreement 
precisely as a recognition that numbers do not matter”, in my testimony 
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 1972,1 stated that. 
“the principal accomplishment” of SALT I was the ABM treaty and 
that, as to the Interim Agreement, “I find the coverage at the present 
time disappointingly small.” I specifically stated that “numerical 
superiority, which is not translatahle into either any sort of militai^ 
capability or any sort of political potentiaV'  ̂has no purpose. {Source: 
Hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 28 June

^md., pp. 119-121.
^ W a r n k e  Nomination: Heanngs Before the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
Vmted States Senate^ Ninety-fifth Congress^ First Session on Nomination o f  
Paul G. TV,arn1ce to he Director of the. United States Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency^ with the Rank of Ambassador during his Tenure of Service as-
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1972, pp. 178-179, emphasis added. I carefully differentiated between 
military capabilities and political perceptions. At that time, in 1972, 
our lead in MIRVed delivery vehicles and accuracy was so significant 
that it could not be erased during the limited lifetime of the Interim 
Agreement.

Contrary to some suggestions made at the hearing before your Com
mittee, I have never minimized Soviet military capabilities or sug
gested that we could yield the Soviet Union any meaningful military 
superiority. The 1972 McGovern Panel on National Security (of which 
I  was co-chairman) declared that “The loopholes in the Interim 
Agreement must be closed”, and “Everj  ̂ effort should be made to 
achieve control of MIRV’s, whose acquisition by the Soviets could, if  
they were sufficiently accurate and numerous, cause concern that they 
might be a threat to the landbasejd portion of our deterrent.” {Source: 
Report of the McGovern Panel on National Security, 21 September 
1972, p. 13.)

At hearings before the Senate Budget Committee in March 1976, 
I  stated:

I think tliere is no question about that. There are only two miUtary super
powers in the world, the Soviet Union obviously is going ahead building up its 
military capacity, and we can't put ourselves in the position in which there 
is one military superpower, and that is the Soviet Union.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 165.°

As for political perceptions, two weeks prior to my 1972 appearance 
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, I  spoke at an on-the- 
record press briefing sponsored by the Arms Control Association. 
In a newspaper article headlined “Arms Pact Called Too Permissive,” 
I was quoted as saying that the Interim Agreement was so permissive 
that it was “slightly worse than having none at all.” I stated that the 
offensive agreement—as opposed to the defensive treaty covering anti- 
ballistic missile systems—allowed the Russians ceilings, particularly in 
missile-firing submarines, that were so high that they would allow the 
Pentagon to point to those potential Soviet forces, rather than the 
ones in being or likely to be fielded, and to use those future ceilings 
as a lever to increase substantially several of our own military projects. 
{Source: The ’Washington Post  ̂9 June 1972, p. A-4.) Thus I made it 
publicly clear immediately after SALT I, as I did in my confirmation

* Stt'at^gic Arms Limitation Agreements: HeaHngs Before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. United States Senate, Ninetu-second Congress. Second Ses
sion on Executive L, 92D Congress, 2D Session. The Treaty Between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist BepudUcs on the Limitation 
of AntihoMistic Missile Systems {ABM Treaty) and the Interim- Agreement 
Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repul)- 
lies on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
A?'ips {Interim Agreemenf), Including an Associated Protocol, Signed in Moscow 
on May 26, 1972 and S J . Res. 2^1 and S J . Res. 2^2. pp. 178-179.

-I.e.. First Concurren-t Resolution on the Budget-Fiscal Year 1977: Hearings 
Before the Committee on the Budget, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Con
gress, Second Session. Foreign Policy and the Bndoet, March 5, 1976, National 
Defense Budget, March 9,1976, vol. I ll, Mar. 26,1976.
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hearings, that I  was disturbed by the perceptions that would be 
created by the high Soviet ceiling on submarine-launched missiles.

I have frequently expressed concern about potential Soviet superior
ity, In a 1972 debate with Senator Buckley, I  stated:

Regardless of absolute capacities, our forces should not be allowed to fall 
Into a position of imbalance so gross as to have adverse political connotations. 
This doies not mean that we must match the Soviet nuclear arsenal missile- 
for-missile and megaton-for-megaton. I t  does mean that the disparity should 
not become so great as to lead the Soviets to misjudge their freedom to act 
in opposition to our interests or to lead our friends to doubt our willingness 
to respond to even the most severe provocation.

Source: Strategic Sufficiencyi American 
Enterprise Institute, 1972, p. 31.

In the same debate I also said:

. . . our size, our strength and our pervasive international presence put 
us, for better or for worse, in a position much different from that of modern-day 
England. We could not, as I  see it, be comfortable with a situation in which 
we possessed no more than the theoretical minimum needed to destroy some 
predetermined percentage of Soviet society. Neither could our friends overseas. 
V7e could not be sure that, in a true crisis, some Soviet planners might not 
argue persuasively that we had miscalculated on the low side and thus that 
we would not dare rely on the deterrent eflScacy of our strategic forces. Perhaps 
even more serious might be the impact of such minimal retaUatory deterrent 
strategy on Soviet adventurism and the perception of other countries as to 
who holds the whip hand. Certainly in terms of the political objectives for 
which strategic sufficiency is maintained, we could no longer count confidently 
on our ability to protect smaller allies from nuclear blackmail and political 
coercion. Even if the retaliatory strength were deemed adequate to prevent 
a nuclear strike against the United States, would it in fact be sufficient in the 
eyes of other countries to permit them to resist possible Soviet pressures for 
accommodation or capitulation?

As I see it, we should not permit the development of so gross a numerical 
discrepancy as to lead, even arguably, to this kind of situation.

Source: Ihid., pp. 29-30.

Appearing before the Senate Budget Committee in 1975,1 testified: 
‘̂I  would also agree with Mr. Nitze that some sort of gross disparity 

in the nuclear forces might have adverse political impact. Gross dis
parity might vary in the minds of people, but it is a subjective deter
mination.” (Source; Hearings before the Senate Budget Committee, 
March 1975, p. 975.)«

More recently, in testimony before the same Committee, Mr. Nitze, 
speaking about what persuades the Russians to enter into arms control 
agreements, said, ‘‘And I  don’t think it will be to their interest to do 
so unless we demonstrate that we will do what Paul Wamke says we 
should do, and that is to see to it that they do not have superiority 
and could then dictate to us. I  think I quote you correctly, Paul.” To 
which I responded, “Yes; you do, sir.” {Source: Hearings before the 
Senate Budget Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 176.)

Allegation^:
“Your testimony yesterday before this Committee indicated that 

you are concerned about the growth of Soviet strategic forces, that 
at some point in the future we could be in jeopardy. But just a year

® /.e ., The 1976 First Concurrent Resolution on the Budget: Hearings Before the 
Committee on the Budget^ United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Session, voL II.
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ago you told the Senate, in an exchange with Senator McClure, that 
even if the Soviets completed all their programs the situation would 
still be stable. And on many occasions before that you testified in a 
similar vein.”

My Response:
As I exp] ained in my testimony on February 22 :

What I was talking about a t that point [with Senator McClure] . . .  is that 
if they went ahead with their 17s, their 18s and their 19s, used them to replace 
the S S -lls  and SS-9s, ŵ e would still a t the completion of that process be in a 
position in which we had strategic equivalence with them and therefore the 
basic strategic balance would not be changed. What I  have indicated today. . .  
is we have to assume that having done that they would then go ahead with 
further modifications in those forces and since they have greater throw weight 
and since they have larger re-entry vehicles as a consequence of those modifica
tions, greater accuracy, improved guidance, they would then be in a position 
where they had more hard target kill capability than we do.

Source: Hearings before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, 22 Feb
ruary 1977, pp. 2-G2, 2-63.'^

The distinction between the consequences of Soviet completion of 
programs underway in 1976 and of the undertaking of follow-on 
programs seems to me quite clear.

On a number of previous occasions I have pointed out that while 
paiticular weapons systems would not de-stabilize the nuclear balance, 
unless we achieved effective arms control, vre would eventually come 
to a situation of dangerous instability:

T^e fact is at the present time we have a highly unsatisfactory situation in 
which security depends on the fact that the other side would be committing 
suicide if it attacked you, a mutual assured deterrent. The current concept is 
certainly not one anyone can contemplate with any degree of satisfaction, but 
how could you make it better. The only way would be in a Mghly idealistic 
situation in which we would eliminate all nuclear weapons. We can’t do that, 
«o we are faced with the possibility that we and the Soviet Union wiU continue 
to pour more money into our defense systems, and the best that we can hope 
for is that some hundreds of biUions of dollars later we may not be much 
worse off than we are today.

Source: Hearings before the House Budget 
Committee, 11 September 1975, p. 75.'̂

And in 19721 noted that:

The risk we face today in the strategic field is not that our forces may be 
insufllcient. The risk is instead that, while understanding the criteria for 
sufiBciency, we may spend too much and build too much and end up with not 
greater but less true national security. The acquisition of unnecessary stra
tegic systems to gain bargaining strength in negotiations with the Soviet 
Union will mean only a comparable response from the other side and the 
conversion of the arms limitation talks into a spur to the arms race rather than 
a  medium for reciprocal restraint. More MIRVs, more ABMs, more new sys
tems, more technological improvement can only mean a less effective and less 
protective arms control agreement.

Source: Strategic Sufficiency, American 
Enterprise Institute, 1972, pp. 36-37.

I believe that we are now close to that threshold of danger.

See Consideration of Mr. Paul (7. WarnJce to he Director of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency a/nd Ambassador: Hearings Together With 
Individual Views, Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Ninety-- 
fifth Congress, First Session, p. 59.

277-084—79------ 9̂
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On the issue of the dangers in Soviet superiority, I said on 9 March 
1976:

Now, that doesn’t mean that we can ignore what the Soviet Union is doing, 
and it doesn’t  mean in my opinion that we can ignore the cosmetic impact of 
heavy defense expenditures. There is a question of perception as well as a 
question of actual miUtary capability, and in the strategic field in particular^ 
but also in the conventional field the perceptions are important because, of 
course, the primary mission of our military might is to prevent war, so that the 
ultimate test of deterrence is what the other side thinks you are capable of 
doing, and what your allies think that you are capable of doing.

From that standpoint obviously we couldn’t let any gross disparity develop, 
either in terms of our strategic weapons programs or, I  am afraid, in terms of 
our overaU defense expenditures.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 167.

Several other statements on this subject are quoted in my resj^onse to 
Allegation 1.

Allegation S:
‘̂You told the Foreign Relations Committee in your confirmation 

hearing that you did not believe that unilateral initiatives should be 
made in a negotiating context—during the course of negotiations. But 
the record shows that you recommended troop withdrawals from 
NATO while MBFE was in progress. You recommended withdraw
ing tactical nuclear weapons from Europe while MBFR was in prog
ress. You recommended halting a number of programs as a unilateral 
initiative in 1972 as SALT II  was getting underway. In May, 1972, 
while SALT I  was under negotiation, you recommended unilateral 
restraint. In March, 1975, while SALT II  was underway, you again 
recommended unilateral restraint. And in your 1975 article in Foreign 
Policy you again called for unilateral restraint.”

My Response:
What I  actually said, in a colloquy with Senator Javits in the con

firmation hearing, was that “if you were actively negotiating with the 
Soviet Union, it would strike me as being poor negotiating tactics to 
take a unilateral—not previously announced̂ —initiative of th?ot kind.’̂  
{Source: Hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
8 February 1977, p. 28, emphasis added.)

I distinguished this kind of initiative from the kind of approach 
that I suggested in my 1975 Foreign Policy article (“Apes on a Tread
mill”).® That approach, as I pointed out in my testimony, was offered 
at a time when, according to the original Vladivostok communique,^ 
serious negotiations were not contemplated until 1980 or 1981 with no 
actual reductions from the veiy high A^Iadivostok ceilings until the 
mid-1980’s. I felt that some means should be sought to keep arms con
trol from being stalled for ten years.

This proposal did not contemplate imilateral restraint, but a process 
of matching restraint. In 1971, in hearings before the Subcommittee

• Foreign Policyj Spring 1975, pp. 12-29.
® Documents on Disarmament, pp. 746-747.
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on Arms Control of the Senate Foreign Eelations Conunittee, I called 
for mutual restraint in referring to “restraint in the course of the 
SALT negotiations” as offering ‘̂the best chance of turning the SALT 
talks into the kind of continuing strategic diodogue that can bring 
about j)rogress to">yard control of the arms race even while the talks 
continue, and before anything in the way of a formal agreement is 
reached.” {Source: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Arms Con
trol of the Senate Foreign Eelations Committee, 14 July 1971, p. 210,̂ ® 
emphasis added.) This is the only refei*ence I can find to the proce
dural handling of restraint initiatives in the context of negotiations.

I have frequently noted that general restraint in the development 
and deployment of new systems, as distinguished from specific cut
backs, is in our national intere ŝt, and I believe I am in good company 
in holding this view, which was succinctly stated by then Deputy Sec-̂  
retary of Defense Packard in hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Arms Control of the Senate Foreign Eelations Committee in 1971 
when he said . . 'No one has a greater interest in the successful out
come of SAT/r than does the Department of Defense. That is one rea
son why an essential element of our policy with regard to strategic de
ployment has been restraint.” {Source: Hearings before the Sub
committee 031 Ai*ms Control of the Senate Foreign Eelations Com
mittee, 13 July 1971, p. 169.)

My recommendation for a 30,000 man cut in NATO support forces 
was based on my conviction that this cut would not diminish and could 
in fact improve the combat capability of our NATO forces. This Com
mittee itself recommended, and the Congress approved, a cut of 20 
percent in our NATO non-combat troop strength in 1974. And the 
Senate Armed Services Committee report made it perinissive for the 
Secretary of Defense to replace these non-combat forces with combat 
troops, but did not make the recommendation mandatory.

As you know, I have consistently opposed the Mansfield Amend
ment. In a lecture before the National War College on 23 May 1972 
I  declared that:

I do not believe that there is any substitute for a substantial American 
military presence in Europe. I think, moreover, that if we were to make the 
kind of drastic reductions that have been suggested in various versions of the 
Mansfield Amendment this would be extraordinarily unsettling, not only to 
our aUies but perhaps also to the Soviet Union. They would have to give con
siderable thought to just what th6 implications of that were, whether it meant 
that we were going back to total reliance on a doctrine of massive retaliation 
or whether we were, in fact, abandoning any commitment to Western Europe.

Sfowrce: Lecture before National 
, War College, 23 May 1972, p. 13.

Similarly, my recommendation on withdrawal of tactical nuclear 
weapons from Europe was based on my belief that the “number and 
variety of our tactical nuclear weapons in Europe is dangerously ex

Arms Control Implications of Current Defense Budget: Hearings Before the 
8uT)committee on Arms Control, International Law and Organization, United 
States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, First Session on Arms Control Implica
tions of Current U.S. Defense Budget.
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cessive and that tlieir pattern of deployment is undesirable.” {Source r 
Hearings before Subcommittee on Arms Control of the Senate For
eign Eelations Committee, 14 March 1974, p. 65.) I was then and still 
am in agreement with Jeffrey Record, one of the recognized experts 
in this field, that ‘̂ present NATO doctrine, efficacious or not, is ill- 
served by the current deployment of [tactical nuclear] weapons at 
the disposal of the Atlantic Alliance.” {Source: U.S. Nuclear Ŷeo.p- 
ons in Europe, Issuss and Alternatives, Brookings Institution, 1974, 
p. 45.)

Allegation li,:
‘̂You said yesterday that you have ‘testified against removing our 

tactical nuclear weapons from Europe.’ The record shows that you 
have argued for withdrawing as many as 6,000 out of 7,000 of our 
tactical nuclear weapons from Europe; and as recently as four months 
ago you called for removing tactical weapons from Europe—a recom
mendation that Secretary Vance saw fit to dissent from.”

My Respome:
As I  have stated, I have consistently recommended that we retain an 

adequate tactical nuclear weapons capability in Europe. Before the 
Senate Budget Committee, in March 1975,1 stated that ‘‘I don’t think 
we ought to bring all of the tactical nuclear weapons home but I think 
there are certain categories of them that serve no purpose, that are far 
too vulnerable, and we could reduce that number very substantially.” 
{Source: Plearings before the Senate Budget Committee, March 1975, 
p. 984.) In hearings before the same committee in March 1976, I as
serted the deterrent value of our tactical nuclear weapons:

I think tliey would have to recognize that in that kind of war we would have 
a vital interest at stake, and we would not be prepared to yield that vital inter
est if we had any capability of stopping it. And that as a consequence there 
would be the risk of our use of tactical nuclear weapons.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Br.dcjAt 
Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 204.

A recent study by the General Accounting Office, reported in The 
New York Times, concluded similarly that it would be desirable to 
reduce or eliminate “marginally useful” or “highly vulnerable and 
destabilizing” theatre nuclear weapons, and to provide nuclear forces 
less vulnerable to attack. (Source: The New York Times, 21 February 
1977, p. 10.) Mr. Nitze also, in his testimony of 9 February 1977, said 
that he tended to share my view that there are not adequate storage 
places today for our 7,000 tactical nuclear weapons or proper plans on 
how “to get them out from under an attack.” {Source: Hearings before

'^'N'liclear Weapons and Foreign Policy: Hearings Before the SuJ)committee on 
U,8. Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad and the Subcommittee on 
Arms Control, International Law and Organization, Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations. United States Senate, 'Ninety-third Congress, Second Session on U.S. 
clear Weapons in Europe and U.S.-U.8.S.R, Strategic Doctrines and Policies.
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the Senate Committee on Foreign Eelations, 9 February 1977, pp. 148- 
49.)

It is also quite correct that I ha\̂ e argued that we have far too many 
of these weapons in Europe and deployed in dangerous ways (see my 
response to Allegation 3.). It is not correct that . . four months ag0‘ 
[I] called for removing tactical weapons from Europe.” The facts are 
that four months ago I joined in the report of the United Nations 
Association Panel on conventional arms control, which recommended 
that “In MBFE, NATO should continue to seek . . .  a reduction of 
some of its tactical nuclear weapons in exchange for a reduction of 
Warsaw Pact armored forces.” {Source: Controllmg the Conventional 
Arms Race  ̂UNA-USA, November 1976, p. 38.) The Panel also recom
mended that “If MBFE negotiations remain stalled without signifi
cant progress, then a reduction or redeployment of U.S. tactical nuclear 
weapons in Europe should be sought outside the MBFR context after 
thorough consultations with our NATO allies.’’ {Source: IMd.) The 
Eeport goes on to point out that “It is not sound defense policy to 
maintai]! obsolete, useless or dangerous weapons simply as a potential 
‘bargaining chip.’ Such a course of action would neither serve U.S. 
national security nor promote meaningful arms control.” {Source: 
lUd.)

The allegation refers to a “reservation” expressed by Cyrus E. Vance 
stating: “I do not agree with this recommendation, which implies that 
now we should unilaterally withdraw some U.S. tactical nuclear weap
ons from Europe.” I did not express a similar reservation because I 
do not read the recommendation as implying that we should now 
undertake any unilateral withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapons. 
Those joining in the report without any reservation on this recom
mendation include retired general oflSicers Bruce Palmer, Jr. and 
Matthew B. Eidgway and Former Secretary of the Army, Frank Pace,
Jr.̂ 2

Allegation 5:
“You testified j-esterday that  ̂ . . an agreement which is unverifi- 

able or is questionably verifiable does not comport with our national 
security.’ You even said that verifiability is a sine qua non of an agree
ment. Yet as recently as four months ago you joined in recommending 
that ‘a one-year reduction of 5 to 10 percent in military expenditures 
by the U.S. and the Soviet Union through “mutual exai^iple” should 
be exploi*ed.’ Now I think it is clear that there is no way such a reduc

The fuU membership of the UNA-USA National PoKcy Panel on Conventional 
Arms Control consisted of Thornton F. Kradshaw (Chairman), Cyrus R. Yance 
(Vice-Chairman), Harvey Brooks, Barry E. Carter, Harlan Cleveland, John T. 
Connor, Lynn E. Davis, Gaylord Freeman. Richard N. Gardner, Richard L. Gar- 
win, Robert Kleiman, Charles McC. Mathias, Jr., Paul W'. McCracken, Vice 
Admiral Gerald E. Miller, Waldemar A. Nielsen, Frank Pace, Jr., General Bruce 
Palmer, Jr., General Matthew B, Ridgway, Robert V. Roosa, Joseph M. Segel, 
Ivan Selin, K. Wayne Smith, Frank Stanton, Paul C. Warnke. [Footnote in 
original.]



100 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

tion. could be Â erified—we can’t even get a verifiable estimate of ciir- 
rent Soviet expenditures that would enable us to verify a 5 to 10 per
cent reduction.”

Response:

The comments about possible budgetary limitations in the Eeport 
of the UffA-USA Xational Policy Panel on Conventional Arms Con
trol are in no way inconsistent with my expressed position on the 
necessity for verification of arms control agreements. The Panel Ee
port explicitly recognized the major problems involved in mutual re
ductions in military expenditures. Among those noted in the Report, 
at pa^c 19, are “̂ questions of definition and comparability.” Another is 
the fact that an over-all budget agreement might permit each party to 
choose which forces to reduce and thus could lead to “a less stable force 
posture.” The Eeport further states: “Finally, verification would pre
sent a major problem” and “the budget approach has the disadvantage 
of verification, comparability and arms control utility.” {Source: Gon-- 
troUing the Conventional Arms Race  ̂ XJlsrA-USA, Jfovember 1976, 
pp, 19-20,)

Accordingly, the Panel (se  ̂Allegation 4 for a list of its member
ship) recommended unanimously only that the idea of a one-year re
duction of 5% tp 10% in military expenditures should be “actively 
explored” and warned that: “Though the Soviets have frequently ex- 
/pressed support for tlie general concept of military bud̂ ret reductions, 
r'they have shown little willingness to elaboratxi the details of how their 
'proposals might be implemented.” .[Source: p. 25.)

The Panel suggested that “the United States should probe Soviet 
intentions and interests in this area.more fully.” {Source: IMd,) An 

-interesting consequence of such exploration might be the obtaining of 
more reliable information about Soviet defense expenditures.

T have consistently expressed my concern about verification prior to 
my confirmation hearings. Indeed, my opposition to the initiation of 
some weapons programs, such as MIEV and mobile ICBMs, was 
based, in part, on the problem.s they would pose for verification and 
for reaching sound, verifiable arms control agreements if  they were 
developed.

In 1971,1 said:

You would also then, of course, have the advantage of a complete ICBM ban 
if that could be brought about, which would simplify some of the problems that 
otherwise would exist with regard to verification. I  would hope that perhaps 
negotiations could head in that direction a t least as a start.

. Source: Hearings before the Subcommittee
on Arms Control of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, 14 July 1971, p. 217.

In 1976,1 said:

The more we do in the way of modernization of nuclear forces and the more 
we do in terms of protecting the survivability of the ICBMs, the more chance 
there is that we will end up with a situation in which no verifiable agreement 
can be reached. That is the diflaculty I  have with the concept of having 10
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shelters, for example, for each lanncher and moving them around in some sort 
of a strategic shell game. I t  would be an effective means of preventing a coun- 
terforce attack, but it would be inconsistent with the concept that was written 
into the SALT I agreement, that neither side would take action to prevent the 
other side from knowing where the forces were and what it  was doing. I t  seems 
to me that the difficulty with these programs is that they say, in effect, “We 
have given up hope of achieving a strategic arms agreement.”

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 168.

In 1976,1 also said;

I don’t think we can say that SALT has failed. I  believe we have had one 
good SALT agreement, which, was the limitation of antiballistic missile de
fenses, and I  think there is still a chance that we can achieve some kind of— 
not perfect—but a t least better than nothing type of SAI/T agreement, and 
that that type of SALT agreement ought to be sought before we go in for the 
kind of measures that would make verification of a tight agreement im
possible.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 175.

Allegation 6:
“Yesterday you told Senator Hart that  ̂ . . having a coimterforce 

capability improves deterrence by improving the number of options 
that the President would have in the event of war.’ In the past, how
ever, you have argued against the added flexibility of even limited 
counterforce capability for the United States. Indeed, you are on 
record as saying: S . . to talk about some other potential, some other 
capability, with regard to our strategic forces is self-deluding non
sense.’ Or again, you are on the record as follows: K . . flexibility in 
nuclear weapons is perhaps the worst thing that you could have . . . 
flexibility in nuclear weapons just means a greater chance that nuclear 
weapons will be used.’ ”

My Response:
I have supported certain types of flexibility in our strategic forces 

and opposed other types. The above quote on flexibility is taken from 
my debate with Senator Buckley in 1972 and cannot be correctly under
stood unless read in context. In the sentence immediately following 
those quoted in the allegation, I explained the type of flexibility I was 
referring to and was opposed to when I  added:

And the real problem with getting nice, neat, clean, flexible nuclear weapons 
is that unless you give the other side an equal supply, it comes back and hits 
you with a big, ugly, dirty nuclear weapon.

Source: Strategic Sufficiency, American 
Enterprise Institute, 1972, p. 74.

In the same debate (in fact on the next page) in answer to a follow- 
on question by Orr Kelly relative to my previously stated third cri- 
terion for sufficiency, the following exchange explained that I  favored 
flexibility which did not require the President to respond to any 
nuclear aggression with all-out retaliation.

O r r  K e l l y :  WaaMngton Star: M r. Warnke, h o w  does your third criterion 
for sufficiency fit what you have just said, about maximum deterrent efficacy
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against limited nuclear attack warranting possession of the ability to respond 
with less than our Sunday punch? Are you talking about the use of some 
sort of small weapons, a little nuclear war?

Mr, Warnke: No. What I  am talking about—and I think I  have spelled 
it out perhaps with more poetry than accuracy in my paper—is the ability 
to push one button rather than the entire console. We should not have—on 
this point I agree with Senator Buckley and President Nixon, in that order— 
[Laughter]— ĵust the one course of going all-out, firing everything we have 
in an effort totally to devastate the Soviet Union in response to a less-than- 
total attack on its part.

And I went on to say:

. . . that this requires no change in our forces. What it requires instead 
is a refinement of command and control procedures and the ability to strike 
at less than the total number of available targets in the Soviet Union . . . 
But what I am saying is that with our existing force, which constitutes, as 
far as I am concerned, a perfectly adequate deterrent, we should have instead 
a sufiicient sophistication in command and control so that we could do less 
than the ultimate in response to a provocation which is less than the ultimate 
provocation.

Source: Strategic Sufficiency, American 
Enterprise Institute, 1972, pp. 75-76.

In my response to Senator Hart before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee I intended similarly a reference to the desirability of the 
President having options in the event of war other than being re
quired to respond with a massive spasm retaliation. I continue to be
lieve, as I said in 1972, that, “given the capacity each nation has to 
destroy the other side, even after a first strike, to talk about some 
other potential, some other capability, with regard to our strategic 
forces is self-deluding nonsense.” (Source: Strategic Sufjhciency  ̂1972, 
p. 62.) Our forces should have, and have had for many years, the 
flexibility to attack some military targets; however, for us and the 
Soviet Union to have the type of counterforce capability which can 
threaten a significant portion of the other’s deterrent would be de
stabilizing. I have always said this; it is still my view, and I did not 
mean to imply anything different in my response to Senator Hart. 
Thus, as Senator McIntyre observed in these same hearings, I  have 
voiced my opposition to the development of the counterforce ICBM. 
As Senator McIntyre said, I am not alone in that position. Secretary 
Laird in November 1970 assured Senator Brooke:

We have not developed,^ and are not seeking to develop, a weapon system 
having, or which could reasonably be construed as having, a first strike 
potential.

Source: Letter, Secretary Laird ta  
Senator Brooke, November 1970.

Furthermore, the Senate in 1971 rejected a proposal to authorize 
funds for providing a “counterforce capability for the Minuteman III  
system.” On that occasion, the Chairman of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee said:

The explanation of this amendment ioeludes the word “counterforce’\  Those 
familiar with these terms know that essentially means a first-strike capability. 
We have stayed within the terms of deterrence, deterrence, deterrence. That 
is what we are talking about at the SALT talks . . .



WARNKE LETTER, FEBRUARY 28 103

. . .  I  stand squarely on that ground. I t  is not often that the Department of 
Defense comes out against an amendment that would put more money in a 
bill.

. . .  we do not need this type of improvements in payload and guidance 
now, the type of improvements that are proposed, in order to have the option of 
attacking military targets other than cities. Our accuracy is already suflBciently 
good to enable us to attack any kind of target we want, and to avoid collateral 
damage to cities. The only reason to undertake the  ̂ type of ^program the 
amendment suggests is to be able to destroy enemy missiles in their silos before 
they are launched. Tliis means a U.S. first strike, unless the adversary should 
be so stupid as to partially attack us, and leave many of his lOBM’s in their 
silos for us to attack in a second strike.

And on this same issue, the Defense Department said:

The Defense Department cannot support the proposed amendments. I t  is the 
position of the United States to not develop a weapon system whose deployment 
could reasonably be construed by the Soviets as having a first-strike capability. 
Such a deployment might provide an incentive for the Soviets to strike first.

Source for these two quotations: Congressional 
Record, U.S. Senate, 5 October 1971, pp. S 15888, 
15891, 15893 (Emphasis in original.)

Allegation 7*
‘̂You testified at your confirmation hearing that some step to insure 

the viability of our ICBMs would have to be taken if they become vul
nerable, and that one step that would have to be explored is the mobile 
missile. In the past you have opposed the development of a mobile mis
sile, and as recently as September 1975, you said that you would not be 
prepared to spend even a billion dollars to create the third leg of the 
Triad. In fact you went on to say that: ‘I f  we had at the present time 
nothing but submarine launched ballistic missiles and our strategic 
bomber force, I think that alone would be a very effective deterrent.’ ”

My Respome:
My testimony of September 1975, read as a whole, squarely supports 

the ICBM element of our strategic nuclear Triad. First, the quoted 
language talked of creating an entirely new leg of the Triad from 
scratch, not scrapping an existing force. Second, I  referred to a cost of 
“billions of doUars,” not ‘̂ a billion dollars.” Third, on the following 
page of the September 1975 testimony^ I went on to express opposition 
to giving up any leg of the Triad. In fact, my statement, in its entire 
<3ontext, concludes that it is necessary to maintain the Triad, including 
the ICBMs, and that therefore, by clear implication, we camiot afford 
to have any major portion of the Triad become vulnerable.

As long ago as 19711 expressed concern about vulnerability of any 
part of our Triad:

At the present time, as Secretary Packard has pointed out, the Soviet Union 
lacks the capability to destroy any substantial part of our Minuteman force. I t  
is apparently true that if the Soviets deploy about 100 additional SS-9s and 
if they test and deploy MIRVs for these missiles and if they can make these 
MIRVs very accurate, then they could pose a threat to much of our Minute- 
man force. Even in this contingency, either our submarine-based force or our 
bomber force would still be capable in itself of destroying the Soviet Union.
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Despite this fact, despite tlie existence of the Triad, we certainly would not 
want to have even one of our strategic systems highly vulnerable and, accord
ingly, we should continue actively to seek agreement at SALT that might pre
vent this threat from materializing.

Source: Hearings before the Subcommittee 
on Arms Control of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, 14 July 1971, p. 207.

Furtliermore, the quotation on submarine-laimclied ballistic missiles 
and our strategic bomber force, as cited in this allegation, does not re
flect the sense of my September 1975 comments which are quoted in full 
below:

Mr. L e g g e t t .  Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could explore the witness’ views 
on the Triad system of the national defense. I don’t know whether we have come 
to tliat or not. Gould you give us a few words with regards to the Triad ?

Mk. W a r n k e .  Y o u  m e a n  w i t h  r e g a r d  to  t h e  s t r a t e g ic  f o r c e s ?

;Mr. L e g g e t t .  Yes.
M r  W a r n k e .  Again, it is a question of what you would do if you could face 

the problem anew as compared with what you do when you have the existing 
situation. I don’t  think that I  would be prepared to spend billions of doUars 
in order to create the third leg of a triad.

If  we had a t the present time nothing but submarine-launched ballistic mis
siles and our strategic bomber force, I think that alone would form a very ef
fective deterrent, and I think in addition to that, it has the advantage of being, 
for the foreseeable future, almost invulnerable.

Mr. G ia im o .  Are you suggesting that they are the two strongest powers of 
the Triad?

Mr. W a r n k e .  Yes, I  am, Mr. Chairman. I t  seems to me that the ICBM’s are 
far less desirable than the other two because of their vulnerability. When we 
talk aboijit the possibility of a counterforce strike, really what we are talking 
about is the fact that to some extent that leg of our Triad could be degraded by 
a preemptive strike by the Soviet Union, and from that standpoint there are 
some who argue that it is a source of crisis instability. I f  we had only the two 
less vulnerable systems, you might have a marginally more stable situation 
in time of crisis.

Mr. L e g g e t t .  The two less vulnerable would be?
M r. W a r n k e .  Submarines and the strategic bomber force.
Mr. L e g g e t t .  D o  you th in k  the strategic bomber force is more reliable than the 

ICBM force?
M r . W a r n k e .  I t  is not more reliable in terms of being able to deliver a weapon 

on target, but as a deterrent, it is less subject to preemptive attack.
M r . G ia i m o . I s  i t  l e s s  e n t ic e m e n t ?

M r. W a r n k e .  Yes; in a sense a less attractive nuisance. There are some who 
say over a period of time we should phase out the intercontinental ballistic 
missiles.

M r. L e g g e t t .  There is no c a p a c i t y  a t  the present time on [the part of?] the 
Soviets for an effective preemptive strike?

IklR. W a r n k e .  No, but it is always something posed as a threat in the future^ 
That is why I don’t favor eliminating our ICBM’s now. We have them. We spent 
a lot of money for them. In my opinion, at the present time they contribute in
crementally a t least to our strategic deterrent. Since we have the three legs 
of the triad, I am not in favor of giving one up.

Source: Hearings before the 
House Budget Committee^
11 September 1975, pp. 71-72.
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In addition, in March 1975 before the Senate Budget Committee, I  
stated the following:

I feel a t the present time there is no reason to abandon the Triad concept.- 
Maybe if we only had two systems, I wouldn’t say we had to invent a third a t  
this stage in order to have extra nuclear capability.

We have the ICBM’s, which have been held a t 1,000 now for some period 
of time. The question that we have been addressing with respect to counter
force capability is w^hether we have somehow to improve the accuracy or the 
yield or a combination of both in order to have the capacity to attack the 
missile silos in the Soviet Union, At the present time \ve—1 don’t see that 
necessity. '

With regard to the second part of the Triad, perhaps the most important 
part because it is the least vulnerable, that is our nuclear missile submarines. 
TVTiat I have suggested is that in my view, the Trident submarine is an un
desirable concept. I t  does , not add enough to the military capability to be 
worth the cost. In terms of the additional range of the Trident 1 missile, that 
can be achieved by retrofitting into our Polaris-Poseidon fleet, and we don’t 
have to go to the cost of $1.5 billion per Trident unit, which is what it  costs 
with its 24 missiles.

We can instead, continue to maintain that part of the nuclear deterrent 
Triad by continuing w-ith our Polaris-Ppseidon fleet and by developing a less 
costly substitute until such time as it becomes necessary to replace some of 
the existing submarines.

Third, with regard to the manned bornber part of the nuclear Triad, I  don’t 
think that the B-1, again, is a sound weapons program. I t  is immensely ex
pensive. The present cost is now approaching $100 million each, and I don’t 
think that we need that costly a substitute for the B-52, as they reach the 
end of their usefullife.

I  think that, as Mr. Nitze has pointed out, the Soviet Union has put much 
more money into air defense than we have. Under those circumstances, it seems 
to me that there is no reason to pitch our deterrent against the other side’s 
strength. I t  would be better, instead of going ahead with a B-1 bomber which 
is so expensive because of the cost of achieving tha t kind of penetration 
capability, instead to go toward the concept of a replacement for the B--52 
w'hich would be more of a standoff bomber, something that would have a rel
atively long-range missile, which would have more penetration capability than 
the bomber itself.

I  think that could be achieved a t less cost than the figures that are currently 
projected for the B-1 bomber.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, March 1975, p. 977.

As regards my opposition to the. mobile ICBM, the Executive 
Branch and the SALT negotiating team—in their advocacy of the 
SALT I  Interim Agreement—^maintained vigorously that mobile 
missiles would be inconsistent with that agreement. This position was 
put forward by Paul Mtze, as a member of [the] SALT I delegation, in 
his testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee on 20 Jime 
1972.̂ ® The Congress accepted the Interim Agreement with this 
understanding.

I have opposed the development of mobile missiles in the past be
cause they are inconsistent with the Interim Agreement and because 
they make verification, a vital j)art of any arms control agreement, 
much more difficult.

The testimony I gave during my confirmation hearing compoiis 
with my previous statements on the mobile missile. I  rioted that a 
decision on whether or not to develop the mobile missile should be 
made based 1) on our success in negotiating an arms control agree
ment and 2) on whether our ICBM’s might become vulnerable in the

^Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Session, on Executive L, 
J92d Congress, 2d Session , , . S. J. Res, 24 and S. J, Res, 2i2, pp. 101-102.
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futiire. Eecogiiizing these two itnportant v reliables, I  stated that the 
development of mobile missiles ought to be “explored.’’ I  did not 
endorse them. The entire quotation went as follows:

My position on that, Senator, would depend upon how successful we are 
in  negotiating an arms control agreement.
• Obviously, if our lOBMs were to become vulnerable over a period of time, 
we would have to take some step to ensure their viability and one means that 
would have to be explored would be the mobile missile.

Now it has certain problems, of course, in terms of verifiability if you do 
succeed in getting an arms control agreement. So it’s a question of whether 
you can get the arms control agreement in time to make it unnecessary to 
develop the MX, and that, of course, depends on the progress itself.

Sdurce: Hearings before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, 8 February 1977, p. 54.

Allegation 8:
^^Yesterday and again today you told this Committee that we could 

in the future be in jeopardy as a result of the Soviet strategic build up. 
I  have already mentioned that. But no one has suggested that our sub
marine force is now or in the future will become vulnerable. Presum
ably it is our land-based ICBM force, in particular, that is increasingly 
vulnerable. Your new concern strikes me as quite different from your 
past view that ten Poseidon boats can alone perform the deterrent 
function. Prior to your confirmation, in 1972, you told the Foreign Re
lations Committee that: 1̂0 surviving Poseidon submarines could aim 
1,600 warheads at the Soviet Union. They would run out of targets 
before they ran out of missiles . . . the continuation of the missiie 
numbers game is a mindless exercise.’ ”

M y Bes'ponse:
]\Iy concern over the vulnerability of our ICBM force is not new. In 

19711 said:

At the present time, as Secretary 'Packard has pointed out, the Soviet Union 
lacks the capability to destroy any substantial part of our Minuteman force. It 
is apparently true that if the Soviets deploy about 100 additional SS-9s and if 
they test and deploy MIRVs for these missiles and if they can make these 
MIRVs very accurate, then they could pose a threat to much of our Minuteman 
force. Even in this contingency, either our submarine-based force or our bomber 
force would still be capable in itself of destroying the Soviet Union. Despite this 
fact, despite the existence of the Triad, we certainly would not want to have 
even one of our strategic systems highly vulnerable and accordingly, we should 
continue actively to seek agreement a t ^ALT that might prevent this threat 
from materializing.

Source: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Arms Control 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 14 Julv 1971, 
p. 207.

In 19721 joined in endorsing the following statement:

Every effort should be made to achieve control on MIRVs, whose acquisition 
by the Soviets could, if they were sufficiently accurate and numerous, cause 
concern that they might be a threat to the land-based portion of our deterrent.

Sourcc: Report of the McGovern Panel on 
National Security, 21 September 1972, 
p. 13.
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In 19721 also said:

Any program that threatens the retaliatory capability of either side should 
be rejected. I refer, of course, especially to such things as anti-siibmarine war
fare programs or anything else that might have the same impact as an anti- 
ballistic missile defense in appearing .to challenge the retaliatory capabUity of 
either side.

8oiirc.e: Hearings before the Senate Foreign 
Eelations O'ommittce, 28 June 1972, p. 182.

In 1975,111 the context of a statement on mutual restraint, I again 
noted my concern over the potential vulnerability?' of our ICBMs:

But as long as they limit the size of tlie missiles that they MIRV, so that 
they don’t have any more of an ability to destroy our land-based missiles than 
we have to destroy theirs, then we are not faced with the n ^ s s i ty  of taking 
further, more expensive, I think more dgtngerous initiatives of our own.

Source:  Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Comniittee, March 1915, p. 976.

My concern over the destabilizing effects of possible or perceived 
vulnerability of either side’s ICBM foi’ce has led me to oppose large- 
scale development of counterforce weapons. In 1975, for example, I 
stated:

Right now, what might lead to the mutual acquisition of first-strike capabil
ity? I t  would require that you develop what is now referred to as the counter- 
force capability which Secretary Schlesinger has addressed from time to time. 
I^et’s assume we acquire that counterforce capability and the Soviet Union 
did. Would our situation be safer than it is today? I  say it would be far less 
safe, 'because a missile with counterforce capability poses more of a threat to 
the Soviet Union than our present-day missiles pose. There would be more 
incentive to strike first, 'because it  would be just as easy to destroy a more 
sophisticated counterforce optimized weapon as it is to destroy today’s weapon. 
So a t a time of crisis we would have less stabiUty rather than more.

Source: Hearings before the House Budget 
Committee, 11 September 1975, pp. 74-75.

Furthermore, I have consistently expressed concern over possible 
vulnerability of other parts of our Triad of strategic forces. One of my 
principal reasons for opposing the Trident submarine program was 
that by putting more of our “eggs” in fewer “baskets,” the Trident 
fleet could be potentially more vulnerable to future Soviet ASW threats 
than a larger force of smaller submarines. Indeed, I joined in the fol
lowing statement in 1973:

The Polaris submarines will remain seaworthy until well into the 1990s, and 
a t the present time the nature of any ASW threat to Pojlaris cannot even be 
predicted. When and if it arises, the Trident fleet could be more vuhierable 
than the present Polaris one because its greater unit size and its smaller number 
of ships could make it easier to destroy in a surprise attack, using some now 
unknown technology. The decision to place the $500 million Trident base in 
Bangor, Wasfhington, still further reduces the value of this new ship by initially 
foreclosing its operation in the Atlantic.

Sou7'ce: Military Policy and Budget 
FrioritieSy FY  p. 16

My long-time concern about the vulnerability of our land-based 
ICBM force is indeed a different subject from that addressed in my
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language as quoted from the 1972 hearings in this allegation. There I  
was spealdng to the value of the ABM Treaty in eliminating the pos
sibility of a successful first strike by either side. The actual quote reads: 
“In thus assuring retaliatory capability, the ABM Treaty makes con
tinuation of the missile numbers game a mindless exercise.” {SoxiTce: 
Hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 28 June 
1972, p. 183, emphasis added.) I went on to discuss the problem of 
assuring the survivability of our land-based deterrent and the value 
•of the Interim Agreement in that connection. The reason we need an 
effective, permanent agreement is to assure that the Soviets accej t̂ the 
proposition that, with the ABM Treaty, the missile numbers game is 
in  fact mindless.

I  have consistently sought a ceiling on missile numbers, and I still 
believe that such a ceiling would be useful. Indeed, I support Senator 
Jackson’s 1975 proposal for substantially lower ceilings on the number 
of missiles permitted each side, a proposal which would appear to sup
port my contention that continuation of the missile numbers game by 
going to ever higher numbers is a mindless exercise.

Allegation 9:
At your confirmation hearing and again in your remarks j^esterday 

you expressed concern about the So\det civil defense progTam. In the 
past you have not taken their civil defense program seriously.”

31 y Response:
I do not recall any statements I have made in the past about Soviet 

civil defense. I have, however, consistently said that a7iy defense tliat 
could erode either side’s strategic deterrent should be a subject of great 
concern. In 1972, when I testified on the SALT I accords, I stated:

Any program that threatens the retaliatory capaMlity of either side should 
be rejected; I refer, of course, especially to such things as antisubmarine war
fare programs or anything else that might have the same impact as an anti- 
baUistic missile defense in appearing to challenge the retaliatory capability of 
either side.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, 28 June 1972, p. 182.

Secretary Rumsfeld’s last report to the Congress notes that: ‘‘̂ Yliile 
the evidence is still coming in, and we cannot make firm judgments on 
either the magnitude or potential effectiveness of Soviet civil defense, 
the available information suggests a strong Soviet interest in damage 
limiting.” {Source: Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense  ̂F Y  
1978̂  p. 64.) I f  the Soviet civil defense program in fact ever threatens 
to degrade our deterrent, then we should take it very seriously indeed.

In addition to responding to the specifics of these allegations, I 
would like to deal with the over-all contention that, until my testi
mony at the confirmation hearing, I  had not taken a forthright public 
position on the nature of the Soviet threat, the significance of percep
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tions of superiority, the importance of our forces in Europe, or on the 
need for adequate defense spending by our country. To corroborate 
the consistency of my positions, I have assembled a series of quotations 
from my public statements over the last seven years.

With regard to the nature of the Soviet threat:

I would agree that we have to assume that the Soviet Union would like to 
have military superiority, and under those circumstances you have to do one 
of two things, or do both:

You have to see to it that they don’t get it, either by maintaining the kind of 
miUtary capability that will prevent them from having it, or by getting some 
kind of agreement with them that wiU limit the competition.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 184.

First of all, I don’t  think that there is any way that we can know what the 
Soviet intention is. The best we can do is apprise ourselves of Soviet capa
bility, and I think that we have to assume that their intentions would be 
malevolent. There is no way in the world we could rest content with anything 
more sanguine than that.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 173.

If  Tito were to die, circumstances might exist where they believed they 
could get a quick victory by something else than aU-out war. I  think we should 
review our defense structure and make sure we have the capability to respond 
to that kind of contingency. I am not sure we do.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Conmiittee, 9 March 1976, p. 204.

Insofar as the Soviet Union is concerned, what we need is the military power 
that would prevent the Soviet Union from using or threatening to use its own 
miUtary power against the United States or against those countries whose 
security is actually integral to our own.

Source: Testimony before the House Budget 
Committee, 11 September 1955, p. 62.

I  feel that our role in NATO is still an important one in light of the uncer
tainties as to the Soviet succession of power and of the possible political 
ambitions of a future Soviet Government.

Source: Hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Arms Control of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, 14 March 1974, p. 51.

Obviously a t the same time we should maintain strategic nuclear forces that 
give us the assured retaliatory capability that would deter a nuclear attack 
either on the United States or on the territory of our Western European allies.

I  believe also that we ought to consider the possibility that short of other 
acts of war the Soviet Union a t some point might, for political reasons, for 
blackmail, for a variety of objectives, seek to interfere with sea communica
tion to Europe and our NATO forces ought to be maximized to see to it that 
they could prevent this sort of interdiction ahead of time.

Source: IMd., p. 58.

At the present time there is only one threat to our physical security, and 
that is the Soviet Union. The only way that we can deal with the USSR’s 
nuclear arms is with the concept of assured destruction.

Source :8trategic Sufficiency^ American 
Enterprise Institute, 1972, p. 74.

What little we know of the Soviet power structure and what little we can 
see of China’s internal struggles can give us no confidence that the foreign
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policy of either country will eschew the use of military force for the balance of 
this century. Russia and China have the manpower and means, and their 
motives are sufficiently obscure so that we must retain the military might to 
deter or to defend against their overt aggression.

Source: Warnke and Gelb, “Security or Confrontation,’' 
Foreign Policy, 1970-71, p. 9.̂ ^

Unfortunately we have had too few instances in which we have been able to 
reach effective agreement with the Soviet Union. I  certainly feel that is the 
fault of the Soviet Union more than the fault of the United States.

I don’t think that the intentions of the Soviets have been anywhere near as 
beneficent or disinterested in the genuine sense, as ours. I  think that we genu
inely have wished the world well. I don’t believe that the record of the Soviet 
Union is any such record.

Bourcc: Testimony before the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, May 1970, p. 89 and p. 104.

'With regard to the signiftcance of perce'ptions of superiority:

There is a good deal of unhappiness about the potential costs of systems like 
the Trident and the B-1, but there is no disagreement with the proposition 
that we have to have survivable forces of sufficient strength, and sufficient 
perceived strength, to deter the Soviet Union from ever attacking us.

Source: Lecture given before the Industrial College of the 
Armed Forces, 23 August 1974. Reprinted in Perspectives 
in Defense Management, Winter 1974-75, p. 42 (published 
by the Industi-ial College of the Armed Forces, Washing
ton, D.C.).

I  would agree that it is vital that our nuclear and conventional forces must 
not only be strong enough but that they be known to be strong enough to deter 
the Soviet Union from the use or the threatened use against us and those whose 
security is integral to our own. I  continue to believe, however, that “a lead in 
numbers or size that can be seen to be insignificant will have political conse
quences only if the other side concedes them a meaning they , would other
wise lack.” When we know that a new Soviet weapons program or a Soviet 
lead in numbers or throw weight or some other dimension is not militarily im
portant, it is neither important nor desirable to engage them in a mindless con
test for purely cosmetic superiority.

We must, I  am convinced, continue to maintain the strategic nuclear forces 
that make impossible any Soviet ability to use its nuclear forces for physical 
attack or political advantage. We should retain the conventional capability to 
keep at the vanishing point any Soviet aspirations for territorial conquests, 
particularly in Western Europe. The strong response of the non-communist 
parties in Portugal would surely have been far less likely if Soviet forces 
could have been moved into that country as readily as they were moved into 
Czechoslovakia seven years before.

Source: Lecture before the Industrial College 
of the Armed Forces, 18 September 1975.

Our strategic nuclear forces must not only be strong enough. They must be 
tnown to be strong enough to deter the Soviet Union from using its strategic 
nuclear forces against us or our allies.

Source: “Apes on a Treadmill,” 
Foreign Policy, Spring 1975, p. 24.

I  think we have also to recognize that, even if we were to conclude that there 
is virtually no likelihood of the use of Soviet military power, we have to be 
concerned about the perceptions of our allies. In other words, it is not enough

Gelb, Leslie H. and Paul C. Warnke, “Security Or Confrontation: The Case 
For a Defense Policy,” Foreign Policy (Winter 1970-71).
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that we be confident. I t is also important that Western Europe be conlldent. 
Western Europe at the present time is not confident that they are safe from 
Soviet attack. I think it is very important that we see to it that we maintain 
our alliance with Western Europe because, of course, of the economic, cultural, 
and other ties that we have.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Appro
priations Committee, 30 May 1974, p. Gl.

With regard to our forces in Europe:

All right, what is the best way to deter Soviet aggression? I would suggest 
that the best way to do it is to have at least a substantial fraction of your 
forces and to spend at least a substantial fraction of your dollars in the one 
place where it is most likely,, however unlikely it is, that Soviet aggression 
would occur, which is in Europe,

■So unless we are going to spend virtually nothing on anything except strategic 
forces, it seems to me that it is only prudent, reasonable, and economical to 
spend such of your money as you are going to spend in conventional forces on 
NATO defense.

il have raised with Senator Symington before the question whether if we 
need ground forces at all don’t we need them in Europe, which is the place 
where it would be most in our interest to use them, and the place where, among 
a  whole set of unlikely contingencies, aggression, and the first stirrings of 
major conflict would be most likely.

Now, I don’t find anyone in the United States, or a t least no one who repre
sents any substantial population factor, ŵ ho says that we should give up 
defense expenditures. I think there is still a broad constituency for substantial 
defehse expenditures.

Even if we were to cut the defense budget in half it seems to me that it would 
still be only reasonable and logical and prudent to spend something close to 
what we are presently spending for the defense of Western Europe.

Source: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Arms 
Control of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
14 March 1974, p.l23.

With regard to the need for defense spending:

There are, however, in my opinion, some readily defensible, easily framed, 
and widely sujpported reasons for us to maintain a strong defense posture. I  
think no one in Congress would deny the proposition that we need a secure 
iretaliatory capacity in strategic nuclear weapons. Some would argue about 
the structure of the forces needed for that purpose, or the particular capabil
ities that our missiles should have. But I find that in Congress there is no dis
position to cut back substantially on the amounts we spend now for strategic 
nuclear forces. There is a good deal of unhappiness about the potential costs 
of systems like the Trident and the B-1, but there is no disagreement with the 
proposition that we have to have survivable forces of suflBcient strength, and 
sufficient perceived strength, to deter the Soviet Union from ever attacking 
us. The debate is over the question whether such objectives as increasing 
counterforce capability might be destabilizing or stimulate the arms race; or 
whether the Trident submarine is the best way to spend the funds available 
to us in the foreseeable future.

I  think there is also general acceptance of the proposition that we have to 
maintain suflScient forces to prevent, and if necessary, repel, any sudden Soviet 
'action in Europe. There is wide disagreement, of course, as to whether that 
purpose requires 300,000 Americans to be stationed in Europe, arid Whether 
the Europeans can carry more of the burden. But hardly anyone denies that 
we must have forces capable of responding to that kind of contingency.

Source: Lecture given before the Industrial College of the 
Armed Forces, 23 August 1974. Reprinted in Perspectives 
in Defense Management, Winter 1974-75, p. 42 (published 
by the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, Wash
ington, D.C.).

277-084—79------ 10
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There can be no argument about our need for strong defense forces. These have 
been provided and must be maintained.

Source: Ibid, p. 3

I  do not have any expectation that we could end up with very significant cuts 
in the defense budget. I t  just does not seem to me that it is either politically 
feasible a t the present time, or a propitious time to do it in view of all the 
Soviet activity.

What I have suggested is that I  see no reason for the kind of alarm that 
should require that we increase our defense expenditures.

Source: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, 9 March 1976, p. 196.

I don’t think we are going to be able to avoid a quite substantial defense 
fcudget for the foreseeable future and, until we reach a stage at which we can 
actually begin to talk about force reductions with the Soviet Union on some 
kind of a meaningful basis, that we aren’t going to be able to get a defense 
budget substantially below the current levels.

Souj'ce: Hearings before the Senate Budget 
Committee, March 1975, p. 966.

« « « «

I am happy to have had this opportunity to put my views on the 
jrecord again.

Sincerely yours,
P a ul  C. W arx k e

Swedish Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Test Explosions 
in All Environments Submitled to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament, March 1, 1977^

The States Parties to this Treaty,
Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the 

cessation of the nuclear arms race and to undertake effective measures 
towards nuclear disarmament.

Urging the co-operation of all States in the attainment of this 
objective,

Hme agreed as follows:

A r t i c l e  I

1. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes not to carry out any nu- 
xjlear weapon test explosion, or any explosion of other nuclear devices, 
in any environment.

2. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes, furthermore, to refrain 
from causing, encouraging, assisting or in any way participating in 
the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test explosion or of any ex
plosion of other nuclear devices.

3. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to take any measures it 
considers necessary in accordance with its constitutional process to

^OOD/526.
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prohibit and prevent any activity in violation of the provisions of the 
'Treaty anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.

4. As regards the period ending o n  the provisions of Proto
col I annexed to this Treaty shall be applicable to the Governments 
•of the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
-Eepublics.2

A r t ic l e  II

The provisions of Article I of this Treaty do not apply to those 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes which might be carried out 
under international supervision and control and which take place in 
conformity with Protocol II annexed to this Treaty.

A r t ic l e  III

1. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate in good faith 
to ensure the full observance and implementation of this Treaty.

2. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate in good faith 
in an effective international exchange of seismological data in order to 
facilitate the detection, identification and location of imderground 
-events. The arrangements for technical supervision of the compliance 
with this Treaty are laid down in Protocol III annexed to this Treaty.

3. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to consult one another and 
to co-operate in good faith for the clarification of all events pertaining 
"to the subject matter of this Treaty. In accordance with this provision, 

êach Party to the Treaty is entitled:

(a) to make inquiries and to receive information as a result of such 
inquiries,

(b) to invite inspection on its territory or territoiy under its juris
diction, such inspection to be carried out in the manner prescribed by 
the inviting Party,

(c) to make proposals, if it deems the information available or made 
jivailable to it under all or any of the preceding provisions inadequate, 
.̂ is to suitable methods of clarification.

4. For the purpose set forth in this Article, the Parties to the Treaty 
^hall engage the services of a Consultative Committee. The Depositary 
shall within one month of the receipt of a request from any Paiiy con
vene the Committee. Any Party may appoint a representative to this 
^Committee whose functions and rules of procedures are set out in 
Protocol IV annexed to this Treaty.

5. I f after consultation and co-operation pursuant to this Article 
-there remains a serious question concerning the fulfilment of the obli
gations assumed under this Treaty, a Party may, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, bring the matter 
to the attention of the Security Council and to other Parties to the 
Treaty.

® Optional provision for a transitional arrangement— îf needed—another alter
native is found in Article VII para. 4. (Annotation in original document.)
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A r t ic l e  IV

The protocols annexed to tliis Treaty constitute an integral part of 
the Treaty.

A r t ic l e  V

Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Amendment& 
shall enter into force for each Party acceptmg the amendments upon 
their acceptance by a majority of the Parties to the Treaty and there
after for each remaining Party on the date of acceptance by it.

A r t ic l e  VI

Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of 
Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to 
review the operation of this Treaty with a view to assuring that the 
purposes and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized. The 
review conference shall determine in accordance with the views of a 
majority of those Parties attending whether and when additional 
review conferences shall be convened.

A r t ic l e  VII

1. This Treat}  ̂5hall be open to all States for signature. Any State 
which does not sign the 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 Secretary-General of the United Nations, who shall 
be the Depositary of this Treaty.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit with the De-
positaiy of instruments of ratification b y  Governments including
the Governments of the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Eepublics.

4. Pending the entry into force of this Treaty the Governments of 
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Ee
publics undertake to apply the provisions of Protocol I as from the 
date on Tvhich this Treaty has been signed by these two Governments.® 
Following suhparagraphs would he renum'bered accordingly if the 
above provision were to be inserted.

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification or accession are 
deposited after 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 shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding 
States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instru
ment of ratification or of accession and the date of the entry into force 
of this Treaty and of any amendments thereto, any notice of with-

® Optional provision for a transitional arrangement—if needed—another al
ternative is foiind in Article I para. 4. (Annotation in original document.)
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xlrawal, as Avell as of the receipt of other notices. He shall also inform 
the Security Council of the United Nations of any notice of with
drawal.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary in accordance 
with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

A r t ic l e  V III

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration. Each Party shall in 
i?.xercising its national sovei’eignty have the right to withdraw from 
the Treaty, if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the sub
ject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of 
its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to the Depositary 
three months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the 
extraordinary events it regards as having jeopardized its supreme 
interests.

A r t ic l e  IX

If this Treaty has not been adhered to by all nuclear-weapon States
  years after its entry into force, each Party shall be given notice to
the Depositary have the right to withdraw from the Treaty with im
mediate effect.

A r t ic l e  X

This Treaty, of which the Araibic, Chinese, English, French, Eus- 
'sian 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 Governments of the signatory and acceding 
States.

Ix  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f , the undersigned, duly authorized thereto, have 
.signed this Treaty.

D o2sT3 a t _____________ on______________

‘Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehen
sive Test Ban, March 3,1977

At our 729th meeting on 17 February I stated that there seems to be 
reason to hope for a new atmosphere, for new possibilities at long last 
to achieve concrete and real results in disarmament. I  emphasized that 
disarmament is a truly international concern. The smaller countries 
have therefore every reason to make active contributions to the work 
of the CCD. It was in this spirit that I announced the intention of the 
Swedish delegation to submit, in the very near future, a draft CTB 
treaty. I  have asked for the floor this morning to introduce a working

 ̂COD/PV. 733, pp. 7-11.
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paper (CCD/526) containing a draft treaty banning nuclear weapon  ̂
tests in all environments.^

But let me first address mj^self in rather general terms to tlie viê YS- 
exi^ressed and the draft treaty text submitted by the distinguished 
representative of the USSK on the same subject, when he took the floor 
at our meeting on 22 February, I  listened with great interest and quite 
a lot of satisfaction to his statement. In particular I noted that the 
USSR is prepared to give to the CCD a significant role in the prepara
tion of a CTB treaty. This is a recognation of such a treaty as being of 
tnie concern to the whole international community as an important 
means to nuclear disarmament, that is much welcomed. I also noted̂ . 
that the USSR confirmed its preparedness to participate in the search 
for methods of ascertaining, on site, relevant circumstances of a seismic 
event in addition to relying on national technical means.

I have, however, also noted some differences between our views on 
the CTB subject and those of the USSR delegation. Time has indeed 
been too short to allow detailed comments upon the USSR proposal,, 
but I would like to make the following brief remarks.

The ultimate goal of a CTB treaty must obviously be universal ad
herence. To avSk that all nuclear-weapon States negotiate, sign and' 
ratify a CTB treaty as a precondition for its entry into force will not,, 
however, give the world a CTB in the foreseeable future. That is w hj 
we insist that the two leading nuclear Powers, with their overwhelm
ing superiority in this field, must start the process. Available facts  ̂
point convincingly to the conclusion that when the two major nuclear 
Powers agree to halt their underground nuclear testing, their military- 
security will not be jeopardized.

Furthermore, we take the position that peaceful nuclear explosions 
should on principle be included among the activities which are to be 
banned. In article III  of the USSR draft treaty, on the other hand,- 
reference is made to article V of the NPT as far as the non-nuclear- 
weapon States are concerned. We consider the NPT to be discrimina
tory in this as in some other respects, and we want the restrictions on 
PNEs to apply to all States, including the nuclear-weapon States.

I want now to proceed to deal with the Swedish working paper and 
its basic provisions. Certainly this document cannot incorporate only 
new ideas on the much discussed question of a comprehensive test ban.. 
Many delegations, including my own, have been working in this field 
during the 15-year lifetime of this Committee. Many elements in the 
draft are closely connected with ideas and suggestions put forward by 
delegations either in general statements or in previous drafts and other 
working papers. But our proposal also attempts to add new ideas in 
order to try to find solutions to problems which up to now have blocked 
progress.

We recognize that this draft is incomplete, in so far as the texts of 
a number of additional protocols need to be worked out and negotiated 
in the CCD. We also understand that the draft will certainly be?

* Supra,
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amended as the result of the negotiations in this Committee. We are 
thus offering this working paper as our contribution to the work of 
the CCD, intended to form a basis for concrete and successful negotia
tion which, we hope, will start as early as possible during this year's 
session.

With your permission I shall now comment in more detail on the 
provisions of the draft proposal.

Article I  defines the scope of the treaty, i.e. the ban on nuclear 
weapon test explosions and on any explosion of other nuclear devices 
in any environment. We have come to the conclusion that a CTB will 
have to be all-embracing, and should not be onl}̂  a complement to the 
Partial Test Ban Treaty of The treaty should thus be inde
pendent and comprehensive. Specific arrangements may, however, be 
needed in two cases. The first one concerns the possibility that some 
kind of transitional arrangements might prove necessary for the 
United States and the Soviet Union. The second refers to PNEs. I 
wiir come back to the latter case when discussing the j)rovisions of 
article II  and protocol II. The transitional arrangements could, in 
our view, be treated in two alternative ways. One possibility could be 
to make the entry into foi'ce of the treaty dependent upon the final 
cessation by the United States and the Soviet Union of their nuclear 
weapon tests. This solution is incorporated in article VII, paragraph 
4 (between the dotted lines). The provisions of a protocol I on transi
tional arrangements for a specific^ time should be binding for those 
two States on their signing of the trea,ty. Such an arrangement could 
possibly fa<iilitate an early entry into force of the transitional arrange
ments, as these stipulations will start to be applied even before ratifica
tion of the treaty by the two States. We presume that meanwhile other 
countries should sign and ratify the treaty. It should then enter into* 
force immediately after the end of the transitional j)eriod.

An alternative solution is foreseen in article I, paragraph 4. This 
alternative stresses the importance of an early entrĵ  into force of 
the treaty. The provisions on a transitional arrangement would, in this- 
case, be included in the treaty itself. This alternative is perhaps more 
in conformity with what is usually applied in other ti‘eaties. The’ 
provisions of protocol I  should, in our view, be negotiated between the* 
two Powers in question under CCD auspices. This moans that they 
would have to keep other members of the CCD well informed about- 
the progress in their work. Several possibilities exist how to phase out 
the nuclear tests during a transitional period. We are quite confident, 
that if the two Superpowei’s camiot move directly to an immediate 
cessation of all weapon testing and, consequently, a transitional period 
is needed, an acceptable solution will be found rather quickly through 
the suggested negotiations between the two Powers.

I stated here two weeks ago that we feel, on the Swedish side, that 
the possible interest of carrying out PNEs must yield to the urgency

^Documents on Bisarrmment, 1963  ̂pp. 291-293.
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of achieving a CTB. But it might generally be considered necessary 
to allow for tlie possibility of future PNEs. Provisions to this effect 
are to be found in article II  and are planned to be elaborated in detail 
in protocol II. PNEs should, in our view, however, be allowed only 
when they are of overriding national or international importance. The 
party requesting a PNE, be it a nuclear or a non-nuclear-weapon 
State, would be obliged to submit the project to strict international 
supervision and control according to procedures agreed upon by the 
parties to the treaty, including those pertaining to a special inter
national agreement on PNEs as required by article V of the NPT.

Article III deals with the important problem of verification and 
control of the compliance with the treaty. We suggest here, inter aliâ  
the same provision as in the Swedish draft treaty of 1971 (CCD/348), 
i.e. the so-called verification by challenge.^ We believe it necessary to 
include— p̂erhaps at a somewhat later stage—^provisions regarding 
international co-operation on worldwide seismic data exchange. We 
presume that provisions on such arrangements for the verification 
of compliance with the treaty can be inserted in a protocol III. Further
more, we propose provisions for setting up a consultative committee, 
the functions and rules of procedures of which would be negotiated in 
the CCD and included in protocol IV  of the treaty. As a logical last 
step in the process of verification, article III, paragraph 5 gives parties 
to the treaty the possibility to bring the matter to the attention of the 
Security Council of the United Nations.

Articles IV and V are, we believe, uncontroversial. Article VI deals 
with review conferences, and is copied from the Sea-Bed Treaty.® As 
regards article V III, dealing with signing, ratification and entry into 
force, I have already dwelt on the subject of a possible transitional 
arrangement contained in article VII. The only remaining article 
which I  wish to comment upon today is article IX , which foresees 
the possibility for parties to withdraw from the treaty with immediate 
effect if, at a given time, not all nuclear-weapon States have acceded to 
the treaty. It is, of course, our firm hope that these provisions will never 
be applied. On the other hand, we propose these provisions in order 
to give assurances to the two nuclear States which have to take the 
lead in the process of nuclear disarmament and the abolition for all 
time of nuclear weapons.

]\Ir. Chairman, we submit this draft treaty to the CCD for the 
purpose of reaching an early agreement in this important field of 
disarmament. Work on a CTB will now be started and will proceed at 
such a pace that a final agreement can be reached before the 1978 special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Vfith this purpose in mind, the Swedish delegation formally pro
poses that a working group be set up as soon as possible to start the 
urgent work of negotiating a CTBT.

* See W d., 1971, pp. 540-543. 
pp. 7-11.
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Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the 
Conference of the Commitfeo on Disarmament: Comprehen
sive Test Ban, March 3, 1977 ^

The items which my delegation considers important in this session 
of the CCD cover both nuclear and non-nuclear disarmament, but 
today I wish to express the view of my country on the question of 
nuclear disarmament, and in particular, the question of a comprehen
sive test ban, which is the most urgent problem today.

Mr. Chairman, I believe nobody is in any doubt that the most 
urgent task in the field of disarmament is nuclear disarmament. The 
need to achieve nuclear disarmament has been constantly invoked either 
at the United Nations or in other forums ever since atomic bombs were 
dropped on human beings for the first time, and has been perhaps 
one of the most continuous themes of the international community, as 
well as the perpetual prayer of human beings for everlasting peace. 
Xevertheless, our desire for nuclear disarmament is still far from 
realization and nuclear weapons owned by the nuclear-weapon States 
have even been greatly improved in quality and increased in quantity, 
though we cannot be sure whether or not they were aware of the said 
pra5"er of human beings. Recognizing that proliferation of nuclear 
weapons increases the danger of a nuclear war, trusting in the justice 
and faith of the countries of the world, and urging the nuclear-weapon 
States to take concrete nuclear disarmament measures, my country, as 
one of the peace-loving nations, has been a party to the NPT since 
June last year.  ̂ My country’s accession to the Treaty indicates our 
belief that we human beings will not fail to find a way of escaping 
from the sword of Damocles hanging by a hair over us without, how
ever, impairing the security of each nation.

Needless to say, the first step towards the achievement of nuclear 
disarmament is the realization of a comprehensive nuclear test ban 
(CTB). Thirteen years have passed since the Treaty Banning* Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water 
entered into force in 1963.̂  A CTB has not yet been realized owing 
to the problem of verification, the attitude to be adopted towards 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, and the conflict in view be
tween the two Superpowers concerning the necessity of all the nuclear- 
weapon States to join a CTB treaty fi*om its initial period.

In my statement on 27 July 1976, referring to the lack of progress 
in such matters as nuclear disarmament, and in particular a compre
hensive test ban, I urged the Superpowers “to make further efforts 
towards coming to the necessary political decisions”.̂  In this connex-

" CCD/PV. 733, pp. 11-16.
 ̂I.e., the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. The text is printed in Documents 

on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
® Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
• CCD/PV. 715, p. 26.
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:ion, I welcome, as the dawn of such political decisions, the moratorium 
proposal by President Carter of the United States on 8 February 
1977,® and the reference to on-site ascertaining in the disarmament 
memorandum submitted by the Soviet Union on 15 February 1977,® 

'Here again I wish to emphasize the need for political decisions by the 
two Superpowers which will lead to the solution of outstanding ques
tions such as verification and PNEs, and the eventual accession to a 
CTB treaty by all the nuclear-weapon States.

I  strongly urge that, in response to President Carter’s proposal, the 
United States and the Soviet Union should come to an agreement on 
a moratorium on nuclear testing for two to four years, which will in
crease their trust in each other for a CTB, and that the CCD should 
promptly initiate concrete work on drafting a CTB treaty with an 
effective verification system. I f the moratorium cannot be achieved 
immediately, I  appeal to the two Superpowers to improve the present 
TTBT agreement in such a way that the threshold of loO kilotons is 
substantially reduced and the Threshold Treaty transformed into a 

^multilateral one;  ̂both these ideas were suggested by me in my state
ments on 9 March® and 27 July 1976. I expect to see facilitated, 
through these interim measures, a mood in which the other nuclear- 
Avcapon States will join a CTB treaty.

Desiring the United States and the Soviet Union to commence their 
concrete work on drafting a CTB treaty at the CCD, I would like to 
mention briefly my country’s position on (1) verification, ^Yhich is a 
basic question of the treaty, and (2) its attitude towards nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes.

With respect to verification, so-called national means based on a 
seismological method and other methods are not sufficient for us to 
secure compliance with the treaty. I  believe international machinery 
has been generally thought indispensable to ensure the effectiveness 
of a CTB. The machinery should consist of (1) speedy collection and 
analysis of verified data and (2) on-site inspection or ascertaining. 
I would like to propose the establishment of a verification committee 
consisting of experts from both nuclear-weapon States and non
nuclear-weapon States to make the said machinery effective. The main 
fmiction of this committee should be to receive and analyse seismo
logical data. It should be empowered to ask for additional data, if 
necessary. As the result of its analysis, the committee may find it ad
visable that on-site inspection should be carried out. Though I believe 

it  desirable that the experts’ judgement should be respected, it should 
be left to the forthcoming negotiations to determine whether this 
committee should have a final say on the need for on-site inspection.

 ̂Cf, ante, p. 35.
Antey p. 59.

■’ The threshold test ban treaty can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 
1974, pp. 225-227.

1976, pp. 74-78.
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With respect to on-site inspection, the Soviet Union showed its 
readiness to consider this question in a favourable way in the working 
document presented to the last session of the United Nations and the 
OCD on 15 February (CCD/522):

The Soviet Union is convinced that no particular difficulties should arise in 
elaborating such a compromise basis for an agreement as would ensure a vol
untary framework for taking decisions relating to on-site ascertaining of rele
vant circumstances and, a t the same time, impart confidence to all parties to the 
treaty that the obligations are complied with. The Soviet Union stands ready to 
participate in a search for a universally acceptable understanding on this basis.®

This new line of policy is an encouraging sign that the Soviet Union 
fcas shown a flexible attitude towards the solution of this problem, 
although the procedure concerning on-site inspection contained in the 
draft treaty tabled by the Soviet Union at this session requires further 
■careful study, in the light of our position.

In this connexion, I should like to touch upon the question of the 
appropriate system for collecting seismological data, which is closely 
I’elated to the question of verification. Needless to say, seismological 
-data must be collected without delay if underground nuclear tests 
are to be detected. To this problem our working document (CCD/524) 
intends to provide an answer. My country’s experts, based ,on last 
year’s proposal, used the existing main array stations and calculated, 
through computer simulations over a few months, what explosion yield 
it would technically be possible to detect in a relatively short period. 
According to the document, we obtained the very encouraging result 
that the existing main array stations can locate seismic events of a 
magnitude of over 4.75, from 20 to 30 kt in yield, in most of the north- 
'em hemisphere, and that these stations, with the introduction of sev
eral new array stations, could detect and locate in a very short period 
small seismic events over magnitude 4.25 (several kt) in most of the 
CLorthern hemisphere.

In short, we could not only locate but even verify such considerably 
small explosion yields through the existing seismological network if 
■we could further secure the data exchange system among an appro- 
ipriate number of array stations, and hence an unresolved question is, 
1 believe, for us to carry out work with a view to the practical use 
o f these existing facilities.

Therefore, as I did last year, I  would like to propose to the CCD 
that, taking our working document (CCD/524) into consideration, it 
'Should suggest connecting the main an*ay stations in the world with 
the existing data exchange system, of which the most effective is the 
IVMO network, with adequate capacity and with all-time availability; 
«ind I would also suggest conducting an experimental exercise for lo
cation work which would be the major part of the future CTB verifi
cation procedure. The technical study necessaiy for this process ha^

® Ante, p. 59.
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already been made by the CTB Ad Hoc Group. Hence, I would like to> 
propose that the CCD should request the A A  H og  Group to do prac
tical work, if possible, during the CCD’s summer session and to carrŷ  
out its experimental exerciser stage by stage. Naturally, we would need 
full-scale experimental exercises at the final stage, but I am sure that 
we can materialize the purpose of our work by conducting partial 
experimental exercises, depending on the progress of the stud}̂  by the- 
A.d Hoc Group. I am convinced that such exercises will provide us 
with the materials indispensable to the solution of the verification 
problem and will thus serve to facilitate the political decisions of the 
United States and the Soviet Union, and will eventually make a prac
tical and impoitant contribution to the role of the CCD in the field of' 
disarmament.

With respect to our attitude towards nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes, a large majority of the experts at the meeting held imder 
CCD auspices in 1975 were of the opinion that techniques at present 
cannot distinguish between nuclear explosive de^dces for weapon uses 
and those for peaceful uses. This technical difficulty was further made 
clearer in the provisions of the 1976 Treaty on Undergi’ound Nuclear 
Explosions for Peaceful Purposes between the United States and the 
Soviet Union.̂ ® Judging from the above conclusion, it is clear that if  
we leave PNEs alone under the CTB, this might lead to the danger of'
(1) non-nuclear-weapon States acquiring nuclear explosive capability 
in the name of peaceful purposes and (2) nuclear-weapon States find
ing a loophole in the CTB. Noting this danger in PNEs, we firmly be
lieve that PNEs should be conducted only under an international con
trol system which can prevent this danger; however, until such a 
system is established, the nuclear-weapon States should refrain from’ 
PNEs on a voluntary basis.

Finally, with respect to the need for all nuclear-weapon States to  
accede to the CTB treaty, my country has always urged that all the 
nuclear-weapon States should participate in the CTB as soon as possi
ble, once agreement is achieved, but has always, at the same time, as- 
sei’ted that we cannot accept the excuse that the negotiation of the 
treat}  ̂ vShould be delayed l^ause of the non-participation of some* 
nuclear-weapon States. In this connexion, I note the following refer
ence in the Soviet statement on 22 February at this session:

We also proceed from the assumption that, inasmuch as the beginning of 
negotiations by aU nuclear-weapon States is being delayed, the CCD can play 
a useful role in the preparation of a treaty on the complete and general proliibi- 
tion of nuclear weapon tests. The CCD has repeatedly demonstrated its compe
tence in the elaboration of such documents and there is every reason to hope  ̂
that it will rise to the occasion with regard to this question, too.^

Undoubtedly, the United States and the Soviet Union have an over
whelming nuclear superiority both in quality and in quantity com
pared to the other nuclear-weapon States, and hence their responsi
bilities are also correspondingly heavy.

Documents on Disarmament^ 1976, pp. 328-332.
Ante, p. 87.
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Therefore, I appeal to the United States and the Soviet Union that, 
realizing their historical mission, their leaders will take initiatives- 
towards a CTB while we, the non-nuclear-weapon States, will do our 
utmost to bring about such a political atmosphere as to make the other 
nuclcar-weapon States join the treat}\

Finally, I would like to welcome the positive contribution of a draft 
treaty presented by the distinguished delegate of Sweden just now; I 
Avould like to make some comments on this draft later, either at the 
formal meeting or at an informal meeting.

Interview of President Carter: Arms Transfers [Extract], 
March 4, 1977"

S a l e  o f  A iq i s  to  F o r e ig n  C o u n t r ie s

^.You spoke of the arms procurement as part of one of these bullet- 
iDitmg operations. There has been a good deal of controversy about 
American arms sales abroad to other nations. The argument has been 
made repeatedly by supporters of that, that it is necessary to main- 
i:ain the balance of payments and maintain our defense industry. What 
kind of look are you taking at that $12 billion a year annual rate of 
sales?

The President, A hard look. Here, again, I  think that if there is 
one person in the Government that ultimately has the responsibility to 
take a position and to make a decision and then explain the consequen
ces of that d,ecision to the American people, it’s the President, not just 
because it’s me. Somebody has got to do it. And it has to be the Presi
dent.

When Cy Vance visited all the Middle Eastern countries early this 
month, there was one unanimous statement made by every head of 
state, and that was that we are spending too much of our money on 
weapons.

Xow it’s hard for one of those countries, for instance—I’m singling 
out that part of the world—unilaterally to stop buying weapons. But 
every one of them unilaterally said they would like to stop. And I think 
that this puts a responsibility back on our country, the major arms 
supplier of the world, to try to induce Iran and Egypt and Saudi 
Arabia and Syria and Israel and Jordan, to cut down on the quantity 
of firms they buy.

Now’, I ’ve also been in touch with the Soviet leaders, with the French 
leaders, with the German leaders, and with the British, to join with 
us in an effort to cut down on the quantity of arms sold throughout 
the world. And they’ve responded favorably so far. We’ve not reached

 ̂Weehty Compilation of Presidential DocumentSt Mar. 14,1977, pp. 316-317.
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any tangible agreement, and I can’t, I don’t want to claim that \y© 
have. But there is a general concern around the world that the arms 
sales are excessive, and I think that our country can take some uni
lateral action. We can take a considerable amount of action biliaterally, 
when we get the buyer or the purchaser of arms to agree to cut down 
the quantity of their orders, and on a multilateral basis, it’s going to be- 
slower to come. But I think we can get our own allies and our poten
tial adversaries to minimize or to reduce their previous arms sale& 
rates.

So I feel very strongly about this. And I believe that in the long 
run, our own economy and the world peace will be enhanced by shift- 
ing production and expenditure of funds to other services or goods.

I ’ll just add one other thing: When you look at it on a job/cost 
ratio basis, how many jobs do you get for a million dollars spent? One- 
of the most inefficient industries is the defense weapons industry. And' 
I  think that we need not continue with a supposition that in the long 
run, the expenditure of the limited amount of financial resources of 
the whole world and of our own country is going to be increased or 
decreased. When you spend money for defense, you don’t spend it on- 
education or health or other services or goods. And I think the shift 
away from weapons toward peaceful goods and services in the long 
run is favorable for world peace, and also you get more jobs per dollar 
spent.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter [Extracts!, 
March % 1977"

WiTHDIlAWAL OF AMERICAN GrOUND F oRCES FrOM SoUTH KoREA

Q. At the risk of oversimplification, sir, I believe I understand dur
ing the campaign you proposed a gradual withdrawal of American 
troops from Korea.

The President. Yes.

Q, Yet, after your revised budget went to Congress, the Army has 
gone to Congress and asked in fiscal 1978, for a doubling of military 
construction fmids for Korea and in the 3 ensuing years, for more than 
$110 million for similar construction. How does that square with your 
withdrawal plans ?

The President, My commitment to withdraw American ground 
troops from Korea has not changed. I ’ll be meeting this afternoon with

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Document8, Mar. 14,1977, pp. 830,331--832,
333-334.
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the Foreign Minister of South Korea. This will be one of the matter& 
that I will discuss.

I ’ve also talked to General Vessey, who is in charge of our Armed 
Forces in South Korea. I  think that the time period as I described in 
the campaign months, a 4- or 5-year time period, is appropriate. The- 
schedule for withdrawal of American ground troops would have to be 
worked out very carefully with the South Korean Government. It 
would also have to be done with the full understanding and, perhaps^ 
participation of Japan.

I would want to leave in place in South Korea, adequate ground 
forces owned by and controlled by the South Korean Government ta 
protect themselves against any intrusion from North Korea. I would 
envision a continuation of American air cover for South Korea over a 
long period of time.

But these are the basic elements, and I ’m very determined that over 
a period of time, as described just then, that our ground troops would 
be withdrawn.

S e n a t e  C o n e ir m a t io n  H e a r in g s  o n  P a u l  W a r n k e

Q. What effect in your mind, if any, is the extent of debate in the 
Senate over Mr. Warnke’s qualifications to be the chief SALT nego
tiator going to have eventually on our negotiating position?

The President. I don’t believe that the exact vote in the Senate on 
Mr. Warnke’s confirmation will have a major effect on future negotia
tions with the Soviet Union on SALT.

The obvious impression that concerns me is a demonstration of lack 
of confidence of the Senate in my own ability and attitudes as a chief 
negotiator. Obviously, as President, any decisions made with the Rus
sians on reduction of atomic weapons would have to be approved by me.

I have promised the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who in the past perhaps 
have been by-passed in the process, that they will always know ahead 
of time what our position will be at the negotiating table. I ’ve not 
promised the Joint Chiefs of Staff* that they would have the right to 
approve or disapprove every individual item in negotiations.

But I hope that the Senate will give Mr. Warnke a strong vote, I 
think many of the people that oppose Mr. Warnke just do not want to 
see any substantial reductions in atomic weapons, even though they 
are agreed to mutually by us and the Soviet Union or even if  they are 
designed to reduce the threat of nuclear destruction of the world.

I feel very deeply that we ought to pursue with every possible 
means, an agreement with the Soviet Union for substantial reductions 
in atomic weapons. I think Mr. Warnke agrees; most of the Senators 
agree.

So there are a wide range of reasons for not voting for Mr. Warnke. 
I have complete confidence in him. And I might say there is one more
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very significant guard against any error that I and Mr. Warnke and 
the Secretary of State and others might make. The Senate has to ap
prove, by a two-thirds vote after complete open debate, any agree
ments signed with the Soviet Union. So, I think that the attacks on 
]NIr. Warnke are primarily by those who don’t want to see substantial 
reductions in nuclear weapons in the world.

S a l t  N e g o t ia t io n s

Q, On several occasions, Mr. President, you have spoken in terms 
of the U.S. being ready to move to a quick SALT agreement, omitting 
cruise missiles, Backfire bombers, if necessary. I ’m wondering, sir, 
have you had any indication yet of Russian intentions on this subject?

The President. The Soviet Union, so far as I know, still would like 
to include the cruise missile question in the present negotiations. They 
don’t want to discuss Backfire bomber at all. And my hope has been 
and is that by the exclusion of both those controversial items, which 
will require long and tedious negotiations, that we might move to a 
rapid agreement at SALT II and immediately begin to discuss, for in
stance, the Backfire bombers, the craise missiles in subsequent nego
tiations. But I do not have any indication yet that the Soviets have 
changed their position on that issue.

Q, Mr. President, what about nuclear reductions ?
The President, Again, I think you have two approaches to the 

question.
I have proposed both directly and indirectly to the Soviet Union, 

publicly and privately, that we try to identify those items on which 
there is relatively close agreement— n̂ot completely yet, because details 
are very difficult on occasion. But I have, for instance, suggested that 
we forgo the opportunity to arm satellite bodies and also to forgo the 
opportunity to destroy observation satellites.

We’ve also proposed that the Indian Ocean be completely demili
tarized, that a comprehensive test ban be put into effect, that prior 
notification of test missile launchings be exchanged. And I  would like 
to see any of these items on which the Soviets will agree quickly, be 
concluded, and then get down to the much more difficult negotiations 
on much more drastic, overall commitments to atomic weapons, lead
ing ultimately to the complete elimination of atomic weapons from 
the face of the earth.

This is going to be a long, slow, tedious process. But I  think if we 
and the Soviets could agree on the easier items—and none of them are 
very easy—quickly, it would show good faith. I  think it would let the 
world know that we are serious in stopping once and for all what has 
been a continuous and rapid escalation in atomic weapon capabilities 
since they were first evolved.
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Letter From President Carter to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the Senate: Extension of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, March 10,1977 ^

D e a r  M r. S p e a k e r  : ( D e a r  M r. P r e s i d e n t  :) I  transmit herewith for 
consideration of the Congress proposed legislation to extend the ap
propriation authorization for the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency and for other purposes,  ̂together with a letter from the Act
ing Director of the Agency in support of this legislation.

The United States Government’s interest in arms control agree
ments has gained widespread public and bipartisan political support. 
The ultimate goals of these agreements are to lessen the danger of war 
and to promote peaceful settlement of disputes. We are currently pur
suing these goals in many forums, including negotiations bilaterally 
with the Soviet Union, and multilaterally with the Warsaw Pact coun
tries, in the Geneva-based Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment and in the United Nations.

In the troublesome area of nuclear proliferation, we are continuing 
to increase the eiffectiveness of the Treaty on the JSTon-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons ® and the International Atomic Energy Agency. We 
are taking important initiatives to establish new cooperation with the 
other major nations supplying nuclear equipment and technology. 
And I  have given my support to a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

In my Administration, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
will have a very important role in all of these activities. By Statute 
the Director of the Agency serves as the principal adviser to the Sec
retary of State, the National Security Council, and me on arms con
trol and disarmament matters. In addition, the Director will serve as 
my chief negotiator at the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks and his 
Agency will continue to have the principal support responsibility for 
these negotiations and the negotiations relating to mutual and bal
anced force reductions in Europe. Its budget suppoits research in fur
therance of these negotiations as well as nuclear non-proliferation, nu
clear test limitations, and other important arms control activities.

Current authorization and appropriations for the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency expire September 30,1977.1 am transmit
ting the attached draft bill in order that the Congress may begin its 
consideration of future authorizing le^slation for the Agency.

The draft bill would also amend the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act to delete a requirement that all of the Agency’s contracts and 
agreements for research be with United States institutions or persons. 
As explained in the letter from the Acting Director of the Agency, this

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Document a ̂ Mar. 14,1977, pp. 341-342.
* Infra.
• Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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amendment is needed for the Agency to fully carry out its statutory 
responsibilities.

I  urge early enactment of tliis measure.
Sincerely,

J im m y  Carter

Administration Bill To Amend the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act, March 14, 1977 ^

A BILL

To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, in 
order to extend the authorization for appropriations, and for other 
purposes.

Be it enacted "by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assemhled  ̂That the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Act, as amended, is further amended as fol
lows:

(1) Section 31 (22 TJ.S.C. 2571) is amended by striking out ‘‘United 
Stat<^” in clause (2) of the second sentence.

(2) Section 49(a) (22 U.S.C. 2589 (a )) is amended by inserting in 
the second sentence thereof immediately after “and other nondiscre- 
tionary costs,” the following: “and for fiscal year 1978 the sum of 
$13,600,000 (and such additional amounts as may be necessary for 
increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee benefits author
ized by law, and other nondiscretionary costs), and for fiscal year 1979 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act,”.

Message From President Carter to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament on Its Fifteenth Anniversary, 
March 15, 1977"

On behalf of the people of the United States of America, I  wish to 
extend congratulations and best wishes for the future to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament on the occasion of the fifteenth 
anniversary of its founding. The negotiation of treaties to curb the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons,^ to eliminate the threat of bio-

 ̂S. 1042, 95th Cong., 1st sess. The biU was introduced in the Senate on Mar. 18 
by Sen. Sparkman and, in the House, on Mar. 23 by Congressman Zablocki. The 
Senate version is the one printed here. The House version was introduced as H R. 
5553, the amended version as H.R. 6179 (see post, pp. 256 ff.).

'  COD/PV. 736, p. 25.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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logical warfare ® and to prevent modification of the environment for 
hostile purposes ̂  are accomplishments for which the Conference can 
be justly proud.

Even more challenging opportunities lie ahead. I  have pledged to 
the people of my country that my Administration would pursue its 
full commitment to limiting the world’s armaments to those necessary 
for national security. The Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment has proved itself to be an effective forum for negotiating agree
ments leading to the achievement of this goal.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Weapons of 
Mass Destruction [Extract], March 15, 1977^

Today I should like to dwell on . . . the prohibition of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction. We are holding informal 
meetings on this question with the participation of experts this week. 
Experts from 13 countries are participating in these meetings. The 
fact that the first of these meetings, which took place yesterday, was 
held in a constructive, businesslike atmosphere gives us a feeling of 
satisfaction, and this enables us to coimt on the fact that the present 
series of informal meetings with the participation of experts will repre
sent a new and important stage in the consideration of this question 
and will enable us to make an early transition to practical negotia
tions on the text of an agreement on this question.

I  should now like to come to the substance of the matter.
The Committee on Disarmament continues the consideration of one 

of the substantial aspects of the whole problem of limiting the arms 
race and averting war— t̂he question of the prohibition of the develop
ment and production of new types and new systems of weapons of mass 
destruction. As is known, a proposal to conclude an appropriate agree
ment was put forward by the Soviet Union in 1975 and attracted the 
attention of a large number of States.^ This question is not new for the 
Committee on Disarmament either. We all examined it—in a rather 
concrete manner by the way— ŵith the participation of experts from
11 States during our meetings last year. In that way, businesslike con
sideration of the problem was started. It was helpful in clarifying a 
number of aspects of the problem of the prohibition of new types and 
new systems of weapons of mass destruction, in understanding better 
the substance of the question, and in putting forward constructive 
views concerning the ways for the solution of this problem.

”/6id5.,i97̂ ,pp.l3a-138.
* Post, pp. 322-326.
 ̂CCD/PV. 736, pp. 26-31.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1915, pp. 479-482, 484-485.
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The submission of the Soviet proposal with regard to the prohibi
tion of the development of new types and new systems of weapons 
of mass destruction was dictated by a desire to put an end to the utili
zation of scientific and technological discoveries for developing new 
dangerous types of weapons which, in terms of their destructive effect, 
could become comparable with nuclear, chemical or bacteriological 
weapons, or even surpass them. Accelerating scientific and technologi
cal progress poses with all acuteness the problem of preventing the 
emergence of new types and new systems of such weapons and, if  
measures are not taken in time, the arms race may start in qualitatively 
new directions.

At times pronouncements can be heard to the effect whether it is 
now worth dealing with the problem of the prohibition of new types 
and new q^stems of weapons of mass destruction and spending time and 
effort to this end while much more topical problems of the prohibition 
of the types and systems of weapons of mass destruction already ia 
existence have not been solved so far. Our firm response to this is as 
follows: certainly it  is worthwhile.

It is worthwhile because in this case it is a question of weapons of 
mass destruction. In our Committee—and not only in our Com m ittee^— 
the necessity of solving, on a priority basis, the problems connected 
with precisely such types of weapons has, as a rule, been emphasized. 
And it is quite obvious that, while we favour the speediest prohibition 
of the types of weapons of mass destruction which have b^n already 
developed? we must naturally take care to avert, in time, the develop
ment of their possible new varieties. Agreements and accords on the 
limitation or prohibition of ceitain existing lypes and ^sterns of 
weapons of mass destruction have been already elaborated or are being 
elaborated, but there are no agreemmts banning the development and 
creation of new types of weapons of mass destruction. It is common 
knowledge that there are no limitations on the use of scientific achieve
ments for such purposes. At the same time everybody agrees, in prin
ciple, that the danger of the development of new types of weapons of 
mass destruction is quite real.

Thus, while we are working to find solutions to the problems of curb
ing or banning existing types of weapons of mass destruction, the 
emergence of their ne^ types and systems cannot be ruled out. It stands 
to reason that the task of disarmament, which is already complicated 
enough, would l^om e even more complicated as a result of this. 
Should we wait for such a course of developments? Surely it is much 
easier, in our opinion, to reach agreement on the prohibition of any 
given type of weapons before they emerge rather than after such weap
ons have been developed, manufactured and deployed by the armed 
forces of any given States. We have drawn attention to this point be
fore and are hopeful that it will be duly taken into account.

Sometimes proposals are put forward to the effect that new types of 
weapons of mass destruction should be prohibited while they emerge.
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But the objective is precisely to forestall such a course of developments 
and to raise a barrier on the road to the development of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction.

As is known, the thirty-first session of the United Nations General 
Assembly, having considered the state of affairs with regard to the 
implementation of the proposal on the prohibition of new types and 
new systems of weapons of mass destruction, ad,opted, by an over
whelming majority, resolution 31/74 (it was supported by 120 States) 
whidi requested the Committee on Disarmament to continue the nego
tiations, with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, aimed 
at working out the text of an agreetoient on the prohibition of the 
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction.®

The Soviet Union attaches exclusive importance to the wide and 
constructive participation of countries members of the Committee in 
the consideration of this problem, for its practical solution requires 
concerted efforts by many States— ând above all, by the States that are 
important Powers in military terms-^which are most capable of de
veloping and producing new types and new systems of weapons of 
mass destruction all by themselves. Prerequisites would thus be created 
for proceeding with concrete work on the text of an appropriate 
agreement in accordance with the resolution of the United Nations 
General Assembly.

The question of how the subject-matter of the prohibition should be 
put in concrete terms was at the centre of discussions during the two 
previous sessions of the Committee on Disarmament. Indeed, this ques
tion is both important and far from easy, since we are bound to deal 
with the problem of prohibiting such types of weapons which are as 
yet non-existent. However, in no way cim this problem be considered 
insoluble.

In trying to make the discussion on this issue businesslike and con
structive, the Soviet delegation to the Committee on Disarmament 
voiced a number of specific proposals at its last session. Considerations 
in this regard are also set forth in the Soviet Union’s Memorandum on 
questions of ending the arms race and of disarmament with which the 
members of the Committee had a possibility to get acquainted.**

We would like to recall that the Soviet Union is ready to suggest an 
approach according to which new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion would include any types of weapons based on qualitatively new 
principles of action—according to the mode of use and the targets to 
be destroyed or the nature of the effect.

As to new systems of weapons of mass destruction, they should not 
be developed either for new types of such weapons or for those types of 
weapons which are based on scientific principles already in use but 
whose characteristics can be made even more dang'erous by introducing 
new teclinica], combat or logistic elements. The Soviet side has also

pp. 932-933.
* Ante^ pp. 58^5.
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given corresponding examples of possible types and systems of 
weaix)ns.

The views stated in the Committee on Disarmament by Soviet ex
perts with regard to the determination of the subject matt̂ er for pro
hibition, aroused considerable interest on the pait of other participants 
in the negotiations. A  discussion, held in a busin^slike atmosphere, 
took place. "Vlirith their positions: of principle, the representatives of 
other socialist countries actively supported the proposals of the Soviet 
Union.

Western repre^ntatives also stressed the topicality and usefulness of 
the discussion.

At the same time, the delegates and experts of a number of Western 
States pointed out that some of the possible new types and new systems 
of. weapons of mass destruction, cited by the experts from socialist 
countries, either had already been bamied by the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Bacteriological Weapons,® or their prohibition was be
ing considered within the framework of a future agreement on the 
prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons, as well as within that 
of the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile 
Use of Environmental Modification Techniques.®

At the same time, references were made to the approximate definition 
of new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction (CCD/ 
514) proposed by the Soviet Union,^ and it was said that such a defini
tion was of multi-purpose character and, therefore, also touched upon 
those types of weapons of mass destruction which were prohibited by 
the agreements in operation or which are being discussed in the course 
of other negotiations. In this connexion we would like to state that, in 
submitting working document CCD/514 containing an approximate 
definition to the members of the Committee on Disarmament for their 
consideration, our primary objective was to list the criteria on the basis 
of which it might be possible to come closer to a more specific deter
mination of objects for prohibition. It seems to us that the views set 
forth in our working document and also developed in the statements 
by the Soviet delegation and Soviet experts serve this purpose.

Certainly, to  agreement on new types and new systems of weapons 
of mass destruction should not prohibit what has been already pro
hibited by other agreements. This concerns, in particular, biological 
weapons.

As to new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction 
based on principles of chemical action, we agree that they can be 
covered by an agreement resulting from negotiations on the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons. In determining the scope of prohibition, an 
agreement on new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion must take into account any possible understanding in this area, 
including any understanding of a partial nature. However, at the

® Documents on Disarmament, 1912, ipp. 133-138.
• Post, pp. 822-326.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 53S-541.
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present stage there is no agreement on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, and it is not yet Imown what its scope of prohibition would 
be if  it is concluded. A question arises whether it is not worthwhile 
examining the possibility of new types and new systems of chemical 
weapons being covered by an agreement on new types and new systems 
of weapons of mass destruction. We are looking forward to the views 
of other delegations in this regard.

The Soviet delegation feels it is time to proceed from a general ex
change of views not connected with provisions and articles of a future 
agreement to their more speciJ&c consideration. In this connexion we 
should evidently reach, first of all, an understanding cpncerning the 
scope of prohibition. As is known, paragraph 1 of article I of the Soviet 
draft agreement (CCD/511) envisages that the definition of what is 
covered by new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion is to be agr(^  upon through concrete negotiations.® We could 
therefore focus on the identification of possible directions for the 
development of new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion. A  whole number of such directions have already b^n indicated 
and substantiated during our work. We would like to hear other dele
gations’views on this matter.

We express the hope that all participants in the negotiations will 
make their positive contributions to the consideration and solution of 
such an important problem as the prohibition of the development and 
production of new types and new systems of weapons of mass 
destruction.

Address by President Carter to the United Nations General 
Assembly [Extracts], March 17, 1977^

Perhaps even more ominous is the staggering arms race. The Soviet 
Union and the United States have accumulated thousands of nuclear 
weapons. Our two nations now have five times more missile warheads 
today than we had just 8 years ago. But we are not five times more 
secure. On the contrary, the arms race has only increased the risk of 
conflict.

We can only improve this world if we are realistic about its complexi
ties. The disagreements that we face are deeply rooted, and they often 
raise difficult philosophical as well as territorial issues. They will not 
be solved easily. They will not be solved quickly. The arms race is now 
embedded in the very fabric of international affairs and can only be 
contained with the greatest difficulty. Poverty and inequality are of

516-519.
^Weehly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 21, 1977, pp. 397-398, 

399-400.
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such, monumental scope that it ■will take decades of deliberate and deter
mined effort even to improve the situation substantially.

I  stress these dangers and these difficulties because I want all of us 
to dedicate ourselves to a prolonged and persistent effort designed first 
to maintain peace and to reduce the arms race; second, to build a better 
and a more cooperative international economic ^stem ; and third, to 
work with potential adversaries as well as our close friends to advance 
the cause of human rights.

• • • • • • •

Above all, the search for peace requires a much more deliberate effort 
to contain the global arms race. Let me speak in this context, first, of 
the U.S.-Soviet Union relationship, and then of the wider need to con
tain the proliferation of arms throughout the global community.

I  intend to pursue the strategic arms limitation talks between the 
United States and the Soviet Union with determination and with 
energy.

Our Secretary of State will visit Moscow in just a few days.
SALT is extraordinarily complicated. But the basic fact is that 

while negotiations remain deadlocked, the arms race goes on; the 
security of both countries and the entire world is threatened.

My preference would be for strict controls or even a freeze on new 
types and new generations of weaponry and with a deep reduction in 
the strategic arms of both sides. Such a major step towards not only 
arms limitation but arms reduction would be welcomed by mankind as 
a giant step towards peace.

Alternatively, and perhaps much more easily, we could conclude a 
limited agreement based on those elements of the Vladivostok Accord  ̂
on which we can find complete consensus, and set aside for prompt con
sideration and subsequent negotiations the more contentious issues and 
also the deeper reductions in nuclear weapons which I favor.

We will also explore the possibility of a total cessation of nuclear 
testing. While our ultimate goal is for all nuclear powers to end testing, 
we do not regard this as a prerequisite for the suspension of tests by 
the two principal nuclear powers, the Soviet Union and the United 
States.

We should, however, also pursue a broad, permanent multilateral 
agreement on this issue.

We will also seek to establish Soviet willingness to reach agreement 
with us on mutual military restraint in the Indian Ocean, as well as 
on such matters as arms exports to the troubled areas of the world.

In proposing such accommodations I remain fully aware that Amer
ican-Soviet relations will continue to be highly competitive— b̂ut I 
believe that our competition must be balanced by cooperation in pre
serving peace, and thus our mutual survival.

* Documents on Disarmament, 197Ji, PP* 74G-747.
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I will seek such cooperation with the Soviet Union—earnestly, con
stantly, and sincerely.

However, the effort to contain the arms race is not a matter just 
for the United States and Soviet Union alone. There must be a wider 
effort to reduce the flow of weapons to all the troubled spots of this 
globe.

Accordingly, we will try to reach broader agreements among pro
ducer and consumer nations to limit the export of conventional arms, 
and we, ourselves, will take the initiative on our own because the 
United States has become one of the major aims suppliers of the 
world.

We are deeply committed to halting the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. And we will undertake a new effort to reach multilateral 
agreements designed to provide legitimate supplies of nuclear fuels 
for the production of energy, while controlling the poisonous and 
dangerous atomic wastes.

Working with other nations represented here, we hope to advance 
the cause of peace. We will make a strong and a positive contribution 
at the upcoming Special Session on Disarmament which I understand 
will commence next year.

• • • • • • •

Address by General Secretary Brezhnev Before the Congress of 
Soviet Trade Unions [Extracts], March 21, 1977^

First of all, about Soviet-American relations, to the positive devel
opment of which we have always attached and continue to attach 
great importance. I would say that at present matters here are deter
mined by three basic factors. The first is the solid foundation provided 
by the important treaties and agreements on cooperation in various 
fields concluded in 1972-1974. The second is a certain state of stagna
tion. At first the American side attributed this to the election cam
paign in the United States, but the first two months that the new ad
ministration has been in power in Washington do not seem to show a 
striving to overcome this stagnation. Finally, the third factor is the 
existence^of important objective possibilities for the further develop
ment of equitable and mutually advantageous cooperation in various 
spheres for the good of both countries and world peace.

In this connection, I shall mention several concrete and, we believe, 
quite feasible tasks. First, the completion of the drafting, followed 
by the signing, of a new agreement on the limitation of strategic of
fensive arms that was agreed upon in the main in 1974  ̂ and further 
progress on this basis toward mutual arms reductions with strict ob
servance of the principle of equality and undiminished security for

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Apr. 20,1977 (vol. XXIX, no. 12), pp. 5, 6.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP* 746-747.



1S6 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

both sides. Then, there are possible joint initiatives by the XJSSE and 
the US in the field of banning and eliminating the most dangerous 
lethal types of chemical weapons and other measures to mrh the arms 
race and strengthen the security of peoples. There is also the broad 
development of mutually advantageous trade and economic ties on 
the basis of the removal by the US of the discriminatory barriers it has 
created and the entry into force of the agreements on this question 
that were signed long ago. Finally, there are concerted actions by our 
countries aimed at achieving a just and lasting peace settlement in the 
Middle East.

We are in favor of making active use of all these possibilities.
But there are also circumstances directly opposed to the further 

improvement and development of Soviet-American relations. One of 
them is the whipping up of a slander campaign about a mythical 
‘̂military threat” posed by the USSE. I  have had occasion to speak 
about this recently. Another is the direct attempts by official American 
bodies to interfere in the internal affairs of the Soviet Union.

However, Washington’s assertions that it is entitled to teach others 
how to live cannot, I  believe, be accepted by any sovereign state, to 
say nothing of the fact that neither the state of affairs in the US 
itself nor its actions and policy in the world at large provide grounds 
for such assertions.

Let me repeat: We ^ a ll not tolerate interference in our internal 
affairs by anyone, under any pretext. The normal development of re
lations on such a baisis is, of course, unthinkable. {Prolonged 
applaicse.)

The Soviet Union has always finnly upheld and will continue to 
uphold its sovereign rights, its dignity and its interests. (Applame.) 
A t the same time, a constructive and realistic approach by the other 
side will always find understanding on our part and a readiness to 
reach agreement.

In a few days the US Secretary of State, Mr. Vance, will arrive in 
Moscow for talks. We shall see what he brings with him. Everyone, of 
course, realizes that the way in which Sovie1>-American relations de
velop in the future is important. We would like these relations to be 
good-neighborly. But for this, a certain level of mutual understand
ing and at least a minimum of mutual tact are necessary.

Of course, we are confident that the interests of the peoples of both 
our countries and of preserving world peace will prevail and that in 
the long run relations between the USSR and the US will be put right. 
The whole point is when this will take place and how much time will 
be lost during which many useful things could have been done.

Now for a few words on the problem of arms limitation and dis
armament, which the 25th Congress defined as the central problem 
in ensuring peace and the security of peoples.
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I have already touched on the Soviet-American strategic arms lim
itation talks. The question of banning all nuclear weapons tests is 
highly important and urgent. This would have a beneficial effect on the 
life of our planet both in the direct, biological sense and in the moral 
and political sense. It is no less important that possibilities for the 
qualitative improvement of nuclear arms and for the appearance of 
new types of such weapons be restricted.

For a long time the opponents of the complete prohibition of nu
clear weapons tests have cited the difficulty of resolving control ques
tions. We are still convinced—and this is backed up by the conclusions 
of specialists— t̂hat national means of detection are fully sufficient for 
control. Nevertheless, in order to clear the way to an agreement, the 
Soviet Union has taken an important step toward the Western powers. 
Our draft treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear 
weapon testing now provides for the possibility of on-site verification, 
on a voluntary basis, if  there are any doubts concerning the fulfillment 
of treaty obligations by any country.  ̂This is a reasonable compromise 
that takes the positions of both sides into account.

Naturally, the complete cessation of nuclear weapons tests will occur 
only when all nuclear powers sign the treaty. Only then will the treaty 
truly serve its aims.

We are carefully following the reaction in various countries to the 
Warsaw Treaty countries’ proposal on the renunciation of the first 
use of nuclear weapons against each other by all states that partici
pated in the all-European conference.^ We would like statesmen in 
Western countries—the NATO members, first of all— t̂o thoroughly 
consider the meaning of this important proposal and to abandon the 
thoughtless, mechanical approach according to which if  a proposal 
comes from the other side this means it is dangerous and must be 
rejected.

It is time to recognize that a policy that places primary reliance on 
the threat of the use of nuclear weapons and on readiness to use them 
is becoming more and more dangerous for mankind. From the first 
days of the appearance of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union has 
advocated their prohibition and destruction. This was so when the US 
possessed a monopoly on nuclear weapons, and it is so now, when every
one admits that the nuclear might of the IJSSIl and the US is equal.

When questions of disarmament are discussed, one frequently hears 
about tte  possibility and usefulness of employing the practice of mu
tual example, that is, of some unilateral positive actions by states in 
the hope that others will respond in the same spirit. Perhaps such a 
method could be used. But it will be effective only if  there is mutual 
goodwill and mutual trust.

I  shall cite one concrete example. Talks on the reduction of armed 
forces and arms in Central Europe began four years ago. On reduction.

* Ante, pp. 80-84.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1916, p, 856.
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It would seem that nothing could be more logical and natural than that 
the participants in the talks should refrain from increasing their 
armed forces in that region, at least while the talks are in progress. 
Together with its allies, the USSR has proposed this several times. 
For a number of years now we have not increased the combat strength 
of our armed forces in Central Europe, but how have the NATO 
countries reacted to our example? They have continued to build up 
their armed forces there.

What are we to do now ? Should the Soviet Union follow the example 
of the Western powers? But that is a negative example, and, frankly, 
we would not want to follow it.

Today, we declare once again that we are prepared not to increase 
the numerical strength of our troops in Central Europe until an accord 
has been reached on the reduction of armed forces and arms in that 
region. On condition, of course, that the NATO forces there will not 
grow either. Accept this proposal, esteemed negotiating partners, 
accept it as tKe first real step on the path to the reduction of armed 
forces! Eeally, no one stands to lose from this, while the cause of peace, 
the cause of the security of peoples, will only gain. {Prolonged ap
plause,) . . .

Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Some Thoughts on the 
International Control of Chemical Weapons, March 22, 
1977"

Introduction

The purpose of this working paper is to make some suggestions on 
the problem of chemical warfare agents to be prohibited. A number of 
suggestions have been made on the subject but so far have not gone 
beyond general remarks and have been somewhat lacking in specific 
substance.

1. Recent trends in the deliberations on the question of hanni/ng chend- 
cal weapons

Eefiecting the positive efforts made up to that time, a communique 
issued at the summit talks between the USSR and the TJnited States of 
America in July 1974 stated that ‘‘the United States and the Soviet 
Union will take a joint initiative on banning the most dangerous, lethal 
means of chemical warfare”.̂  This gave us hope for the early comple
tion of a treaty banning chemical warfare, but that hope has not yet 
come to fruition. As more and more people came to deplore the delay 
in the deliberations on the subject, the United States expressed its views

 ̂CCD/52a
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, J97Ji, p. 238.
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at the spring session of 1976 (CCD/PV.702)^; an informal expert 
meeting suggested by the Federal Eepublic of Germany was held in the 
summer session; and the British draft convention was submitted in the 
last stage of that session.  ̂ During the Committee’s deliberations over 
this period, the problems of “chemical warfare agents to be prohibited” 
and “control of chemical weapons” were treated as follows:

(1) Chemical warfare agents to be prohibited
A number of suggestions were made on the definition, category and 

scope of chemical warfare agents to be prohibited. The prevailing view 
which emerges from these suggestions is that we should prohibit all 
lethal chemical agents by adopting criteria of purpose; that we should 
adopt a criterion of toxicity as one of the criteria for determining the 
individual agents to be prohibited; and that chemical warfare agents 
should be divided into two categories, namely, single-purpose agents to 
be used only for warfare, and dual-purpose agents to be used for both 
peaceful and warlike purposes.

(2) Control of chemical weapons
The problem of verification is at the core of the deliberations. Among 

the Western and non-aligned countries, the prevailing view is that in
ternational verification is necessary; among the Eastern countries, the 
prevailing view is that national means are in principle enough. In spite 
of a number of suggestions, a clue to agreement has not yet been 
foimd.

However, the following views have been recognized: it is necessary 
that we should conduct on-site inspections in order to ensui*e that spe
cific acts such as the destruction of stockpiled agents are carried out; 
and it is possible that national means should be supplemented without 
unjustifiable interference, by on-site inspections under international 
control, including some form of seal, the use of the camera and so on, 
in order to control production. These views do not go beyond the con
ceptual stage; they need to be further explored and made more con
crete.

2. Out thoughts and suggestions on international control of chemicdl 
weapons

With the aim of contributing to the solution of the problems de
scribed above we investigated to see whether or not there was some 
effective treaty now in force which could serve our purpose. We have 
found that the system of agents to be regulated in a treaty on the con
trol of narcotic drugs and psychotropic drugs has many similarities to 
a chemical-warfare ban treaty—which is also concerned with control
ling chemical substances—and can be useful for our purpose. This is 
the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, as amended (herein

• m a ,, 1976, pp. 211-221. 
pp. 520-525.
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after referred to as the Narcotic Drugs Convention), to which, as of 
1 March 1977,109 countries, including most members of the CCD, are 
Parties.® Referring to tliis Convention, we would like to suggest the 
following:

(1) Chemical warfare agents
There are a variety of chemical warfare agents to be prohibited, and 

hence it is virtually impossible, in the brief wording of a treaty, to pro
vide specifically for their definition, category and scope. Therefore, in 
addition to criteria of purpose, which have received almost unanimous 
support, we suggest the compilation of some tables of the chemical war
fare agents to be prohibited. We should throw the net of a compre
hensive ban over (i) chemical warfare agents and chemical weapons 
ormunitions,equipmentandmeansof deliveiy, and (ii) activities con
nected with their development, production, stockpiling, acquisition, 
etc. We should list in the tables those chemical warfare agents over 
wliich control by treaty is at present considered desirable.

Chemical warfare agents as a whole would be divided into categories 
in the following three tables:

Table I : single-purpose agents and their highly toxic derivatives;
Table I I : dual-purpose agents and their liighly toidc derivatives;
Table III: chemical substances with a high potential for use as 

chemical warfare agents, other than, those listed in 
tables I  and n .

First of all, we should list in table I  chemical agents used only for 
warlike purposes and their highly toxic derivatives, and we should 
place them under a total prohibition (for example, nerve agents VX  
infilnding their derivatives VE, YM, VG and so on; mustards includ
ing their derivatives H N -l, HN-3 and so on). We should list in table 
n  dual-purpose agents for warlike and peaceful purposes and their 
highly toxic derivatives; we should place them under separate con
trol. We are then left with those chemical agents which are listed 
neither in table I  nor in table II. We should list them in table III  in 
view of their high potentiality for use as chemical warfare agents. 
Though the chemical substances to be listed in table III  cannot be used 
directly for warlike purposes, we should prevent any State party to the 
treaty from transforming those substances into chemical weapons by 
imposing an obligation of notification on any State which is about to 
perform such activities as production, stockpiling, development, etc. In 
doing so, we can modify article I, sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), of the 
British draft to read as foUows;

(a) chemical agents listed in the annexed tables I - III , of types and in quan
tities th a t have no justification for protective or other peaceful purposes;

* 18 TJST 1407; TIAS 6298 ; 520 UNTS 204; Amendments: 20 UST 4064; TIAS 
6795. 22 UST 1808; TIAS 7223. 25 UST 2772; TIAS 7945. 25 UST 651: TIAS 
7817.26 UST 1439; TIAS 811&
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(b) munitions, equipment or systems designed to fill up, instal® or deliver 
agents specified in the preceding sub-paragraph (a) or chemical substances^ 
which are intended to produce the same effect as agents specified in sub-para
graph (a) when fired munitions reach the target. ’

Thus we can define the subject-matter simply and concretely, make the 
scope of the treaty clear, and classify chemical warfare agents in tables 
I ,I I a n d n i. y

From the standpoint of control over these chemical weapons, we 
believe it quite effective to classify chemical warfare agents in tables 
I, II  and III. This line of thought stems from the formula employed 
in the Narcotic Drugs Convention, from the draft treaty, and from 
our previous thoughts as embodied in the working papers submitted 
by the Japanese delegation in the past (CCD/430,® 466, 483,® and 
515"®).

(2) Working procedure for completion of the tables 
The following procedure is suggested for the work:

(i) All toxic chemical agents whose toxicity is above the agreed 
level should be listed using the LD50 spectrum. A method of drawing 
up the lists has already been suggested by Japan in its ‘̂Working 
Paper: Draft of one form of LD50 spectruih” (CCD/515). The 
preparation of lists of toxic chemical agents is already under way as 
an lEPTC project of UNEP and may be very useful to us.

(ii) Chemical agents which are clearly not used at present and 
chemical substances which, to judge from their characteristics as 
chemical westpohs (for example shelf-life, perceptibility, volatility, 
explosion stability and so on; see the working paper of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, CCD/458"") , are of low potential for use as 
<5hemical warfare agents should be deleted from the list referred to 
in paragraph (i).

(iii) Chemical agents whose toxicity is below the agreed level but 
which are clearly used as chemical weapons should be added.

(iv) From the above list, single-purpose agents should be listed 
in table I, dual-purpose agents in table II and the remaining agents 
in table III. An important point in this process is that the listing 
work can be done objectively by experts on the basis of a criterion 
of toxicity and other criteria. The tasks of deleting, adding, and 
classifying chemical agents should be ujidertaken by an informal 
expert meeting or an informal working group composed of qualified 
experts from CCD member and non-member comitries, in accord-

® The word “instaV’ is inserted because some munitions, such as chemical mines, 
do not require to be delivered. (Notation in original document.)

* The words “chemical substances” are inserted because binary chemical weap
ons should be prohibited. (Notation in ori^jinal document.)

® Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP. 306-325.
• 1976, pp. 177-181.

pp. 550-653.
“  IMd., 1975, pp. 269-274.
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ance with a procedure to be agreed upon by the State parties to the 
treaty. The various criteria other than purpose criteria are all sup
plementary means of carrying out this work.

(3) Contribution to the control of chemical weapons 
Tliis method, by which we can determine concretely the chemical 

agents to be controlled by the treaty, will be useful, as explained below, 
from the standpoint of controlling chemical weapons in order to en
sure compliance with the treaty.

(a) In the event that the chemical agents listed in table I  are to be 
destroyed on a phased basis, the method makes it easier to work out a 
programme for their destruction; to establish procedures for destruc
tion according to the characteristics of individual chemical agents, and 
for on-site inspections; and to ascertain the amount of destruction 
accomplished.

(b) I f  the agents listed in table II are to be brought under control, 
the method will be useful in preparing annual reports on the actual 
quantitite of production, imports, stocks and so on needed for peaceful 
purposes, and in submitting estimates of requirements (the reader is 
referred to the procedure described in article 19 of the Narcotic Drugs 
Convention).

(c) The method will facilitate periodic review of the tables. In par
ticular, if it becomes clear that chemical substances of recognized po
tential for use as chemical warfare agents are in use for weapons, the 
method will make it easier to transfer those substances to table I  or II.

To sum up, the purpose of this working paper has been to present 
some suggestions concerning a number of proposals already sub
mitted, as mentioned in the introduction, and also a suggestion on 
item (ii) of the scheme suggested by the distinguished delegate of the 
United Kingdom at the 737th plenary meeting on 17 March 1977, en
titled ‘‘Means of defining agents to be banned”. We have also referred 
to item (iii) of that scheme, entitled ‘‘Verification problems (. . . 
destruction of stockpiles, data to be collected and exchanged by na
tional verification systems) ”.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Jain) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive Test 
Ban, March 22, 1977 ^

Mr. Chairman, the first, most spectacular manifestation of nuclear 
energy came before the world in 1945 as a horrendous destructive 
force. It was indeed most unfortunate that the advent of the nuclear 
age should have had that fi*ightful association in the people’s minds 
with the destructive power of the atom. I f  the atom had first appeared

*OOD/PV.738,pp.7-9.
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in one of its several tremendously beneficial and revolutionary peace
ful applications rather than as a calamitous force, as it did, the basic 
questions in the field of disarmament as well as those in the realm of 
peaceful utilization of nuclear energy would have been handled by all 
concerned in a balanced manner. It is one of those big ifs of man
kind’s history.

Nevertheless, the fact remains that the fear of the destructive aspect 
of nuclear energy, particularly tlie exploitation of that fear by certain 
influential circles with the help of the powerful mass media, has caused 
a distortion of vision in regard to a correct, balanced approach to be 
followed “to deal with the problems raised by the discovery of atomic 
energy and other related matters,” as the very first resolution adopted 
by the General Assembly had so succinctly laid out the central task 
before all Member States of the United Nations (General Assembly 
resolution 1 (I) of 24 January 1946)

One such problem raised by the discovery of atomic energy is the 
question of a comprehensive prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests.

Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru was the first statesman to have raised his 
voice against all nuclear-weapon tests, as early as 1954, when the other 
world leaders were even afraid of talidng about that subject, lest they 
should offend the great Powers. Panditji, as we called him reverently 
in our country, had urged an immediate suspension of all nuclear- 
weapon and thermonuclear-weapon tests, pending the conclusion of 
an international agreement prohibiting them altogether.®

The item on the subject of a comprehensive ban on nuclear-weapon 
tests, which was first inscribed by the Government of India in 1959 on 
the agenda of the United Nations, has since figured, and is being dis
cussed, year after year, at each session of the General Assembly.

All nuclear-weapon testing has been repeatedly condemned by the 
United Nations General Assembly, ever since its resolution 1762 
(X V n ) of 6 November 1962.̂  The testing of nuclear weapons exacer
bates the nuclear-arms race and causes poisonous radioactive fall-out, 
which can have incalculable and even unpredictably harmful conse
quences for present and future generations.

"When the Treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space, and underwater was concluded in 1963, India was the 
first country to sign it in Moscow after the three Original Parties, 
namely the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom.® 

The Treaty of 1963 has, however, remained doubly partial. It pro
hibits nuclear-weapon tests in three out of the four environments; it 
does not cover all nuclear-weapon tests in the underground environ
ment. The Treaty has also remained regrettably partial in its adher
ence by all the nuclear-weapon States; for two such States, namely

* Resolutions Adopted "by the General Assembly During the First Part of its 
First Session From 10 January to H  February 1946 (A/64), July 1, 1946, p. 9.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 40 ^ 1 1 .
 ̂Ibid^ 1962, vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.

® For text of the treaty, see ibid., 196S, pp. 291-293.
277-084— 79------ 12
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France and the People’s Republic of China, are still not parties to it.
An interesting stage in our consideration of the question of a com

prehensive ban on all nuclear-weapon tests has now been reached with 
the tabling of a “draft Treaty on the complete and general prohibition 
of nuclear-weapon tests” b y  the Soviet Union (CCD/523) on 22 Feb
ruary 1977 ® and a ‘̂ draft Treaty banning nuclear-weapon-test explo
sions in all environments” by Sweden (CCD/526) on 1 March 1977.̂

It is absolutely essential (i) that we should remain clear in our 
minds about the objective we are seeking to achieve and (ii) that we 
should start from correct premises. Any fuzziness in regard to the 
objective or mistake in adopting correct premises will not lead us to 
the desired and effective solution of the problem of a comprehensive 
ban on all nuclear-weapon tests.

The objective, right from 1954, has been unequivocally clear. It is 
the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests in all environments and for 
all States that might be conducting them. A comprehensive ban on 
nuclear-weapon tests cannot be achieved by a treaty wliich is partial 
in its adherence by nuclear-weapon States. Such a treaty would be a 
misnomer, if it were to be called a comprehensive treaty. The Com
mittee on Disarmament as a serious, multilateral negotiating body 
should not make that basic error.

It would be another basic error if  a treaty on a comprehensive ban 
on nuclear-weapon tests were to seek to regulate peaceful nuclear 
explosions.

Any treaty in the disarmament field can only deal with weapons. 
The Committee on Disarmament will be fully competent to negotiate 
such a treaty.

The recent example of the negotiation by the Committee on Dis
armament of a Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques 
(ENMOD Convention) is a case in point.® The question of regulation 
of EKMOD teoliniques for peaceful purposes was rightly considered 
outside the scope of that Convention and beyond the competence of 
the Committee on Disarmament.

Different principles cannot be adopted in disarmament negotiations 
if  we are to make progress towards the goal of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control.

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna is 
already seized of the various aspects of the question of peaceful nu
clear explosions, namely scientific, technical, economic, health and 
safety, and legal aspects. IAEA is the proper forum for the considera
tion of the question of peaceful nuclear explosions.

In conclusion, the delegation of India has consistently maintained 
that a comprehensive nuclear-weapon-test ban has two aspects: (i) all 
nuclear-weapon tests in all environments should be prohibited; and

® See ante, pp. 80-84. 
»An#e, pp. 112-115.
® See p08t, pp. 322-326.
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(ii) all nuclear-weapon States should be parties to it. The question of 
r e la t io n  of peaceful nuclear explosions should be dealt with sepa
rately, in the context of a comprehensive nuclear-weapon-test ban.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons [Extract], March 22, 1977^

• • • • • • •

I will now turn to the United Kingdom draft convention and submit 
some general com m ents.^  The Swedish expert will go into more detail 
during the expert meeting. As I just said, we have been encouraged 
by this new initiative which will doubtless stimulate our debate and 
may contribute to our progress in this field. Many ideas put forward 
in the CCD by different delegations have been incorporated in the 
United Kingdom draft. The Swedish delegation finds the suggestions 
to solve the problems of scope and verification most interesting.

The draft treaty foresees two phases of implementation. The first 
prescribes that information be given by signatories on their existing 
CW potential, and also introduces a moratorium on production before 
the entry into force of the treaty. The second phase prescribes the 
destruction or conversion of chemical-weapons production facilities 
and stockpiles. From a technical point of view, this might be a realistic 
approach. At the same time, a pre-ratification phase as proposed would 
in reality mean that nations would accept far-reaching obligations 
before the treaty entered into force. Can it be expected that countries 
possessing chemical weapons will really accept such commitments ?,

Another mechanism for ensuring national security is suggested in 
article IV. Here a time-limit is proposed before which the treaty shall 
have entered into force, or otherwise the obligations undertaken on 
signature shall cease to apply. I f  the convention foresees a phased 
development, such a time-limit could be set for each phase, and some 
criterion decided upon as to which particular obligations shall be 
fulfilled at a given date. Such a provision would in practice have the 
same effect as suggested in the draft convention, with the difference 
that the treaty would already be in force.

Admittedly such an arrangement might create certain difficulties 
in ensuring the effectiveness of verification. In our view, the method 
of verification by challenge, as it is called, might be applied in this 
context. It will then be understood that the viability of the treaty would 
automatically be endangered if  any party rejected challenge. With this 
construction, such challenges should of course have to be clearly 
substantiated.

'  COD/PV. 738, pp. 10-13.
* For the d raft conyention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 520-525.
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My thoughts are primarily intended to stimulate a discussion on how 
to overcome a practical difficulty. I fully agree with the intention be
hind the proposal in the United Kingdom draft, which is, as I  under
stand it, to ensure a sufficiently broad basis of information regarding 
chemical weapons and to give confidence to the parties that the rest 
of the obligations under the convention will be met in due course. The 
importance of obtaining a sufficient degree of confidence between 
States cannot be under-estimated in preparing an agreement in this 
field. Considering the difficult verification problem, it might in fact 
be decisive for achieving a viable treaty.

I would also like to point out in this connexion that efforts to bring 
about a more stringent procedure for implementing a future treaty 
should in no way rule out the possibility for countries who wish to 
advance the work on a treaty to do so by unilateral measures. I  would 
like in this connexion to recall the constructive suggestion presented 
by the United States delegation last year with regard to technical 
exchange visits. For their own part they suggested visits inter alia to 
stockpile-destruction sites. We welcomed this initiative.

As regards the scope of the convention, the following wording is 
suggested in the British draft article I : ‘‘lethal chemical agents and 
other toxic chemical agents (of a nature and intended primarily to 
cause long-term physiological harm to human beings), of types and 
in quantities that have no justification for protective or other peaceful 
purposes”. In our view the terminology used seems to raise certain 
problems of definition. I  will today only comment briefly on these 
problems and I  hope, again, that the more detailed aspects can be 
clarified during the expert meeting.

The issue of defining the scope of a CW convention has, of course, 
been at the heart of our discussions for years. We are still far from 
ready to take a decision in this matter of crucial importance. Once we 
have defined imambiguously the underlying purposes of the activities 
we are going to prohibit, i.e., development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons, we shall be nearer to solving the problem of the 
scope of the treaty, also with regard to what agents are to be included. 
Whereas the basic provisions must be given in the treaty itself, certain 
aspects could be covered in greater detail in an annex.

I will now briefly turn to the problems presented by the proposed 
formulation of article I. The word ‘‘lethal” must be defined, for in
stance by one of the methods that were discussed at our last expert 
meeting. We see a particular need to make sure that toxins are included 
by such a definition, though already covered by the Biological Weapons 
Convention. Otherwise, ambiguous interpretations would perhaps be 
possible, e.g., with respect to verification.

Article 1(a) also mentions “other toxic agents”, which are qualified 
further in a phrase describing their properties as being “of a nature 
and intended primarily to cause long-term physiological harm to 
human beings”. The exact meaning of each of these terms, such as



THORS SON STATEMENT, MAilCH 22 147

the criteria of “long-term” and “harm” and the level of “physiolog
ical” must, of course, be clearly defined in the course of our continued 
discussions.

Likewise, the problem of binary chemical weapons is one of the 
long-standing issues of our deliberations. Some understanding appears 
to have developed that their production would be covered by the 
purpose criterion. In his presentation of the draft treaty, the United 
Kingdom representative pointed out that the wording “munitions” 
had been chosen deliberately in order to cover binary weapons (CCD/ 
PV.720).® Verifying binary munitions is, of course, an exceedingly 
difficult task. We would appreciate some comments on this subject by 
the United Eongdom delegation.

The draft mentions harm to human beings, but no mention is made 
of harm to plants and animals. It is not clear to us whether the sug
gested wording nevertheless does include harm to these living organ
isms also. To clear the matter up, one might consider the concept put 
forward in the Soviet draft convention on new weapons of mass 
destruction, which envisages inter alia such chemical damage to the 
human environment as may ultimately lead to harm or to destruction 
of himian beings.

With regard to the provisions for verification outlined in the United 
Kingdom draft, the Swedish delegation essentially supports the sug
gestions made. We may need to come back to some details in the course 
of the discussion. The idea of establishing a consultative committee 
is in line with what has been suggested in the Swedish draft treaty 
on a CTB.  ̂An important question to solve concerns the mandate and 
working procedures for such a body, which would have so many sensi
tive tasks to perform.

We also note that the United Kingdom draft proposes that em
phasis should be laid on the verification of declared chemical-weapons 
plants. This should have the effect of meeting the apprehensions 
voiced recently by the Polish delegate ® concerning the peaceful chem
ical industry. However, as is clear also from the draft, it is not only 
the production of the agents ŵ hicih is of importance in preparations 
for chemical warfare. As has been pointed out earlier in the CCD, 
organizational and training activities within armed forces might, for 
instance, also be looked into.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to turn to another, little-observed 
implication with respect to the chemical industry in case of war. If  
acts of war should involve areas which were both densely populated 
and the site of big chemical industries comprising large stoclcs of 
ordinary but rather toxic chemicals, a difficult situation might arise. 
I f such stocl^piles wore attacked, the effects could be similar to those 
of a prepared attack against the civilian population with chemical 
weapons. An attack against such stockpiles could of course be acci-

pp. 541-546.
• Ante, pp. 112-115.
* CCD/PV. 735, pp. 12-13.
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dental. However, if  the attacker deliberately reckoned with the toxic 
effects of spread-out chemicals adding to the other effects of the 
bombardment, he would act in breach of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.® 
Any attacker thus runs the risk of being accused of having offended 
against the Geneva Protocol, and a dangerous uncertainty may arise 
with respect to the possible use of chemical weapons.

Before ending my statement I  would like to take up the Soviet 
memorandum and its possible implications for our work on chemical 
weapons. I think the members of the CCD await with great interest a 
further elaboration on what is intended by the phrase ‘‘additional 
supervision procedures” and with regard to the Soviet Union’s ex
pressed willingness to “discuss methods of verifying the destruction 
of stockpiles of (Chemical weapons”. In this connexion I  share the 
concern expre^d by the Polish representative, who in his latest inter
vention pointed to the fact that a widely acceptable verification mech
anism must take due account of the degree of uncertainty as to the 
size and character of the existing stockpiles of chemical weapons.^ In 
view of our discussion last year on venfication of the destruction of 
stockpiles, we would appreciate receiving some more specific ideas 
from delegations on this subject.

The next phase in our disarmament efforts regarding chemical 
weapons will be the meeting of experts next week. It is the hope of the 
Swedish delegation that the work of the experts will ejfficiently pro
mote pur continued negotiations in this—technically as well as 
legally—^most complex field.

Statememit by the United States Representative (Meyers) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehen
sive Test Ban, March 22 ,1977 ^

Mr. Chairman, I  wish to say that my delegation has noted very 
carefully what the distinguished representative of India has said this 
morning in the Committee on the distinction between nuclear-weapon 
tests and other nuclear explosions.^ We may wish to return to this 
matter at a subsequent time. I  would wish to point out that the Com
mittee adopted in its own work programme for its spring session a 
heading described as “Informal meetings of the CCD on a compre
hensive test ban”, which is to be discussed in the week of 18-22 April.

I would also like to point out that, as is well known and generally 
agreed, there is no way to distinguish between contained nuclear- 
weapon tests and contained nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. 
The problems of detection are clearly related.

*The protocol has been reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 
764-765.

""CCD/PV. 735.
^OCD/PV. 738, p. 14.
® Ante, pp. 144-145.
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How and where to cope with these issues present other questions on 
which there may reasonably be divergent views, but hopefully it 
should be acknowledged that these arms-control problems are cor
rectly comprehended under the phrase ‘‘comprehensive test ban”.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weap
ons, March 24, 1977 ^

Mr. Chairman, today I  wish to express the views of my Government 
on the question of banning chemical weapons, which my delegation 
considers the next most important item after CTB at this session of 
the CCD. The question of banning chemical weapons is a pending is
sue on which the United Nations General Assembly has been request
ing the CCD to continue negotiations as a matter of a high priority 
over the years, and the CCD has again been requested to do this in 
operative paragraph 3 of resolution 31/65 adopted by the United Na
tions General Assembly at its thirty-first session.^

Looking back briefly to the deliberations on the said matter in the 
CCD since 1968, we find a first draft treaty submitted by the USSK 
and other East European countries (CCD/361) aiming at a compre
hensive ban.® In addition to this, a unified view of the non-aligned 
countries of 1973 (CCD/400) made a contribution to progress in the 
deliberations by advocating the necessity of an appropriate means of 
verification.'  ̂ On the basis of these sincere efforts, Japan presented a 
draft treaty (CCD/420) in 1974.® This draft proposed a phased ap
proach : that of banning chemical warfare agents of which verification 
is feasible at the present stage, in order to make effective a comprehen
sive ban of agents as suggested in the draft treaty of the USSE and 
other Eastern countries. Therefore, our draft treaty was designed to 
carry out, on a step-by-step basis, the comprehensive ban suggested in 
the Soviet draft; hence the two drafts do not contradict, but rather 
supplement, each other. In last year’s session of the CCD a number 
of useful statements were made, an informal expert meeting was held 
and, through these exercises, an analysis of the problems involved was 
greatly developed and another draft treaty was presented by the 
United Kingdom at the last stage of the session.® With full considera
tion for those CCD discussions, working papers, the Soviet and East
ern countries’ draft, the unified view of the non-aligned nations and 
the Japanese draft, and at the same time, naturally, with Britain’s

* CCD/PV. 739, pp. g-13.
* See Documents on Disarmamenty 1976, pp. 908-910.
* lUd., 1972, pp. 120-124.
 ̂IUd.y 1973, pp. 520-524.

1974, pp. 99-106.
1976, pp. 520-525.
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own useful thoughts, the British draft was intended to make further 
progress in the discussions. My delegation considers the British effort 
most valuable. Today I shall touch upon some points of the British 
draft, but I shall make my detailed comments on it later in the session.

As you are all aware, energetic discussions took place at the two in
formal expert meetings in July 1974 and in July 1976. However, we 
feel that too many technical views were presented and that they were 
not always well integrated. In this connexion we believe that the com
pilation of CW-related materials which has just been made by the 
Secretariat with the participation of a Swedish expert is most useful. 
Therefore I suggest that alternative choices should be drawn up with 
respect to each of the two important problems— t̂hat is, the scope of 
chemical warfare agents to be prohibited, and verijfication; that, if  
possible, one solution should hopefully be found for each of those 
problems; and that, if  that is not possible, at least the major trends of 
the discussions should be converged. It is to be hoped that, after this 
exercise, a common draft treaty will be negotiated by a Working 
Group as suggested by the Italian dele^tion at the summer session 
and thereafter.

Mr. Chairman, we see that the two problems—^namely, the problem 
of defining the scope of chemical warfare agents to be prohibited in 
the treaty and the problem of verifying compliance with the treaty 
obligation—are still in need of a solution and are major obstacles to 
the discussions. About 50 useful working papers have so far been pre
sented by the various countries and energetic discussions, including 
those of the informal expert meetings, have taken place. However, 
these discussions are inclined to be too technical and too academic, and 
this situation might be compared to people groping to find their way 
out of a dense forest. The following is my attempt to sort out the 
trends of the recent discussions on the subject.

(1) With respect to chemical warfare agents to be prohibited, a 
prevailing view is that they should cover not only super-toxic organo- 
phosphorus compounds but also other lethal chemical agents; that the 
broad net of a comprehensive ban should be thrown over these sub
stances by adopting a purpose criterion in banning ‘‘chemical warfare 
agents of types and in quantities that have no justification for protec
tive or other peaceful purposes”; and that a toxicity criterion should 
be used at the same time as one of the criteria for determining the ac
tual agents to be prohibited. The LD50 spectrum which my delegation 
suggested last summer is a view on the application of these criteria.

(2) With respect to verification, a prevailing view is that “interna
tional” verification is necessary. To be more specific, a point of view 
which is becoming more influential is that it is necessary that we should 
conduct on-site inspections to ensure the undertaking of specific acts 
such as the destruction of stockpiled agents, and that it is possible that 
on-site inspections under international control, including some means 
of sealing, photographic evidence and so on, should supplement na
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tional means without intervening unjustifiably in order to control 
production.

However, the above-mentioned trends do not go beyond the concept 
stage, and the time has now come for us to try to find a practical 
means.

La^ summer the representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador 
Likhatchev, stated that‘‘the Soviet Union . . . still advocates, a com
plete and general prohibition of , . . chemical weapons . . • . At the 
same time the Soviet Union . • . has displayed its readiness to accept 
the idea . . . for a step-by-step approach to . . . prohibition, as a 
first step, of . . . lethal chemical means of waging war” (CCD/PV. 
714),^ and the memorandum presented by the Soviet Union at the 
spring session on 15 February 1977 reads . . the Soviet Union is 
ready . . .  to discuss methods of verifying the destruction of stock
piles of chemical weapons • . .” (CCD /522).® This is a good sign that 
the possibility of agreement on on-site inspection has emerged in the 
above statements.

These new developments contain a clue to a solution to the two big 
problems of these discussions, and may be compared to a gleam leading 
to a way out of the '̂dark” forest. Here I  wish to present to you a work
ing paper entitled “Some thoughts on the international control of 
chemical weapons” (CCD/529), and thus to make a contribution to 
our work.®

Mr. Chairman, with respect to the problem of chemical warfare 
agents to be prohibited, on which a number of suggestions have so far 
been made—but they have not gone beyond general remarks and have 
been somewhat lacking in concreteness— would now like to make a 
concrete suggestion, referring to the Single Convention on Narcotic 
Drugs, 1961 (as amended), which functions effectively at present and 
to which, as of 1 March 1977,109 countries, including most members 
of the CCD, are Parties.̂ ® This can provide a useful suggestion for 
verification as well, which is very closely linked to chemical warfare 
agents to be prohibited.

The Narcotic Drugs Convention solves the problem of the definition 
and scope of narcotic drugs, which are extremely difficult to define 
but which need to be controlled, by adopting a method of annexed 
schedules. Eeferring to the Narcotic Drugs Convention, we should list, 
in a CW ban treaty, each agent in the appropriate table, to make it 
clear which agent should be prohibited and which agent should be 
declared and controlled. Thus we can modify article I.a of the British 
draft as follows: “chemical agents, listed in annexed tables I-III, of

" See iUd„ pp. 481-484.
” Ante, p. 60.
® Ante. pp. 138-142.
"  18 UST 1407; TIAS 6298 ; 520 UNTS 204. Amendments: 20 UST 4064; TIAS 

6795. 22 UST 1808; TIAS 7223. 25 UST 2772; TIAS 7945. 25 UST 651; TIAS 
7817.26 UST 1439; TIAS 8118.
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types and in quantities that have no justification for protective or 
other peaceful purposes”, and at the same time we can make clear the 
scope of these agents. First of all, we should list in table I “single
purpose agents” used only for warfare, and should make them totally 
prohibited. Next, we should list in table II  “dual-purpose agents” 
wMch can be used for both peaceful and warlike purposes, and we 
should put them under separate control. Finally we should list in table 
III  the chemical substances wliich are listed neither in table I  npr in 
table II  and which have such dangerous characteristics that they can 
be used as chemical warfare agents, and we should prevent any State 
party to the treaty from transforming these substances into chemical 
weapons by imposing an obligation of notification on tbosfe States 
which are about to conduct such activities as their production, stock
piling and development.

When it becomes clear that some agents of these substances can be 
u^ed as chemical weapons and when it is found necessary for them to 
be strictly controlled, they can be transferred to either table I  or table 
II, as a result of a periodic review of these tables.

In case, as provided for in article II, paragraph 1, of the British 
draft, each signatory or acceding State undertakes on signature or 
accession to the treaty to declare the whole quantity in its possession 
of those chemical agents listed in tables I  and II, we cannot deny that 
we may have some doubts as to the accuracy of the content of such 
declarations and that a certain amount of deception might possibly be 
used. Therefore we should conduct a careful study on the effectiveness, 
in the light of compliance with the treaty, of imposing on States 
parties obligation to declare the amount of those agents in tlieir pos
session. We understand that article V II of the British draft, which 
provides for the destruction of these lethal chemical agents according 
to a phased programme, gives a certain consideration to this point. 
Here I would like to suggest, as a concrete method for such a phased 
programme, that (1) a State party to the treaty should destroy all the 
chemical agents listed in table I  within a certain period (for example 
five years), should declare each year the amount of the agents to be 
destroyed in that year, and should actually destroy them according to 
a certain procedure which is to be checked ea-ch time through an on-site 
verification; and that (2), referring to the system of “estimates of 
drug requirements” provided for in article 19 of the Narcotic Drugs 
Convention, a State party to the treaty should submit annually esti
mates of requirements of stocks, imports and production of those 
chemical agents listed in table II  necessary for peaceful purposes, and 
a control should be made on the amount of those dual-purpose agents 
not to exceed the amount of those agents for peaceful purposes. 
Judging fi*om such a prohibition and control of those chemical agents, 
we believe it quite effective to classify chemical warfare agents in cate
gories in tables I, H  and III. This entire line of thought is a step for
ward, with the help of the formula given in the Narcotic Drugs Con
vention, from our previous thoughts as suggested in the draft treaty
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and the working papers (CCD/430/^ CCD/466, CCD/483 and 
CCD/515 submitted in the past by the Japanese delegation.

Here I would like to emphasize that, since the various criteria (e.g. 
the toxicity criterion) other than purpose criteria are all supplemen
tary, the final decision whether eadh agent should be listed in or taken 
out of the corresponding table should be made by agreement between 
the States parties to the treaty. The process for the completion of the 
tables is as follows: (1) all toxic chemical agents whose toxicity is 
above the agreed level should be listed, using the LD50 specttnim; 
(2) then, those agents which the States parties to the treaty agree to 
consider unsuitable as chemical warfare agents, judging from their 
shelf-life, perceptibility, volatility, explosion stability and so on, 
should be deleted; (3) finally, chemical agents which are low in tox
icity but can be used as chemical warfare agents, and chemical sub
stances (the so-called precursors for binary weapons) which become 
chemical warfare agents through reactions taldng place between their 
discharge and their reaching the objective, should be added with th6 
agreement of the States parties to the treaty. In this process, considera
tion of article I.b of the British draft will make the tables foolproof, 
on condition that the said subparagraph is modified to read ^̂ muni
tions, equipment or systems designed to fill up, install or deliver agents 
specified in the preceding subparagraph (a) or chemical substances 
which are intended to produce the same effect as agents specified in 
subparagraph (a) when fired munitions reach the target”.

In closing my statement today, I  hope that both my statement and 
my country’s working paper will be examined at the informal meeting 
beginning on 28 March, will lead to concrete progi’ess on the two im
portant problems of “definition of agents to be prohibited” and “veri
fication”, and will eventually make a contribution to the early comple
tion of a CW ban treaty.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of 
the Ccmmittee on Disarmament: Incapacitating Chemical 
Warfare Agents, March 28,1977 ^

In addition to chemicals that kill or permanently disable, chemicals 
which have temporary, incapacitating effects are potential chemical 
warfare agents. For this reason, it is appropriate to consider their in
clusion in a future CW arms control measure. The draft Conventions 
presented by the Socialist countries (CCD/361 ),̂  Japan (CCD/420),^

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 306-325.
1976, pp. 177-181.

“ met., pp. 550-553.
" COD/581.
* For text, see Documents on Disarmameiif, 1972, pp. 120-124. 

1974, pp. m-lOQ,
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and the United Kingdom (CCD/512) all appear to place restrictions 
upon incapacitants, as well as on other agents. In addition, the 10- 
nation memorandum on CW (CCD/400) would seem to advocate pro
hibition of incapacitants.®

While the view that incapacitating agents should be subject to con
straints appears to be widely held, little information has been pre
sented at the CCD on this category of agent. The only working paper 
dealing explicitly with incapacitating agents was presented by Canada 
in 1974 (CCD/433).® That paper examined the problem of defining 
compounds having significance as irritating or incapacitating agents. 
The purpose of this paper is to present additional background ma
terial.
What are inca'pacitatmg agents?

As pointed out in Canadian working paper CCD/433, ‘‘incapacitat
ing means having physiological or mental effects which will render in
dividuals incapable of normal concerted physical or mental effort or 
both for a significant period of time after exposure”. The effects are 
intended to be temporary, resulting in no permanent damage. Such 
effects may last for hours (or for days in extreme situations) after 
removal from exposure.

In order to be effective militarily, incapacitating agents must fill 
the basic requirements common to all chemical agents: reasonable cost 
of manufacture from readily available materials; a high degree of 
stability in storage as well as during and after dissemination; capabil
ity of being disseminated efficiently and a relatively shoi’t time interval 
between exposure to the agent and the onset of desired effects. In ad
dition, the difference between the effective and lethal doses of an 
agent must be wide enough to permit the spontaneous recovery of 
most victims with no permanent after effects.

The most important types of incapacitating agents are found in the 
following categories:

(1) PsychocJiemicals. These compounds (usually indole, tryptamine, 
or piperidine derivatives) may be described as psychotropic, psychoto- 
genic, psychotomimetic, or hallucinogenic. The effects produced may 
include visual and aural hallucinations; a sense of unreality; and 
changes in mood, behaviour, performance, memory, attitude, concen
tration, perception, and thought processes. Eepresentative agents of 
this group are 3-Quinuclidinyl Benzilate and Lysergic Acid Diethyla
mide.

(2) Paralysants, Agents that interrupt nerve impulse transmission 
at the skeletal neuromuscular junction (for example, curare) and 
those that block transmission in autonomic ganglia (for example, 
hexamethonium) are found in this group.

• m d ., m e ,  pp. 5 2 0 -5 2 5 .
^lUd.y 1973, pp. 206-209. 
•JMtf., 1974, pp. 326-330.
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(3) Pain producers. Physical irritants which have a persistent effect 
can considered incapacitating agents. Representative of this group 
are urushiol (one of the active principles of poison ivy) and bufotenine 
(a compound which is secreted by the common toad and causes inten
sive itching).

Effective dose and other dejmitiondl criteria
Toxicity thresholds based on median lethal dose are generally agreed 

to be a useful supplement to the general purpose criterion for definmg 
which chemicals are potential lethal CW agents. In the Canadian 
paper CCD/4:14 this general approach was extended to potential in
capacitating CW agents."̂  It was suggested that: chemical com-
poimd or element can be considered as a potential agent of war if it 
has a median incapacitating or irritating dosage of less than 500 mg. 
min/M®”.

While determination of median lethal dosage is relatively straight
forward, measurement of median effective dosage is much more com
plex. The experimental procedure used will depend on the type of 
effect expected. Separate methods would be needed to determine effec
tive dosage for each class of agents. One method for measuring human 
mental performance, called the Number Facility Test (N F), employs 
a series of addition problems, each consisting of three randomly se
lected 1- or 2->digit numbers. The score is the number correctly added 
within a 8-minute period. Other tests have been developed to measure 
eye-hand co-ordination and dexterity. The types of tests used for ani
mal testing are often based on conditioned reflex responses, physical 
endurance and visual discrimination.

Criteria based on chemical structure or physical properties, anal
ogous to those suggested for lethal agents, would appear to have little 
utility. Potential incapacitating agents are so diverse that it does not 
appear possible to find any simple definitional formula. In view of 
the lack of suitable technical criteria, consideration might be given 
to relying solely on the general purpose criterion.

Veri-fication considerations
Generally speaking, the findings reached on verification of restric

tions on lethal agents will also apply to incapacitating agents. In other 
words, the ability to verify restrictions on development, production 
or stockpiling will be no better or worse for incapacitating agents than 
for lethal agents.

MUitary role of injca'padtaiing agents
While the potential military role for incapacitating agents has been 

discussed for decades, such agents do not appear to have become a 
major component of CW stockpiles. A key factor has undoubtedly 
been the unsuitability of currently known agents for military pur-

DD. 524r-529.
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poses. I f  incapacitating agents were not eventually covered in a CW 
agreement, however, increased effort might well be devoted to over
coming these shortcomings.

Conclusions
1. The view that limitations should be placed on incapacitating 

agents, as well as on lethal agents is widely shared.
2. In view of the lack of suitable technical criteria for defining po

tential incapacitating agents, consideration might be given to relying 
solely on the general purpose criterion.

3. Limitations on incapacitating agents do not appear to pose any 
novel verification problems.

4. At present incapacitating agents do not appear to have become a 
major component of CW stockpiles. Their role could increase, how
ever, if they were not covered in a CW agreement.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Jay) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons [Extract], March 29, 1977^

The Canadian delegation is of the view that our work on chemical 
weapons should be given high priority in this Committee, in accord
ance with recent United Nations resolutions. As delegations will be 
aware, Canada participated actively in the consultations leading to 
and co-sponsored the United Nations General Assembly 1976 resolu
tion on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, which was 
adopted by consensus. This resolution ‘‘Urges again all States to make 
every effort to facilitate early agreement on the effective prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons 
and on their destruction”.̂  While Canada wholeheartedly supports 
this call, we would wish to point out that to be effective, any prohibi
tion on the development, production and stockpiling of such weapons 
and any agreement on their destruction must include concrete meas
ures for effective verification of these provisions.

As we have already reported to the Committee, for its own part, 
Canada has publicly renounced the first use of chemical weapons. We 
have also reported that Canada was in the process of destroying its 
stocks of World War II  mustard gas. This has been a lengthy process 
mainly because of the imforeseen difficulties in disposing of the mus
tard hydrolysate. We are now, however, able to state that the destruc
tion of the remaining stocks was completed in October 1976. It would 
be useful for those countri^ which have not yet done so also to an
nounce their current national policies with respect to CW issues.

The Canadian delegation shares the opinion of various delegations 
put forward at last year's session of the CCD that the technical work

 ̂OOD/PV. 740, pp. 8-12.
* /.e., res. 31/65; see Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 908-910.
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ing papers and draft conventions tabled on this subject by a number 
of members, including Canada, provide a good foundation for further 
substantive discussions and concrete results. In this context, the 
Canadian delegation particularly welcomes the draft convention tabled 
by the United Kingdom delegation on 12 August 1976 (CCD/612).® 
My delegation wishes now to offer some comments on this useful text, 
and we hope other delegations will do likewise very shortly, as we 
believe the United Kingdom proposal can and should serve as the 
basis for expediting our work on a CW convention.

• • • • • • •

Stafement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, March 29, 1977^

The Soviet delegation would like to offer some views concerning 
the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons. As is known, this 
is not the first year that this item has been on the agenda of both the 
United Nations General Assembly and the Committee on Disarmament, 
and its urgency is evident to everyone. Existing chemical weapons al
ready pose a terrible threat to mankind. But any day now the world 
might witness the emergence of new even more formidable types of 
CW. The increasing application of the most moderri chemical tech
nology also carries a real danger of the proliferation of chemical means 
of warfare and of other countries arming themselves with such means. 
In short, it is not difficult to foresee that the uncontrolled moderniza
tion of chemical weapons would lead to another round in the arms 
race with all the dangers this implies to world peace.

The importance and urgency of this problem was confirmed by 
the United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-first session in 
its unanimously adopted resolution 31/65 which urged the CCD to 
continue negotiations as a matter of high priority, with a view to 
reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and for their destruction. This appeal by the United Nations 
to the CCD must be taken into account in all seriousness.^

As is stated in the Soviet Union’s Memorandum on questions of end
ing the arms race and disarmament,® there are no and can be no reasons 
for delaying the proliibition of CW. It is necessary to demonstrate 
the political will and a desire to reach a universally acceptable under

pp. 520-525.
‘ COD/PV. 740, pp. 13-18.
*The res. is printed in Documents on Disarmamenty 1976  ̂ pp. 908^910. 
= Ante, pp. 53-65.
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standing. Active and effective steps are needed to overcome the clearly 
abnormal continuing situation in which, in spite of the confirmation 
by an overwhelming majority of States of their interest in the effective 
elimination of CW from the arsenals of States on the basis of inter
national agreement, practical results of work to this end remain 
insignificant.

As regards the Soviet Union, it has long proposed that this problem 
should be resolved radically and completely, as has been done with 
biological weapons. Precisely such an approach is the basis of a draft 
convention submitted by the Soviet Union and other socialist countries 
in 1972,̂  and we continue to stand by this position of principle.

In addition, in the interest of achieving progress toward a solu
tion of the problem of the prohibition and elimination of this category 
of weapons of mass destruction, the Soviet Union has agreed to begin, 
as a first step, with agreement on the prohibition and elimination of 
the most dangerous and lethal types of CW. The implementation of 
the Soviet-United States understanding concerning a joint initiative 
to conclude a convention on the most dangerous, lethal chemical means 
of warfare could be a substantial contribution to this end.®

In this connexion, we would like to recall the speech by the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU, L.I. Brezlmev, at 
the XVIth Congress of Trade Unions of the USSE on 21 March 1977, 
in which he said that a possible joint initiative by the USSR and the 
United States in this field was quite realistic.®

,We consider useful the work done by the CCD in 1976, in the course 
of which the problem of chemical weapons was subjected to further 
and deeper examination with the participation of experts. In par
ticular, the rapprochement of views on such matters as the definition 
of chemical agents to be prohibited on the basis of a common-goal 
criterion, as well as the emergence of a common view with regard to 
the appropriateness of applying an additional criterion of toxicity 
may be listed among the positive results of this work. New interesting 
studies were added last year to a whole series of working papers sub
mitted earlier, and contributed to a better understanding of various 
aspects of the question of the prohibition of CW. The fairly large 
amount of documentation accumulated by the CCD, as well as the 
consultations carried out with the participation of experts during its 
recent sessions, have already clarified, to a considerable degree, the 
scientific and technological aspects of the problem. The compilation 
of this documentation by the Secretariat at the Committee’s request, 
can, in our view, facilitate its use by the Committee.

The Soviet-United States consultations, carried out last August in 
Geneva, with a view to preparing steps towards the conclusion of an 
international convention were, in our judgement, useful. During those 
consultations—^which will be continued—^problems connected- with the

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124. 
•lUd., 1974,v.2S6.
'Ante, pp. 135-188.
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determination of the scope of prohibition and control measures were 
examined.

We proceed from the assumption that the attainment of an inter
national agreement completely banning this type of weapons of mass 
destruction remains our ultimate goal. The necessity of a comprehen
sive ban on CW has been recognized by practically everyone, including 
the authors of various drafts envisaging a stage-by-stage solution to 
this problem. We should like to emphasize that the continuation of the 
bilateral Soviet-United States consultations should not slacken the 
CCD’s elfforts with regard to this issue. We would like to hope that 
the work of the CCD in this area in 1977 will be crowned with tangible 
practical results.

During the Committee’s simuner session in August 1976 the delega
tion of the United Kingdom submitted a draft convention on the pro
hibition of chemical weapons.^ We have observations of principle on 
a number of substantial provisions of this paper, and would like to 
offer them now.

To begin with, we cannot agree that the measures of control it sug
gests should mainly be international in nature  ̂The Soviet Union, as 
we have repeatedly stressed in the past, proceeds from the assumption 
that control over the prohibition of CW must be based on national 
means. The adoption of the concept put forward in the draft conven
tion would mean, in substance, we are convinced, legalizing interference 
in the internal affairs of countries, and would inevitably lead to the 
disclosure of military, industrial and commercial secrets. In principle 
it can hardly be justifiable that an mtemational consultative organ 
should have supranational power.

The idea of prohibiting, in the first stage, only the production of 
CW raises serious objections, for the preservation of stocks would 
place those States which do not have such stocks in an inequitable 
position.

We also consider unacceptable that provision of the draft conven
tion which amounts to an obligation to halt the production, of CW 
immediately after a convention has been signed, that is, before its 
entry into force, when the question itself of the entry into force of the 
convention would still remain open.

Now we should like to dwell in greater detail on the question of 
control. It is a matter of special attention on the part of certain repre
sentatives and, in our view, its importance is obviously overestimated 
by a number of countries. We remain firmly convinced that questions 
of control cannot and must not be a pretext for delaying further the 
solution of the entire problem of the prohibition of CW. The Soviet 
tjnion holds the view that control based on national means of verifi- 
<;ation in combination with some international procedures, which 
we have already repeatedly spoken about, is a sufficient guarantee of 
compliance with a corresponding agreement by all its parties. In this

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1916, pp. 520-525.
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regard a positive precedent was established by the Convention on the 
prohibition of biological weapons. We would like to add the following 
to this.

Possibilities of national control have considerably increased in re
cent years: the efficiency of physical, chemical and biological methods 
is now such that it makes it possible to record the presence of ex
tremely small quantities of a substance in a sample, which can, more
over, be done by the use of extraterritorial remote detection means.

The fact that the possibilities of national control are sufficiently 
broad and are based on scientifically proved methods has been demon
strated, in particular, by Soviet experts in the course of informal 
meetings at the last session of the CCD. A positive contribution to 
the examination of this matter has been made by certain countries 
conducting research on possibilities of control by national means, for 
instance through laboratory methods based on up-to-date instrumenta
tion, and this is considered in detail in working paper CCD/501 sub
mitted by Finland.

Interesting data testifying to broad possibilities of national control 
are contained in working paper CCD/371 of 27 June 1972 submitted 
by the delegation of the United Kingdom.® The paper discussed the 
possibility of remote detection of CW tests carried out in field condi
tions. It is evident that up-to-date technology now makes it possible to 
increase considerably the efficiency of these methods and to ensure 
fairly effective control over compliance with a whole number of pro
visions of a future convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
Extensive possibilities of extraterritorial control over the production 
of chemical agents are connected with indirect methods and, in par
ticular, with statistical analysis based on the evaluation of consump
tion of primary and intermediary substances used in the production of 
chemical agents.

Possibilities of indirect control with the use of statistical methods 
based bn new generations of computers have also increased. Indirect 
methods of control can be particularly effective for the purpose of 
extraterritorial control when they are based on the analytical process
ing of a large variety of generally accessible information covering the 
spheres of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
agents.

Some specific matters connected with the use of statistical analysis 
in the sphere of production have already been examined, for instance, 
in working papers submitted by the delegations of the United States 
(CCD/283)® and Japan (CCD/344 and CCD/430"«).

Thus, national means should be the basis of a system of control 
guaranteeing a multi-purpose and effective solution to this problem.

® lUd., 1972, pp. 408-417.
*IUd,, m o ,  pp. 91-93.

197i, pp. 30e-325.
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We are also ready, as is indicated in the Soviet Union’s Memoran
dum on questions of ending the arms race and disarmament, to ex
amine a possibility of resorting to additional control procedures and, 
in particular, to discuss techniques of verification of the destruction of 
CW stocks to be eliminated from the arsenals of States.

We understand the interest being shown by delegations in further 
details with regard to this statement of ours. Such interest was shown, 
in particular, by the distinguished representative of Sweden, Mi^. 
Thorsson at the Committee’s meeting on 22 March 1977.̂  ̂The Soviet 
delegation intends to express its views in this regard later.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Disarmament has now every pos
sibility of advancing the consideration of the problem of the prohibi
tion of CW and their elimination from the stage of preliminary tech
nical studies to the level of the practical elaboration of an international 
agreement. For its part, the Soviet Union will be most active in the 
negotiations aimed at eliminating chemical means of warfare.

Statement by the FRG Representative (Schlaich) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, March 29, 1977^

The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany has em
phasized again and again the priority which should be given to the 
efforts to reach the most comprehensive prohibition of chemical weap
ons possible. This urgency is based on the fact that chemical means of 
warfare belong to the existmg weapons of mass destruction and repre
sent one of the present great dangers to mankind. The urgency of a solu
tion to the unusually difficult and complicated problem of a CW con
vention on the one hand and the lack of any decisive progress in spite 
of considerable efforts on the other led to the Federal Republic of 
Germany’s proposal to convene last year’s informal CCD meeting 
with experts. After the positive results of this meeting, the Federal 
Republic of Germany can only welcome the fact that at present an
other series of meetings with experts is taking place. We are hopeful 
that the experts participating in them will be able to take further 
significant steps towards solving the difficult technical and scientific 
qu^tions before us.

I  should like now to make some general comments on the United 
Kingdom draft convention.^ This draft appears to be a further essen- 
tial step forward in the direction of an acceptable O-weapons conven
tion. Its content largely corresponds to the ideas of the Government

“ Anfc, pp. 145-148.
" COD/PV.740, pp. 18-22.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 520-525.
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of the Federal Eepublic of Ge.rmany. We realize that the draft was 
purposely left incomplete. The concept of first excluding regulations 
of complicated details from the discussion and reserving them for 
annexes or additional protocols which could be elaborated at a later 
stage of the negotiations appears, in principle, to be promising.

Let me now turn to the problem of the scope. Ab far as the defini
tion of the scope of the prohibition is concerned, we attach particular 
importance to the necessity of carefully distinguishing between 
O-weapons on the one hand and substances suitable only for peaceful 
purposes on the other. It would imnecessarily hamper development, 
production and use, and also increase the difficulties of verification 
if  substances would fall within the range of control which are not 
suitable for military purposes.

As to the treatment of the subject of definition in the United King
dom draft, we welcome the intention to complete the definition given 
in article I by a protocol specifjdng in greater detail the agents to be 
covered and taking into account the various working papers on the 
subject. As to the definition of the agents to be prohibited in the 
United Kingdom draft, we expect these terms to be given the neces
sary precision by toxicity standards which would have to be agreed 
upon in the protocol. The mentioning of munitions, equipment and 
^stem s will be helpful for dealing with the problem of dual-purpose 
agents, including binary weapons. But having in mind what I  said 
before about our ideas on a satisfactory definition, I  should like to 
draw attention to the following problem: the present wording also 
covers toxic substances which serve peaceful purposes and are not 
suitable for military purposes. They might erroneously appear as 
dual-purpose agents and would have to be controlled unnecessarily. 
We must not forget that toxicity is not the only criterion of suitability 
for military purposes and that chemical warfare agents must have 
additional properties. Although I  am aware that the envisaged proto
col may take this into account, I  think that precision could be in
creased already in article I  by including suitability for military pur
poses itself in the wording of a general-purpose criterion.

We are basically in favour of the United Kingdom confjept of an 
immediate ban on production and of a phased programme for the 
destruction of stocks. I  shall elaborate later on this question when, deal
ing in greater depth with the subject of verification to which I  am 
turning now.

Certainly, it is the problem of effective verification which is the most 
difficult one. The differing views on this question have indeed so far 
proved to be the main obstacle on the way to an agreement. For this 
reason, the Grovemment of the Federal Republic of Germany wel
comes especially the fad) that the Soviet Government in its memoran
dum on disarmament ® declared its readiness to discuss methods of 
verifying the destruction of chemical weapons to he removed from

* AfitCy pp, 53-65.
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national arsenals. But even if  agreement on adniitting observers tô  
the destruction of stocks were reached, two other questions would, 
remain:

How can we ensure that no clandestine stocks are retained, and
How can we further be sure that no new weapons are produced- 

and no new stocks built up.
As far as I  can see at the moment, there are as yet no satisfactory 

answers. A  particularly difficult question is—for instance— ĥow to 
ensure that no dual-purpose agents are diverted from peaceful to mili
tary purposes. Supervising a ban on the production of single-purpose 
agents may seem to be easier, but should not be underestimated either.

Of course, we are aware that no verification system can give us an 
absolute guarantee that the convention, once adopted, is really ob
served and fully complied with. However, we do not think the con
clusion justified that no effective verification is possible and that, 
therefore, verification should play a minor role in further delibera
tions or be left out of them altogether. This would not be compatible 
with our aim to enhance or at least maintain international security 
through arms control.

The Government of the Federal Eepublic of Germany has always 
made it very clear how much importance it attaches to a verification 
system which would be sufficiently effective. This would only be the 
case if  such a system made detection so probable that it would con
stitute an effective deterrent to treaty violations.

We strongly believe that sudh a sufficiently effective verification 
system, if it is to deserve this name, could not only be provided for 
by national means and by the possibility of a complaints procedure 
with the Security Council, according to the example of the B-Weapons 
Convention.^ Nor would we consider the verification provisions of the 
Enmod Convention to be sufficient.® A highly important aspect of 
the adequacy of a verification system is the militaiy impoitance of 
the weapons to be banned. In our opinion, the present military im
portance of C-weapons considerably exceeds that of B-we^pons or of 
the environmental modification techniques covered by the Enmod 
Convention.

We do not believe that a verification system, if it is to be effective, 
can be limited to an exchange of information, however detailed. On
site inspections will be necessary, but not only for the destruction of 
stocks.

In our view—and there seems to be broad agreement about this—a 
sufficiently effective verification system would have to consist of inter
national instruments and combine various methods. Interesting work- 
ing papers have been presented in order to examine how the fullest 
use can be made of the possibilities of a centralized information ex-

^Documents on Dimrmament, 19112, pp. 133-138.
* Post, pp. 322-826.
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change. However, we should be careful not to overestimate these possi- 
bilities. Therefore, I do not think that we can dispense with the instru
ment of on-site inspections. After examining this question we reached 
the same view which Ambassador Martin expressed here about a year 
ago, when he said that “the effectiveness of this technique in deterring 
determined evasion schemes would be extremely limited, especially 
in large countries with closed societies and self-sufficient, highly cen- 

^tralized economies”.®
We do not overlook the concern of some States that on-site inspec- 

Itions or even detailed information could reveal quite legitimate secrets 
about production processes, but we believe that such a verification sys
tem could be modelled in a way which would not impair the protection 
of legitimate interests.

It appears, however, that while solutions for some problems of veri
fication will be at hand sooner, for others they will be foimd only later. 
As I mentioned before, there is not yet a solution in sight for the ques
tion of how to ensure that no clandestine stocks are retained. It has 
been especially this question which influenced proposals advocating 
a step-by-step approach. We understand that this is a strong argument 
in favour of elaborating a programme for the phased destruction of 
cei'tain quantities of stocks which could not be defined in percentages 
of total stocks—as this would not be verifiable— b̂ut in absolute figures. 
An approach of this kind seems all the more unavoidable as experts 
aSvSure us that, for technical reasons, the destruction of all stocks would 
take many years.

Any destruction of stocks would, however, be scarcely satisfactory 
if  their replacement by freshly produced new stocks were not also 
effectively prohibited. Therefore, also in a step-by-step approach, all 
new weapons production would have to be banned immediately. This 
would have to apply to all States alike without discrimination.

Tlie formulae presented in the United Kingdom draft for an ade
quate verification system are more in line with our own thinking than 
those of former draft conventions. Let me repeat in this context what 
I said last year during the informal CCD meeting with the participa
tion of experts on this subject:

A mixed verification system can, even when based to a large extent on 
national instruments and institutions, hardly function without an interna
tional verification body. Such a body would be composed of representatives of 
the contracting parties. Its functions would, for example, include: compiling 
relevant information based on reports and m aterial provided by the contracting 
parties and also from generally accessible sources, monitoring scientific and 
technological developments which have a bearing on the prohibition, and, not 
least, carrying out agreed on-site inspections.

As to the present meeting with experts, I  should like to say that
I am fully confident that it will contribute to enhancing our under
standing of the difficult problems of definition and verification.

Looking at the wealth of suggestions, proposals and technical in
formation which has been made available to us through working pa«

® Documents on Disarmament, 1976, p. 218.
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pers, draft conventions and declarations, we are particularly grateful 
for the compilation of material prepared by the Secretariat. This 
compilation gives us a very good survey and is therefore most useful.

Already last year’s session had been marked by particularly in
tensive discussions. I believe that the present meeting and the dis
cussion of the various draft conventions before us, first among them 
the United Kingdom draft convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, oifer us a good chance for bringing differing views closer to
gether so that the phase of active negotiations on a draft convention 
itself—article by article—can soon begin.

This afternoon, the experts of the Federal Republic of Germany 
will participate with contributions of their own in the discussions of 
the informal meeting.

Statement by the United States Representative (Meyers) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, March 29, 1977 ^

This morning I wish to address one of the two highest priority 
topics on the agenda of the CCD—the complete and effective prohi
bition of chemical weapons. The CCD has already invested much time 
and energy over several years in examining the intricacies of this 
complex and difficult subject. The United States delegation sees signs 
that this investment is now beginning to bear fruit.

One important result of the careful sifting and winnowing of ideas 
and i>roposals is the draft CW convention submitted by the United 
Kingdom in August 1976.̂  During the interim period since that sum
mer session, our review of the United Kingdom proposal has confirmed 
our initial positive reaction. My Government believes that the draft 
convention clearly reflects an effort to bring constructive and realistic 
elements from previous drafts together with fresh ideas. It attempts 
to achieve the broadest possible restraint in a responsible, carefully 
delineated manner.

We have already listened with interest to the comments of several 
delegations on this draft convention, and are looking forward to hear
ing the views of other delegations in the near future. Naturally, we 
have a number of preliminary comments and questions ourselves as a 
result of our review, which I will present today in an article-by-article 
fashion.

Article I contains the basic prohibition on development, production, 
and other acquisition of agents and weapons. However, we note that a 
prohibition on “use” has been included in the prohibitions contained 
in article I. We believe that inclusion of a ban on CW use in this 
context could lead to micertainties regarding the relationship of the

" CCWPV. 740, pp. 23-28.
* Docmnents on Disarmamentf 1916, pp. 52(^525.
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Geneva Protocol ® to the convention. This problem could be avoided 
by deleting the reference to ‘hise.”

We recognize that the prohibition on “use” may have been proposed 
because, for practical purposes, the Geneva Protocol prohibition is 
limited to “J&rst use”, since a number of States have reserved the right 
to retaliate in kind to a chemical attack. Once chemical stockpiles are 
eliminated, as envisaged by the United Kingdom draft, these reserva
tions would no longer be relevant, and could be withdrawn or nullified 
by a treaty provision.

In the United States view, the purpose of a CW convention would 
be to supplement the Geneva Protocol prohibition on use of chemical 
weapons by prohibiting preparations for use as well. It is not only the 
weapons themselves which should be prohibited, but also the training 
and planning for their use—which are essential components of a chem
ical weapons capability. This would do much to help establish confi
dence that clandestine efforts are not being made to circumvent the 
treaty. Examples of confidence-building provisions which might be 
considered in this regard are prohibitions on:

Training involving planning for, instruction in, or practice of, em
ployment of chemical munitions;

Publication or dissemination of military manuals for such purposes 
(and possibly a requirement for formal recall and destruction of exist
ing manuals) ;

Field training exercises involving the use of live chemical agents. 
(However, use in small quantities in the laboratory and in the field for 
testing of protective devices would be allowed.)

In addition, we would welcome clarification of some of the terms 
used in article I. The phrase “lethal and other toxic agents” appears 
to us to cover incapacitating agents as well as lethal agents. We believe 
that all such incapacitating agents should be covered ultimately and 
would welcome confirmation that our reading of the text is correct.

The phrase I  have just mentioned is followed by the parenthetical 
phrase “of a nature and intended primarily to cause long-term physi
ological harm to human beings”, a formulation which raises several 
questions regarding practical effect and desirability. The word “toxic” 
in the immediately preceding phrase already provides the meaning of 
physiological harm, so that tlie parenthetical reference appears to be 
redundant. Furthermore, the qualification conveyed by the formula
tion “intended primarily” would make it necessary to prove that the 
material was intended for chemical warfare purposes. This would be 
much more difficult than demonstrating that there was no justifica
tion for non-CW purposes, and we therefore believe that it would be 
better to change the language of the draft.

Another aspect of article I which we believe merits special attention 
is how the prohibitions would constrain binary and other possible 
multicomponent chemical weapons. It is our understanding that the

• m a ., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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limitation on such weapons would derive from the term ^^munitions’’ 
in article I.b. However, article I does not appear to deal adequately 
with precursors of prohibited agents. It would not place restraints on 
production and stockpiling of precursors, even ones which have no 
justifiable peaceful purpose. Such precursors might legally be stock
piled for use in multicomponent weapons or production of agents by 
conventional processes. This, it seems to us, would be contrary to the 
objective of the treaty, and should therefore be prohibited. In other 
words, the prohibitions which apply to agents should also apply to 
their precursors. Article I, subparagraph a., also refers to “types and 
quantities that have no justification for protective or other peaceful 
purposes”. During the course of its discussions the Committee may 
wish to consider how to apply the “type and quantity” criteria in 
practice.

Finally, we have noted that the formulation used in paragraph 2 
(“munitions, equipment or systems designed to deliver”) differs from 
the analogous provision in the BW Convention (“weapons, equipment 
or means of delivery designed to use”) We believe that the new formu
lation is preferable in that it more precisely delimits the prohibition 
on CW delivery systems.

Generally speaking, articles II, III  and IV  deal with obligations 
which are intended to take effect even before the convention enters 
into force. We support the effort to institute confidence-building meas
ures as a prelude to a legally binding regime, but believe that this 
might best be accomplished in another way. The provisions in the draft 
could, of course, not become legally binding for a State until it became 
a party. We believe it is preferable to record an agreement to take 
certain actions prior to entry into force in a document which is 
separate from, but closely linked with, the convention itself. In par
ticular, we believe that one useful confidence-building measure might 
be for States to indicate on signature of the convention whether or 
not they possess chemical weapons and provide general information 
on their stockpiles. On the other hand, we think many States will be 
reluctant to take the other actions specified in articles II  and III  before 
the convention enters into force.

We also have some comments on the specific provisions of articles
II  and in .

Article II, subparagraph I.e., refers to facilities capable of pro
ducing prohibited items. It would be useful to know how this criterion 
would be applied. In a large, industrialized society, it would be 
extremely difficult, if not impossible, to identify all the facilities which 
are capable of making CW agents, munitions, and delivery systems. 
ISPor would a list of hundreds, or even thousands, of facilities be very 
informative.

For verification and assurance purposes, we believe it would be 
sufficient to require information on those facilities which have pro-

1972, pp. 13S-138.
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dueed single-purpose CW agents or smgle-pnrpose precursors, or were 
designed for that purpose, and on those facilities capable of producing 
super-toxic agents. I f it is thought important to include facilities 
which produce less toxic chemicals, then this should be tied to a list 
of specific chemicals associated historically with CW, such as phosgene 
and hydrogen cyanide, or which are judged to be particularly im
portant for other reasons. Maintenance of such a list might be the 
responsibility of the consultative committee provided for in article 
VIII.

For the same reason, we believe it would be sufficient to limit the 
reporting specified in article II, subparagraph l.d., to super-toxic and 
single-purpose agents and single-purpose precursors. I f it is thought 
important to include dual-purpose chemicals, then this should be tied 
to a similar list of specific chemicals.

Article III, subparagraph a., allows factories which previously pro
duced single-purpose agents to be converted to production of chemicals 
for peaceful purposes. We believe that such use could undermine con
fidence in compliance and might require intrusive verification meas
ures. As a practical matter, we doubt that there are many plants, if 

whose conversion to peaceful production would be particularly 
useful. For these reasons, we believe that it might be better to close 
down or dismantle former CW agent factories, since verification of 
these actions would be relatively simple. A temporary exception might 
be made if the facility is required for use in stockpile destruction.

In addition, we believe that further measures should be considered 
for confidence-building purposes, particularly with respect to CW 
protective activities. The purpose of such activities is inherently 
ambiguous. They are, of course, essential for defence against chemical 
attack. On the other hand, a well-developed CW protective posture is 
a key element of a CW offensive capability. Unless measures can be 
developed which will engender confidence that the CW protective 
activities are solely for defensive purposes, there will inevitably be 
concern that they are part of an attempt to maintain a clandestine 
offensive capability. We believe that such destabilizing suspicions 
might be minimized by exchange of information on the nature and 
purpose of specified activities and by co-operation in improving means 
of medical or physical protection.

The provisions of article VI, which prevent the spread of chemical 
weapons capabilities, are essential, in our view, to ensure that the 
objectives of the convention are achieved.

Article VII contains provisions concerning destruction of chemical 
stocks. This article envisages the destruction of CW stocks in accord
ance with a phased programme agreed by the consultative committee; 
thus, it appears to mean that the schedule for destruction would not 
be worked out until after the convention has come into force. However,
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we might expect some States to be reluctant to join an agreement unlessr 
a specific plan regarding destruction of stocks were included, rather 
than deferred for subsequent consideration in a consultative committee.

The United Kingdom has already suggested that the terms and 
conditions for international inspection of the destruction process 
should be specified in a protocol to the convention. Perhaps the phased 
programme could be handled in the same way, so that all the detailed 
provisions regarding destruction would be worked out as part of the 
negotiations of the convention.

Turning to article V III, the United States has long believed that a 
consultative committee would be an important feature of an effective 
CW agreement. We note that article V III provides for establishment of 
such a committee. In order to ensure the effectiveness of this body, we 
believe that, in addition to outlining its functions in the agreement, it 
would be necssary to specify its composition, decision-making proce
dures, and method of operation—either in the agreement itself or in 
an annex.

While we favour detailed treatment of the committee either in the 
agreement or an annex, we wish to avoid creating an elaborate inter
national mechanism for CW treaty implementation. As United States 
representative Martin pointed out in his statement of 13 April 1976, we 
do not favour the creation of a new international organization to 
assist in implementing a CW agreement.®

Article IX  specifies the general nature of the on-site verification 
arrangements. We believe that these arrangements would have to be 
elaborated in detail in an annex. Such detailed provisions would cover 
the specific verification activities to be carried out, including on-site 
inspection requirements and timing, and the privileges and immunities 
of verification personnel.

In the United States’ view, consultation among parties will certainly 
be important to resolve any problems which may arise. Thus, we 
believe that the undertaking in article X  concerning consultation and 
co-operation is an important one. Since it was drafted before work 
on the Environmental Modification Treaty® was completed, it does 
not, of course, reflect the progress achieved in that Treaty in devising 
improved arrangements for consultation and co-operation. We believe 
that at a minimum the improved arrangements should be embodied 
in any CW convention as well. In fact, it seems to us that even more 
responsibility for resolving complaints could be given to the consulta
tive committee in a CW convention.

These comments and suggestions are offered in a constructive spirit. 
We believe that the United Kingdom draft represents a basically 
sound approach and will greatly facilitate the work of the CCD.

1976, p. 220. 
® Post, pp. 322-S26.
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News Conference Remarks fay President Carter on Negotiations 
In Moscow, March 30,1977 ^

O p e n i n g  S t a t e iv ie n t

' The President. Good afternoon.
This has been an afternoon devoted to receiving dispatches from 

Moscow, and Î d like to make a report to the American people about 
what has occurred.

We have proposed to the Soviet leaders in the last 2 days a compre
hensive package of agreements which, if  concluded, will lay a perma
nent groundwork for a more peaceful world, an alleviation of the 
great threat of atomic weapons; that will maintain the political and 
strategic weapon capability and balance between the United States 
and the Soviet Union.

One of our proposals on this nuclear weapons talks was very brief 
and it was our second option. It was, in effect, to ratify the Vladi
vostok agreement that had already been reached.^

The difference between us and the Soviet Union on this point is that 
the Soviets claim that Secretaiy Kissinger and my predecessors in the 
White House—Presidents Ford and, earlier, Nixon—did agree to 
forgo the deployment of cruise missiles. Our position is that we have 
never agreed to any such thing. But we asked the Soviet Union to 
accept an agreement on all other matters and postpone the cruise mis
sile and the Russians’ new bomber, the Backfire bomber, until con
tinuing later discussion. They rejected that proposal.

The other one was much more far-reaching and has profound con
sequences that are beneficial, I  think, to our own Nation and to the 
rest of the world. It was to have substantial reductions in the level of 
deployment of missile launchers and the MIRVed missiles below the 
2400 level and the 1320 level that were established under the Vladi
vostok agreements—substantial reductions; secondly, to stop the de
velopment and deployment of any new weapons systems. A third point 
was to freeze at the present level about 550 intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, our Minuteman and their missiles known as the SS~l7, 18, 
vand 19.

Another was to ban the deployment of all mobile missiles, their 
SS-16 and others, or ours— t̂hat is under the development stage, the 
MX.

Another one is to have a strict limit on the deployment of the Back
fire bomber and a strict limit on the range that would be permitted on 
cruise missiles.

Another element of the proposal was to limit the number of test 
firings of missiles to six firings per year of the intercontinental range 
and also of the medium-range missiles and to ask the Soviet Union to

’ Weekhf Compilation oj Presidential Documents, Apr. 4,1977, pp. 469-473.
*The Vladivostok agreement has been published in Documents on Disarma^ 

ment, 1974, PP. 746-747.
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give us some assured mechanism by which we could distinguish be
tween their intercontinental mobile missile, the SS-16, and their 
limited-range mobile missile, the SS-20.

The sum total of all this proposal was a fair, balanced, substantial 
reduction in the arms race which would have guaranteed, I believe, a 
permanent lessening of tension and a mutual benefit to both our coun
tries. The Soviets, as least at this point, have not accepted this pro  ̂
posal either.

Both parties—which will be promulgated in a joint communique 
tomorrow— ĥave agreed to continue the discussions the first half of 
May in Geneva.

You might be interested in knowing that a few other points that we 
proposed were to have adequate verification, an end of concealment, 
and the establishment of a so-called data base by whibh we would tell 
the Soviet Union the level of our own armaments at this point, and 
they would tell us their level of . armaments at this point, so that we 
would have an assured, mutually agreed level of weapon capability.

I  might cover just a few more things. In addition to discussing the 
SALT agreements in Geneva early in May, we have agreed to discuss 
other matters—South Africa, the upcoming possible Middle Eastern 
talks. And.we’ve agreed to set up eight study groups: one, to develop 
an agreement whereby we might forgo the development of a capability 
of destroying satellite observation vehicles, so that we can have an 
assured way to watch the Soviets; they can have an assured way of 
watching us from satellites.

The second is to discuss the terms of a possible comprehensive test 
ban, so that we don’t test in the future any more nuclear weapons. 
And weVe also asked the Soviets to join with us in a prohibition 
against the testing of peaceful nuclear devices.

Another study group that has been mutually agreed to be estab
lished is to discuss the terms by which we might demilitarize or reduce 
the military effort in the Indian Ocean.

Another group will be set up, of experts, to discuss the terms by 
which we can agree on advanced notice on all missile test firings, so 
that perhaps 24 hours ahead of time, we would notify the Soviets 
when we were going to test fire one of our missiles; they would do the 
same for us.

Another group wilj be studying a way to initiate comprehensive 
arms control in cpnvehtional weapons and also the sale of weapons to 
third countries, particularly the developing nations of the world.

/Another is to discuss how we might contribute, mutually, toward 
hbnproliferatioii of iiiiclear weapon capability. Nations do need a way 
to produce atoinic power for ejectricity, but we hope that the Soviets 
will join with us and our allies and friends in cutting down the capa
bility of nations to use spent nuclear fuels to develop explosives.
" Aiidther item that we agreed to discuss at the Soviets’ request was 
the termination in-the capability of waging radiological or chemical 
warfare. ' v
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And the eighth study group that we agreed to establish is to studjr 
the means by which we could mutually agree on forgoing major efforts 
in civil defense. We feel that the Soviets have done a great deal on 
civil defense capability. WeVe done a less amount, but we would like 
for both of us to agree not to expend large sums| of money, on this effort.

So, the sum total of the discussions has been to lay out a firm pro
posal,'which the Soviets have not yet responded to, on drastic re
ductions in nuclear capability in the future— t̂hese discussions will 
continue early in May—and to set up study groups to continue with 
the analysis of the other eight items that I described to you.

I ’d be glad to answer just a few questions.

Q u e s t io n s

Mr. President, pardon me if I don’t stand, but I  will block the 
camera there.

Do you still believe that the Soviets in no way linked your human 
rights crusade with arms control negotiations?

The President. I can’t certify to you that there is no linkage in the 
Soviets’ minds between the human rights effort and the SALT limita
tions. We have no evidence that this was the case.

Secretary Vance thought it was quite significant, for instance, that 
when General Secretary Brezhnev presented a prepared statement on 
the human rights issue that it was done in a different meeting entirely 
from the meeting in which the SALT negotiations occurred.

So our assessment is that there was no linkage, but I  can’t certify 
that there is no linkage in the Soviets’ minds.

Q, Mr. President, you’ve said that the Soviets contend that Secretary 
Kissinger and your predecessors had promised that we would not 
deploy, I believe, the cruise missile.

The President. Yes.

Q, Just where and how do they contend that this promise was given, 
and have you checked with them to see if  in fact it was?

The President. Yes. Both President Ford and Secretary Kissinger 
have maintained publicly, and to me privately^ that there: never
any agreement on the part of the United States to contain or to pro
hibit the deplojrment or development of cruise missiles.

The language that was used in the early Vladivostok agreement, 
which, as you know, has not yet been ratified, was a prohibition against 
air-launched missiles.

Secretary Kissinger’s position has been—and he is much better able 
to speak than I am to speak for him—that that meant ballistic missiles, 
which was a subject of the Vladivostok talks.

Two and a half years ago or so, when these talks took place, the 
cruise missile capability was not well-understood and there was no 
detailed discussion at all of the cruise missile. The Soviets claim that 
when they did discuss air-launched missiles that they were talking
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about cruise missiles. Secretary Eassinger said that he was not talking 
about cruise missiles.

Q, Sir, the point, just to follow, they are not contending that there 
was any secret understanding or discussion or anything?

The President. No.

Q. They’re talking about the language that was in the Vladivostok 
agreement?

The President. Exactly.

Q. Did the Kussians have a counter-proposal on SALT that they 
offered us, or were they content simply to listen to our proposals?

The President. They listened to our two proposals. Of course, their 
proposal has been to ratify their understanding of the Vladivostok 
agreement, w'hich includes their capability of developing the Backfire 
bomber and our incapability of developing cruise missiles. That’s an 
agreement that we never understood to be part of the Vladivostok 
agreement,

Q. Mr. Carter, if necessary to achieve any progress, are you willing 
to modify your human rights statements—

The President, No.

Q . or will you continue to speak out?
The President. No. I will not modify my human rights statements. 

My human rights statements are compatible with the consciousness of 
this country. I think that there has been repeated recognition in inter
national law that verbal statements or any sort of public expression of 
a nation’s beliefs is not an intrusion in other nations’ affairs.

The Soviets have, in effect, ratified the rights of human beings when 
they adopted the United Nations Charter. The Helsinki agreement,  ̂
which will be assessed at Belgrade later on tliis year, also includes 
references to human rights themselves. So I don’t intend to modify my 
position. It is a position that I  tliink accurately represents the attitude 
of this country.

I don’t think that it’s accurate to link the human rights concept with 
the SALT negotiations. I think that’s an incorrect linkage. The SALT 
negotiations, I  hope, will be successful as we pursue in laborious detail 
those discussions the rest of this year. They will be successful only if  
the Soviets are convinced that it’s to their advantage to forgo a con
tinued commitment and a very expensive commitment and a very 
threatening commitment to the arms race, and only if our own people 
believe that we derive the same advantage. That’s what we hope for.

Q. Mr. President, how would you characterize what happened today ? 
How serious a setback is this ? Did we expect that the Soviets might be 
more receptive to our positions ?

’ See pp. 304-508 for the portion of the Helsinki agreement related
to disarm am ent; foi* the complete text of the agreement see Department of State 
gulletiUi Sept, 1 ,1&75, pp. 327 ff.
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The Presidents We had no indications either in direct or indirect 
communications with Brezhnev that they were ready to accept our 
positions. We carefully prepared over a period of 6 or 6 weeks what 
we thought was a balanced and what we still think is a balanced 
proposal with drastic reductions.

I might say that there is a unanimous agreement among the key 
Members of Congress, the State Department, my own staff, the Secre
tary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs that this is a good and fair proposal. 
I have hopes that the substance of our proposal will be accepted by the 
Soviet Union in the future, because it’s to their advantage and ours to 
do so.

But I ’m not discouraged at all. Cy Vance sent back the word that 
he was disappointed that we didn’t reach immediate agreement, but 
that he was not discouraged. And I think the fact that a jomt com
munique has been prepared and will be released tomorrow morning 
spelling out the fact that our nations will continue without interrup
tion these discussions is very encouraging.

Q. Mr. President, would it be .fair to say that the talks broke down 
because the United States is now not prepared to accept restrictions 
on cruise missiles?

The President. UTo.

Isn’t that the heart of it ?
The President. That is not the heart of it at all. We are prepared to 

accept restrictions on the cruise missile if  it’s part of an overall and 
balanced package. We are not prepared tx) accept a unilateral prohibi
tion against the development or deployment of the cruise missile absent 
some equivalent response from the Soviet Union, including the Back
fire bomber. But we put together a package which was fair and bal
anced. But we are not prepared unilaterally to forgo an opportunity, 
unless it’s equivalent to a Soviet response.

Q. Yes, sir, I didn’t mean unilaterally, but on the January 1976 trip 
by Secretary Kissinger to the Soviet Union, there was aictiTO negotia
tion regarding a balanced reduction involving some limitations on 
cruise missiles.

So when you say, sir, that the Soviets say we agreed to restrict cruise 
missiles, aren’t they referring to 1976 and not to Vladivostok when 
indeed the cruise missile was on the drawing board and not a real 
thing?

The President. I  don’t believe that—I don’t want to get myself into 
the position of speaking for Secretary Kissinger. I  don’t thirik there 
has ever been any insinuation of an American agreement that the 
Soviets could build and deploy the Backfire bomber without limitation 
while we limited cruise missiles. And that’s the position that the 
Soviets adopted as the Vladivostok agreement. , .

Q. ]\Ir. President, have the .Eussians explained why they were turn
ing down the comprehensive proposal? Was it because they did not
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want such drastic reductions as you proposed, or was it because they 
felt.the limitations on cruise [missiles] were not adequate? Did,they 
give any reasons ?

The President. I  do not know yet. IVe not received a definitive 
analysis from Secretary Vance. He, a few minutes ago, was in the 
American Embassy in Moscow preparing for me a detailed report on 
what has occurred. So far as I  know, at this point, there were not any 
specific reasons given for the Soviets’ turning down of bur proposal.

My guess is that this proposal is so substantive and such a radical 
departure in putting strict limits and reductions on existing missiles 
and a prohibition against the development or deployment of new mis
siles in the future, that the Soviets simply need more time to consider 
it. Whether they’ll'accept it or not at the May meetings in Geneva or 
subsequently, I don’t have any way to know yet.

Q. To follow that up— t̂he May meetings, are they to be between Mri 
Gromyko and Mr. Vance?

Tlie President, That’s correct.

Q. Mr. President, Senator Baker, just outside a few moments a^o, 
said that during your briefing of the congressional leadership you said 
you intended to ‘̂hang tough.” Did you say that, and what did you 
mean by that?

The President. Yes. I  do. I  think that it’s important for us to take 
advantage of an opportunity this year to negotiate not just a super
ficial ratification of rules by which we can continue the arms race but 
to have a freeze on deployment and development of new m issile and an 
actual reduction in launchers and MIRVed missiles below what was 
agreed to previously. And. on those items, I intend to remain very 
strong in my position.

I  don’t think it’s to our Nation’s advantage to put forward in piece
meal fashion additional proposals. Our experience in the past has been 
that the Soviet Union extracts from those comprehensive proposals 
those items that are favorable to them and want to continue to nego
tiate the other parts of the proposals that might not be so favorable to 
them.

So I do intend to continue strong negotiations to let the leaders of 
our country know what we are proposing. And I ’m not in any hurry; 
it’s important enough to proceed methodically and carefully. But I  
hope that the Soviets will agree with us to drastic reductions and strict 
limitations in th^ future which have never been part of previous 
agreements. " > -

Mr. President, cQuld I  follow that ?
The President.'^X f̂!^ ,̂

Q, When you say you intend to continue negotiationsj is there a 
chance that you might go to Geneva in May since you wiir already b̂  
in Europe m the early part of May anyway? , _ ‘

277-084— 79------ 14
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The President, As a matter of fact, I ’m already scheduled to go to 
Europe, not just to meet with the allies in London but to meet with 
President Asad of Syria. And where that meeting will be taking 
place, I  don’t Imow. But I ha,ve;no intentions at this time to meet with 
aiiy Soviet leaders on that trip.

Q, Mr. President, how will this data base work ? Will that include 
all conventional armaments as well ?

The President. That would be a separate matter of discussion. The 
data base has been, for a long period of time, a matter of dispute in the 

:; iiiutual and ^balanced force reductions talks taking place in Vienna, 
where we’ve asked the Soviets to give us an inventory of their arsenal 
among the Warsaw Pact nations. These are conventional weapons, 
primarily.

But the data base to which I was referring this afternoon is an in
ventory of nuclear weapons that have been included in the SALT 
talks— t̂he strategic nuclear weapons. So far, we have a fairly good 
way on both sides of inventorying weapons that are actually deployed. 
But we would like to have a free and accurate exchange with the Soviet 
Union about how many weapons they have and how many we have, 
so that we can monitor much more closely any deviations from those 
figures in the future.

Q, I f  I could follow, would that include any kind of verification?
The President, Yes. We would like to have the subject of verification 

opened up dramatically. For instance, in a comprehensive test ban, we 
would like to have on-site insp€‘ction. The Soviets have never agreed 
to this principle, but they have mentioned it a couple of times in the 
discussions. Foreign Minister Gromyko last year fUed a statement at 
the United Nations that mentioned the possibility of on-site inspec
tions.^ But we feel that verification is a very crucial element in a com
prehensive arms limitation agreement. Verification obviously includes 
an absence of concealment, and verification to a lesser degree also 
includes the data base to which I just referred.

O^ie.more question.

Q. May I  ^sk, please.?. .Has the breakdown of these talks in any way 
influenced your thinking on development of future U.S. weaponry; 
that is, will you be now more inclined to go for full production of the 
B-1 or any other advanced weapon systems ?

The President. Obviously, if  we feel at the conclusion of next 
month’s discussions that the Soviets are not acting in good faith with 
us and that an agreement is unlikely, then I would be forced to con- 

. sider a much more deep commitment to the development and deploy
ment of additional weapons. But I would like to forgo that decision 
until I ’m convinced the Soviets are not acting in good faith. I  hope 
tliey will. Let me answer one question'from Wes [Wes Pippert, United 
Press International].

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1976, p. 634.
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Q. I was going to offer the “thaiik you.”
The President. Okay; fine.

Q. Mr. President, one question about the deep cuts. Because the 
Soviets seem to have more delivery systems today than we do, is there 
objection that they would have to destroy more wea;pons than we 
would have to if you did get those deep cuts?

The President, Deep cuts would affect both of us about the same. 
Shallow cuts, say, from 2400 down to 2200 on launchers would affect 
the Soviets much more adversely than it would us. Part of our package 
involved the very heavy missiles, the SS-9 and SS-18, which now 
stand a 30? level. We .included in our package a substantial reduc
tion below that figure.

I think that the details of our proposal would probably best be re
vealed later. I ’m a little constrained about the details, because Secretary 
Vance and Mr. Gromyko still have agreements among themselves 
about revelations of the negotiations with which I'm not yet familiar. 
But I think later on those exact figures can be made availa;ble.

Thank you.
Reporter. Thank you.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Vance on 
Negotiations in Moscow [Extract], March 30, 1977^

Good evening. Let me fill you in on our meeting of this afternoon.
We met this afternoon with General Secretary Brezhnev and For

eign Minister Gromyko and other ofiicials. At that meeting the So- 
viets told us that they had examined our two proposals and did not 
find either acceptable. They proposed nothing new on their side.

Let me give you a brief outline, as I promised I would when we 
reached this point, on the natui*e of the two proposals which we put 
foi*ward.

The first proposed what we had called our deferral proposal. Under 
this j>rpposal we suggested the deferral of consideration of the cruise 
riiissile'ahd the ‘‘BacK î^V bomber issues and that we resolve gill other 
remaining issues imder the Vladivostok accord and sign a new treaty.^ 
The proposal is only consistent with the agreement reached at 
Vladivostok, as you know, and there was no agreement reached at 
Vladivostok with respect to either cruise missiles or the Backfire 
tember and therefore they have been and are open issues. So, in es
sence, our proposal was: Let’s sign up what has been agreed at 
Vladivostok and put aside the cruise missile and get on with SALT 
Three.

J^epartment of State Bulletin, Apr. 25,1977, pp. 400-401.
® The Vladivostock agreement can be found in Documents on Disarmamenty 

:pp. 746-747.
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As an alternative, and what we have referred to as the comprehen
sive proposal, the one that we preferred and urged that they give 
serious consideration to, was a proposal which would have really made 
substantive process toward true arms control. It had in it four ele
ments—or has in it four elements. Let me run. through them briefly 
with you.

The first deals with aggregates. We proposed that there be a sub
stantial reduction in the overall aggregate of strategic delivery 
vehicles.

Second, we prpposed that there be a reduction in the number of what 
are called modem large ballistic missile launchers.

Third, we proposed that there be a reduction in the MIEV launcher 
aggregate.

And fourth, we proposed that there be a limit on the launchers of 
ICBM’s equipped with MIKV’s. In other words, we projDOsed a 
sublimit in that area.

Going on to ICBM restrictions, we proposed that there continue to- 
be a ban on construction of new ICBM launchers. We proposed in 
addition a ban on modification of existing ICBM’s. In addition to 
that, we proposed a limit on the number of flight tests for existing 
ICBM’s. We proposed in addition a ban on the development, the 
testing, and deployment of new ICBM’s. In addition to that, we pro
posed a ban on the development, testing, and deployment o f mobile* 
ICBM launchers.

With respect to the cruise missiles, we proposed a ban on the de
velopment, testing, and deployment of all cruise missiles, whether 
nuclear armed or conventionally armed, of intercontinental range. In 
other words, we set a limit. I ’m not going to give you that precise 
number, but < there was a specific number over wliicb they would be 
banned, and that limit was the limit between intercontinental and 
nonihtercontinental.

Finally, with respiect to the Backfire bomber, we indicated that we 
want them to provide us with a list of measures to assure that ihe 
Backfire bomber would not be used as a strategic bomber.

That, in essence, is the comprehensive package which we put 
forward.

We agreed to continue di^ussions in the future. Foreign Minister 
Gfromyko and I  will be meeting in May to di^uss the Middle East 
and other itenis, including strate^c amis limitation.

In .addition tx) that, we have agreed to set up a number of working 
groups in various areas to follow up oil the discu^ions which we have 
liad'Here in Moscow.

Let'me giVe you a Ilk, of the areas in which we will have these 
follow-on working groups. They include the area of comprehensive 
test bans; the area of chemical weapons; the area of prior riotifî cation 
of missile test-firing ; the area of antisatellite weapons ; the area of 
civil defense; the area of possible military limitations in the Indian
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Ocean; the area of radiological weapons; the area o f  conventional 
weapons ; and we agreed to set up a regular schedule of meetings to 
deal with the whole question of proliferation.

That is the summary of where we are at this point.

United States-Soviet Joint Communique on Moscow Visit of 
Secretary of State Vance, March 31, 1977^

On March 28-30,1977, General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, L. I. Brezhnev and 
Member of the Politbureau of the Central Committee of the Commu
nist Party of the Soviet Union, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
USSE, A. A. Gromyko, held talks with the Secretary of State of the 
United States of America, Cyrus R. Vance, who was in Moscow on an 
official visit.

In the course of the talks there was a general discussion of American- 
Soviet relations, as well as certain international problems of mutual 
interest for the US and the USSR.

Consideration of questions relevant to the completion of the new 
Agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms occupied the 
central place in the talks. The sides have agreed to continue the con
sideration of these issues.

An exchange of views also took place on a number of other questions 
concerning the limitation of armaments and disarmament. It was 
agreed that bilateral contacts, including meetings of experts, would 
be held to discuss these matters.

The discussion of international issues included the Belgrade prepar
atory conference, and the situation in Cyprus and Southern Africa. 
They reaffirmed the importance of the quadripartite agreement of 
September 1971. Special attention was given to the situation in the 
Middle East. The sides have agreed that cooperation between the US 
and the USSR, as co-chairmen of the Geneva Conference, is essential 
in bringing about a just and lasting peace in the area. An understand
ing was reached to hold, in the first half of May, 1977, in Geneva, a 
meeting between the Secretary of State of the US and the Minister of 
Toreign Affairs of the USSR for a thorough exchange of views on the 
iliddle East problem, including the question of resuming the work of 
the Geneva Conference. Some of the other issues discussed in the talks 
in Moscow will be reviewed at that time.

The consideration of practical questions of bilateral relations pro
duced several specific understandings.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 4,1977, pp. 474-475.
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News Conference Remarks of Soviet Foreign Minister Gromykor 
Negotiations With the United States, March 31, 1977^

In connection with US Secreta.ry of State C. Vance’s stay in Moscow,, 
rumors and various versions regarding the outcome of the talks that 
took place here have appeared abroad, chiefly in the United States o f  
America.

As is known, Mr. Carter, the US President, made a statement with
out even waiting for the Secretary of State to arrive in Washington. It 
must be said that the rumors do not correspond to the actual state o f  
aflPairs. Moreover, some of them distort the actual situation, so there is 
a need for appropriate explanations and clarifications on our part.

I  think that everyone present here has guessed that one of the main 
questions discussed during the talks between Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev 
and US Secretary of State C. Vance, and also during my meetings- 
with the Secretary of State, was the question of the conclusion of a new 
agreement on strategic arms limitation, since the agreement now in 
force expires this October.

What is the essence of the Vladivostok accord ?  ̂That is, what is ther 
essence of the main question that was examined? It would be appro
priate to remind ourselves what it was.

At Vladivostok an accord was reached that the Soviet Union and the 
United States of America would each have 2,400 strategic delivery 
vehicles, including 1,320 missiles equipped with multiple independ
ently targetable warheads. That is the basic content of the Vladivostok 
accord.

You know that there have been a good many reports—official and 
semiofficial—saying that progress has occurred since Vladivostok. 
There have also been some more restrained reports. But in general it is 
true that quite a few steps forward have been taken. There was an op
portunity to see this matter through to conclusion. However, this did 
not happen. Then suddenly the question of the so-called cruise missiles 
arose. Wliat does this mean? There is hardly any need to dwell on the 
technical aspects of the matter. An effoii: was made to prove to us that 
the Vladivostok accord had no bearing on cruise missiles, that these 
missiles, it was claimed, are altogether free from restrictions, and that 
the Vladivostok accord concerns only ballistic missiles. We resolutely 
objected to this attempt. That was not how the question was posed at 
Vladivostok— n̂o green light was given to cruise missiles there. The 
question was posed this way— t̂o work for an agreement that would 
shut off all channels of the strategic arms race and reduce the threat of 
nuclear war.

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Apr. 27.1977 (vol. XXIX, no. 13). pp. 5-9. 
"For the Vladivostock agreement, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1974. PP* 

74^-747.
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The United States of America and the Soviet Union exchanged ap
propriate official documents sealing the Vladivostok accord. It seemed 
that everything was clear and that all that we had to do was carry 
through to the signing of an agreement. The USSR and US delega
tions at Geneva were working on some questions, including the legal 
format for the agreement. At first matters were progressing. But sud
denly a wall arose and everything was frozen. Apparently someone or 
some influential forces in the US were displeased by all this. You know 
that great difficulties arose, that these difficulties have not been re
moved. Speaking frankly, these difficulties have increased recently  ̂
What should we call such a situation, the kind of position that some 
people in the United States have taken since Vladivostok? It is a 
revisionist line, a line aimed at revising the commitments undertaken 
at Vladivostok.

We are categorically opposed to this. We want not only to preserve 
the edifice that was built at Vladivostok so laboriously, an edifice on 
which so much in intellectual and other resources was expended, but 
also to carry the matter through to conclusion and conclude a new 
agreement between the USSR and the US on strategic arms limitation.

We are told, and this was said in the last days of the Moscow talks 
too, that one obstacle is the fact that the Soviet Union has a certain 
type of bomber (called Backfire in the US) that, it is said, can be used 
as a strategic weapon and that this plane must without fail be taken 
into account in the agreement. We have categorically rejected such 
attempts and continue to reject them. L. I. Brezhnev personally ex
plained to President Ford many times, particularly during the Hel
sinki meeting, and later to President Carter that this is a medium- 
range bomber, not a strategic bomber. Nevertheless, this question was 
tossed at us again. Apparently someone needs to artificially create this 
additional obstacle. It is easier for the Americans to tell at what level 
this obstacle is being created. We state that this question is being 
introduced artificially to complicate the situation on the road to the 
conclusion of an agreement.

During the first conversation with Mr. Vance, L. I. Brezhnev set 
forth our position on all the fundamental questions of limiting stra
tegic arms and concluding a new agreement. Furthermore, in a num
ber of public statements L. I. Brezhnev has set forth the Soviet Union's 
policy on this question, emphasizing its readiness to work for such an 
agreement. It has been emphasized that this agreement is not only in 
the interests of the United States and the Soviet Union but also in the 
interests of the whole world. Throughout the convei'sations here in 
Moscow, our side emphasized the main idea that the foundation that 
has been created for a new agreement should not be destroyed but must 
be preserved at alLcosts.

In fact, what would happen if, when a new leadership arrives in 
some country or other, everything positive that had been achieved in 
relations with other countries were to be crossed out? In such a case  ̂
what kind of stability in relations with other coimtries could one speak
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of? In this particular case, what kind of stability can one talk about 
in relations between the US and the USSK? We, our side, would like 
to see stability in our relations, so that these relations would be as good 
as possible and would be based on the principles of peaceful coexist
ence. Even better, we would like friendly relations. That is what we 
stand for, and we would like to see similar actions in response from 
the other side, i.e., the United States of America.

A story is now being circulated in the US alleging that at the Moscow 
talks the US representatives advanced some kind of broad disarma
ment program but that the Soviet leadership did not accept this pro
gram. I  must say that this story does not correspond to reality. This 
story is essentially false. No one proposed such a program to us.

I shall discuss some facts from which you can probably draw some 
conclusions. For example, it is now proposed that we reduce the total 
number of strategic delivery vehicles to 2,000 or even 1,800 units and 
reduce the number of missiles equipped with multiple independently 
targetable warheads to the 1,200-1,100 range. Furthermore, at the same 
time it is proposed that we dismantle half of our missiles, the kind that 
some people in the United States just don’t like. Various characteriza
tions of these missiles are given: They are ‘‘too heavy” or “too ef
fective.” They don’t like these missiles—and so the Soviet Union is 
supposed to deprive itself of half of these weapons. One might ask: Is 
such a one-sided way of posing the question really the path to an agree
ment? No, this only damages the Vladivostok accord and violates the 
balance of limitations on which an understanding was reached at Vlad
ivostok. What has changed since Vladivostok? Nothing—absolutely 
nothing has changed. Call it what you will, this is no way to solve prob
lems. It is a way of piling one unsolved problem on top of another un
solved problem. Unfortunately, there are still a good many such prob
lems, especially if  we take the broad field of the arms race. In this re
spect, we are in favor of the fulfillment of the accord that the US and 
the Soviet Union reached earlier, in the precise way that was intended 
when this accord was reached.

Wlien proposals of this kind are advanced, an attempt is made to 
depict them as all but ‘‘general and complete disarmament.”

But if one wants to talk in earnest about general and complete dis
armament, a broad plan of general and complete disarmament, under 
strict and effective control, lies on the desks of the American President 
and of the governments of all states. A great deal has been said about 
control, especially in the postwar period. About broad control with the 
sending of foreign inspectors to other states, etc. We have replied to 
all these statements: Yes, we are ready to agree to complete and general 
control over general and complete disarmament. Well, has any progress 
been made since? No. The number of resolutions adopted by various 
UN agencies and at various international conferences on disarmament 
questions has been augmented. But this has not shrunk the scale of the 
arms race.
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Furthermore, during the talks with C. Vance it was proposed that 
we revise the right of both sides to modernize existing missiles, a right 
registered in the agreement currently in effect and also in the Vladi
vostok accord. This right had been taken for granted. No problems had 
come up here. But no, now it is proposed to break the accord in this 
respect too, and to do so in a way that would give an advantage to the 
United States, while the Soviet Union would wind up in a worse posi
tion. It is clear that we will not depart from the principle of equality 
in this regard either. And to advance such a demand is a dubious trick, 
if  not a cheap one.

One more fact. It was proposed that we include in the agreement a 
provision banning the creation of new types of weapons. At first glance, 
it seemed that there was nothing bad about this. But I would like to 
remind you that the Soviet Union itself long ago submitted a proposal 
to ban the production of new types and new systems of weapons of 
mass destruction. Moreover, we submitted a draft of an appropriate 
international treaty for consideration by the UN.® And what hap
pened ? Perhaps the US government supported this treaty ? No. It did 
not utter a word in support of this treaty. Even at the Moscow talks 
only the most general words were said about including such a pro
vision in the agreement  ̂and this was tied up with or, as they say, in a 
“package” with other proposals that were clearly unacceptable. All this 
left a highly dubious impression. I f there is any serious intention on 
this question, then, as I have already said, a concrete proposal exists. 
At first, when we raised the question of bamiing new types of weapons  ̂
we were asked: What do you mean ? Can anything more novel than 
nuclear weapons be thought up? But when we cited the relevant 
facts—and they are known not only to us but also to scientists in other 
comitries— t̂he attitude toward this proposal of ours changed some
what. Therefore, I cannot say that our proposal has encountered a 
negative attitude from all other states. No. But, unfortunately, it has 
received no support from major states, fi’om the US.

Let us speak frankly. I f both of our countries are in favor of banning 
new types of weapons of mass destruction, then let us discuss the exist
ing draft treaty. I f  you have amendments to the Soviet draft, submit 
them. Let us discuss these amendments. I f there are no amendments— 
then let us make this treaty. I  repeat—our draft treaty is in the handŝ  
of the US government. Wouldn’t it be better to ^ive a concrete answer 
to the question of whether or not the US government is prepared to* 
sign such a treaty? To tack this idea onto other questions and to pro
pose that all this be considered in a single “package” would mean that 
the “package” would be buried and the idea buried along with the* 
“package.” Needless to say, this is not a new trick; some people have 
been practicing it for a long time. It seems to,us that in international 
affairs in general, including relations between the US and the Soviet 
Union, it would be better to examine pertinent problems on a more

pp. 800-803.



184 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

realistic, honest basis. The more games that are played in these aflFairs, 
the more attempts that are made—as the saying goes— t̂o tread on your 
partner’s foot, the more difficulties there are. This is not beneficial to 
the improvement of Soviet-American relations or to the cause of 
detente and the strengthening of peace. It is especially necessary to say 
this in connection with recent statements that have been made in the 
United States in newspapers and, unfortunately, not only in news
papers.

I should like to add a few more words. I f the US is prepared to ban 
new types of weapons, why then is the need to produce the B-1 strategic 
bomber, which is such a favorite of some people in the US, defended 
so much ? The same is true of the production of the Trident atomic 
submarine. L. I. Brezhnev spoke of these new American weapons 
systems in his speeches and during the official talks with the American 
side, and spoke of them repeatedly. So, the upshot is a discrepancy 
between certain declarations by the American side and actual readiness 
to agree to ban new types of weapons of mass destruction.

I would rather not speak on this topic, but I must. In his latest 
statement, the US President used the word “sincerity” in speaking of 
the Soviet leadership’s attitude toward questions of strategic arms 
limitation. I  want to say that we have no shortage of sincerity. We have 
plenty of it. We are building our whole policy on this basis, and we 
would like everyone to build his policy on the same basis, so there will 
be no discrepancy between deeds and words.

The US representative, Mr. Vance, described his proposals, which 
I have mentioned above, as the basis for a broad, all-encompassing 
agreement. However, after an objective examination of these pro
posals, it is not hard to draw the conclusion that they pursue the aim 
of obtaining unilateral advantages for the US to the detriment of the 
Soviet Union, its security and the security of our allies and friends. 
The Soviet Union can never agree to this. Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev 
openly said as much to the US Secretary of State during the first con
versation. He said it again during the concluding conversation, which 
took place yesterday.

In reading some of the statemtots made in the US, you have prob
ably noticed that not only what are called “all-encompassing” pro
posals but also an alternative “narrow proposal” have been made to 
us. Wliat is this “narrow proposal”? Well, we are simply told, let us 
conclude an agreement that will concern ballistic missiles and stra
tegic bombers. It is also proposed to set aside the cruise missiles and 
the Soviet bomber called “Backfire,” which, as I  have already men
tioned, is not a strategic weapon at all. Supposedly a concession is 
being made to us, but it’s a very strange concession indeed. We are 
being given that which the United States does not have. Having called 
a nonstrategic plane a strategic plane, then they say: We are now pre
pared to exclude this bomber from the agreement if  tlie Soviet Union 
will agree to give a green light to the production and deployment of
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American cruise missiles. So, according to this narrow agreement, the 
-cruise missiles would be totally excluded from the agreement. Such a 
decision would mean that, while one channel—^ballistic missiles-r- 
would be closed, at the same time a new channel would be opened, one 
that might be wider and deeper—the production of cruise missiles, 
which are nuclear delivery yehicles. I  emphasize— n̂uclear delivery 
vehicles. But after all, our task is to prevent nuclear war, to deliver 
mankind from nuclear war. Doesn’t it amount to the same thing if a 
person is killed by weapons delivered by a cruise missile or by weapons 
delivered by a ballistic missile? The result is the same. Besides, the 
production of cruise missiles will eat up just as much money—dollars, 
pounds sterling, rubles, francs, lire, etc. Do the peoples stand to gain 
from this? What, one asks, will such an agreement do for security? 
Will it be security at all ? No, it will not be security, which is what the 
peoples sincerely want. It will not be even a semblance of security. 
That is why, frankly, we also turned down the so-called narrow agree
ment. We declared that this is no solution to the problem, that it does 
not even come close to solving the problem. That is what the US Sec
retary of State took with him when he left Moscow.

We do not know how all this will be presented to public opinion in 
the US. Judging from the first symptoms, the actual situation has been 
distorted. The results of the exchange of opinions and the statements 
made to the US Secretary of State have been distorted. L. I. Brezh
nev’s statements have also been distorted.

All this does not help bring a productive solution to the problems, 
although we would sincerely like them to be solved. However, we are 
ready to continue talks on all these problems. The Soviet leaders have 
the requisite patience. We would like discussions, wherever they are 
held, here in Moscow, in Washington or elsewhere, ultimately to reach 
a favorable conclusion.

L. I. Brezhnev has resolutely emphasized that we stand firmly for 
good relations with the United States, as well as with other states. We 
stand for relations based on the principles of peaceful coexistence, for 
friendly relations. And the possibilities for this are far from ex
hausted. They are not exhausted insofar as the United States and the 
Soviet Union are concerned.

We do not intend to make light of the vsubstantial differences that 
now exist between the positions of the US and the Soviet Union. The 
Secretary of State was told this frankly. But does this mean that there 
are insuperable obstacles ? No, it does not. We would like to express the 
hope that the leadership of the United States will adopt a more realis
tic position, that it will give greater consideration to the security in
terests of the Soviet Union and its allies and will not seek to obtain 
unilateral advantages.

I would like to touch upon still another problem. That is the question 
of military budgets. The question of reducing military budgets has 
been raised many, many times by our Central Committee, the Supreme
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Soviet, the Soviet government and L. I. Brezhnev personally, in his- 
public speeches and in confidential talks with the leaders of various 
countries belonging to a different social system. We have also sub
mitted a proposal on this score for discussion by all states in the 
world.^ It, like the proposal on banning the production of new types o f  
weapons of mass destruction, has received broad support. But, un
fortunately, we see how the budgets of some states, including the US,, 
are moving upward, are following an ascending line. This is a broadl 
topic, and I don’t want to go into it in any depth right now, but I want 
to emphasize in every way the need to reduce military budgets and to* 
switch the funds in question to peaceful needs.

I  shall not give you the full list of the proposals that the Soviet 
Union has submitted in recent years for consideration by the appro
priate international organizations and for consideration by other gov
ernments—proposals aimed at detente, at ensuring peace, at disarma
ment, at improving relations between states. The list includes more 
than 70 such proposals. I  shall mention only some of them, in order to- 
put things in their proper places, to restore the truth and to refute the 
falsehoods that certain newspapers abroad and certain politicians have 
been disseminating so assiduously of late—allegations that the Soviet 
Union is guilty of spurring the arms race. Back in 1946, right after the- 
war, the Soviet Union submitted a proposal for the conclusion of a 
convention banning the use of nuclear energy for military purposes.® 
And who submitted the proposal on the nonproliferation of nuclear 
weapons? The Soviet Union, the Soviet state— n̂ot the country that 
today virtually declares itself to be the standard-bearer of general and 
complete disarmament.

Such a treaty has been concluded. Unfortunately, however, not all 
states have signed it. This is bad.

At the Soviet Union’s initiative, the Moscow Treaty banning nu
clear weapons tests in three environments was conchided.® Moreover, 
we have submitted a proposal on the complete and general prohibition 
of nuclear weapons testing.*̂  This proposal has found very broad sup
port in the UN. Do you think the United States has supported our pro
posal ? No, it has not. It is still on the agenda of the jO;overnments to 
which it was submitted. I f  the US government and its allies want to 
do a good deed, they should, in accordance with the will of the over
whelming majority of states, conclude an all-encompassing agreement 
on the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. We shall con
tinue an active struggle for a positive resolution of this question.

Our country has submitted a proposal on banning the modification 
of the environment for military purposes.® Here I should note that the 
US has in general adhered to this proposal, although it has weakened 
a number of provisions in our draft treaty, which has displeased a

 ̂See m a,, 197S, pp. 653 fP.
'  m d ., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 17-24.
* i m . ,  196$, pp. 291-293.
’ IMd,, 1975. pp. 459-463, 486-490.
 ̂Ibid., 1974, pp. 517-521.
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jnumber of states; nevertlieless, the overall result, the final result, is 
positive, and apparently an international convention will be signed 
soon.®

There is a proposal for the banning of bacteriological weapons. Who 
submitted this proposal ? Perhaps it was those who now state that it is 
they who are the advocates of radical disarmament and curbs on the 
arms race? No. That proposal was made by the Soviet Union. We note 
with pleasure that an agreement on this score has been concluded.^®

We have submitted a proposal on the nonuse of force in interna
tional relations.^  ̂Although the overwhelming majority of the world’s 
•states voted for this proposal by the Soviet Union, certain countries 
without which it is impossible to make this agreement effective are, 
unfortunately, still showing a sharply negative attitude. What argu
ments are adduced against this proposal? It is said that we have the 
U ^  Charter, which speaks to this subject. I answer as follows: The 
Oharter sets general guidelines, but after all, what is important are 
not general guidelines alone but the practical policies of governments; 
therefore, the conclusion of the treaty we have proposed would be a 
big step forward, and I would like to express the hope that the US 
government and its allies will reckon with the opinion of most of the 
world’s countries and that eventually this idea will be embodied in the 
form of an international treaty.

Not long ago, during the Bucharest sessions of the Warsaw Treaty 
'.states’ Political Consultative Committee, a joint proposal was made 
“that all countries that participated in the all-European conference 
pledge not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against any other 
rsuch country.̂ ® One asks: What is bad about this proposal ?
' After all, if  nobody is to be the first to use nuclear weapons, no 

•state will be the second to use them, and, consequently, there will be 
no third, fourth or fifth user. This means that, generally speaking, the 
•danger of nuclear war will be pushed back. This is an effective pro
posal aimed at strengthening peace and detente.

However, the NATO states, without any special discussion— 
xiilthough it is said that there was a difference of opinion—announced 
;a negative attitude, toward this proposal. We tJo not regard, the dis
cussion of this question as ended. Perhaps thi^ questioh is not bn the 
NATO organization’s agenda, formally speaking, but in actuality it 
remains, and it will continue to be discussed until such time as the 
problem of the nonuse of nuclear energy for military purposes is 

-solved.
We would like to see the United States take a more effective and 

more active part in the positive solution of problems that affect it. We 
are trying to convince the US, and our explanations today are directed 

^toward this end.

322-^26., .
^Documents on Disarfnament, 1972, pp. 133-138. 
“ i m . ,  1976, pp. 641-643.
“ m d .,  pp. 855-856.
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The Soviet Union pursues a consistent policy of peace and the easing 
of international tension, a policy of curbing the arms race, a policy of 
disarmament. This is a Leninist, peace-loving policy. You have heard 
about it from the rostrums of our Party Congresses and the plenary 
sessions of the Party Central Committee. This is our principled course; 
we shall continue to follow it persistently, and no one will push us off 
this path. But we shall also rebuff those who try to gain an edge to the 
detriment of our interests and the interests of our friends and allies.

It is on this just basis that we are conducting affairs with the United 
States and would like to continue conducting them.

Do not think that the critical remarks addressed to the US, particu
larly in connection with the question of strategic weapons, diminish to 
any extent our desire to see good relations between the US and the 
Soviet Union—or, better still, friendly relations.' But this does not 
depend on us alone. We shall start walking and cover our part of the 
road. But there is also the other part of the road, which must be 
covered by the United States. I should like to believe that it will cover 
its part of the road.

I shall touch on two more questions. Some people pretend that these 
questions have no direct bearing on the problem that was discussed as 
the basic issue during the US Secretary of State’s stay in Moscow. But 
this is far from the case.

I would formulate the first question as follows: It is the question of 
not transferring strategic weapons to third countries and of taking no 
actions whatsoever to circumvent the agreement whose signing we are 
now talking about. On this question, we have formulated a concrete 
proposal. I t has been discussed. At any rate, we raised it at Geneva in 
the course of the talks between American and Soviet delegations: But 
our representatives have received no substantive reply.

We attach considerable importance to the resolution of this question.
The second question is about forward-based American nuclear de

livery vehicles in Europe, around Europe and in other areas from 
which Soviet territory can be reached, l^ e n  the first agreement on 
strategic arms limitation was concluded, we made an official statement 
to the effect that we should return to this question. In the interests of 
reaching an agreement, at Vladivostok we did not propose the inclu
sion in the agreement, as a mandatory condition, of a provision on the 
dismantling of forward-based American nuclear delivery vehicles. But 
now, in light of the latest US proposals, we take a different view of 
this question. This is a question of our security and the security of our 
allies. Wei have a right to raise the question of dismantling the 
forward-based American vehicles. This means atomic submarines, 
bombers capable of carrying nuclear weapons and aircraft carriers in 
a certain region of Europe (you well know what region I’m talking 
about). Call it whatever you.like: a toughening of position, a change 
in position. But, I repeat, this question confronts us now, in view of 
the latest American proposals.
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In concluding my statement, I would like to emphasize that our 
peace policy is immutable, that we shall steadfastly pursue this policy. 
It is the policy of our Party and its Central CoE^mittee and the policy 
of the entire Soviet people. L. I. Brezhnev has spoken of it many times 
in his speeches from the Central Committee rostrum and in many 
other speeches, including those in Tula and at the recent trade union 
congress.̂ ^

But we shall never forgo our legitimate interests and our security. 
We can conduct affairs, including affairs with the United States of 
America, only on a basis of equality and not to the detriment of our 
legitimate interests. I f the other side acts in the same way, then I 
think that both sides can look to the future with optimism.

We have a preliminary understanding concerning a meeting of the 
foreign ministers of the two states in Geneva. I think we shall have 
plenty to talk about.

Then A. A. Gromyko answered questions from correspondents.

Question.—^̂ Vhat can you say about the statements from the White 
House that if the strategic arms limitation talks fail the US will 
develop and deploy new strategic arms?

Answer—1 can only say that if anyone takes that road he w ill have 
to assume all the responsibility for the consequences of such actions. 
In our opinion, every effort must be made to curb the arms race, to 
achieve positive results in the talks.

What other questions of arms limitation and disarmament were 
examined during the talks with C. Vance, and what is the USSR’s 
position on this score ?

A ,— Î have given a rather full list of the questions that were con
sidered. I shall add only that with regard to certain questions that 
remain open at present—and the US has objections on most of them— 
we agreed that our representatives will evidently have to meet, per
haps more than once, to remove the existing differences. Such meetings 
can be beneficial. This is the plus side of C. Vance’s visit.

Q.—Does the US President’s line on the “human rights” question 
affect the solution of the strategic arms problem ?

Do you regard the campaign that certain circles in the US are 
waging over the trumped-up “human rights” question as a deliberate 
aggravation of tension?

A .—The second question helps me to answer the first.' I cannot say 
that we talked about “rights” during the discussion of any aspect of 
the problem of drafting a new agreement on strategic arms limitation. 
Of course we didn’t. But the point is that everything now being said 
in the US about “human rights”—and all of you know what kind of 
talk there is on this subject and how muel; of it there is—poisons the

^^The Tula and trade union congress speeches are printed ante, pp. 14-18 and 
pp. 135-138, respectively.
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atmosphere, needless to say, and worsens the political climate. Does 
this help to resolve other questions, including questions related to stra
tegic weapons? No. On the contrary, it is an impediment. Speaking to 
the essence of this question, I would say the following: We do not 
force ourselves on anyone as teachers, since what is involved is the 
internal affairs of a state, and only a state itself can decide its own 
internal affairs. I  emphasize— înternal affairs. But we shall not allow 
anyone else to strike the pose of teacher and teach us how to decide 
our internal affairs. I  emphasize—our internal affairs.

I  recall the documents that President Eoosevelt and then USSR  
Minister of Foreign Affairs Litvinov exchanged in 1933 on the estab
lishment of normal diplomatic relations between the Soviet Union 
and the United States. These documents clearly stated that one of 
the main conditions for the normalization of relations between the 
US and the Soviet Union was noninterference in each other’s internal 
affairs. Incidentally, this was put down at the American side’s initia
tive. This does not mean that we would not have proposed it ourselves. 
I f  this principle was correct then, it is correct today as well. The thesis 
of noninterference in the internal affairs of states is a component part 
of our general Leninist foreign policy. We shall not retreat from it. 
ISTo noise, howling or screeching will push us off this path. We shall 
advance along our road, with no need for the kind of teachers of whom 
I have just spoken.

Q.—^What do you think about the selling of weapons and military 
equipment to developing countries by the great powers ?

A .—^First of all, I  would like to remark that US President J. Carter 
has himself stated that the United States is the number one arms sup
plier to other countries. Many weapons—^American, Soviet and made 
in other countries—are traveling around in the world today. Why? 
Because there are many hotbeds of tension and there are many places 
where peoples are wagering a legitimate struggle either for the libera
tion of their territory, as is the case in the Middle East, or for other 
inalienable rights. Where is that sage or sages who, in such a situation, 
can today resolve the question of stopping the weapons trade while 
sidestepping the solution of the problems that create hotbeds of ten
sion? I f  this question indicates anything, it indicates that we must 
tackle these problems and solve them.

Take Rhodesia, for example. There 24 out of every 25 people are 
blacks of Negro descent and one is white. To whom should power be
long in that country? I think the answer is implicit in these iBgures. 
I  would extend this thought. The system that should exist in that coun
try is something to be decided by the people themselves. Not by outside 
forces, not by some kind of instructors, and not by all sorts of people 
who love^to travel around and teach people how they should arrange 
their domestic affairs.
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Q.—Could you give us a little more detail on what the purpose of 
your possible meeting with the US Secretary of State in Geneva in 
May will be ?

A .— Ŵe agreed to discuss the Middle East problem in detail and at 
length. In passing, I should say that Mr. Vance and the US govern
ment have emphasized the two powers’ role in settling this problem, as 
cochairmen of the Geneva conference. I  mentioned in my statement 
that we do not rule out the possibility that by that time other questions 
on which an exchange of opinions would be worthwhile may come up.

Q.—Can you say what, in your opinion, were the benefits from the 
meeting with the Secretary of State, Mr. Vance—^specifically, the 
benefits for better mutual understanding between the USSR and the 
US?

A ,—I would answer this question as follows: The Secretary of State’s 
visit was necessary and even useful, because we should know each 
other well. What I  mean is not a superficial acquaintanceship but 
knowledge of our countries’ positions, knowledge of their policies on 
the problems we are dealing with. But we have differences on the issues, 
and on important issues. I have already talked about this, and I  don’t  
think there is any need to repeat myself. A certain understanding was 
reached to continue the discussion of unresolved questions on which 
we could not find a common language with the US. The exchange of 
opinions does not necessarily have to be conducted at a high level— 
it could be, say, at the level of experts or advisers. Then we could see 
where we ^and. We hope that the American side will show a serious 
attitude toward this understanding. For our part, we guarantee it.

Q.—^Was any exception made in regard to cruise missiles in the 
Vladivostok accord ?

A.—^No.~(Tass.)

Working Poper Submitted by the Coordinating Bureau of the 
Non-Ah*gned Countries to the Preparatory Committee of the 
Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarma-^ 
ment, March 31, 1977 ^

1. The Heads of State or Government of Non-x4Jigned Countries, at 
the Fifth Summit Conference in Colombo (16-19 August 1976) de
cided, inter aliâ  to call on the United Nations to convene a special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.^ Accord
ingly, at the initiative of non-aligned countries, the General Assembly 
adopted resolution 31/189 B dated 21 December 1976 calling for a

 ̂A/AO. 187/55. The paper was transm itted to the Secretary-General by a letter 
dated May 18, 1977, from the Chairman of the Coordinating Bureau, the Repre
sentative of Sri Lanka to the United Nations, requesting the publication and 
circulation of the document as a working paper of the preparatory committee.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 566-^67.
277-084— 79------ 15
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special session ;Of the General Assembly for this purpose in May/June 
1978."

2. The vitally important question of disarmament has been one of 
the central concerns of the non-aligned coimtries. At their First Sum
mit held in Belgrade in 1961, they expressed the conviction that dis
armament was an imperative need and a most urgent task of mankind 
and recommended, inter aliâ  convening a special session of the United 
Ifations Geneî al Assembly to set in motion the process of general 
disarmament.^ The non-aligned countries have continued to make a 
notable contribution to the endeavours aimed at orienting disarma
ment negotiations towards solutions that would make it possible to 
acliieve decisive progress toward genuine disarmament.

3. Since disarmament negotiations within the framework, or under 
the auspices of the United Nations, as well as the regional and bilateral 
negotiations have not produced the expected results in most cases, it is 
necessary to exert fresh efforts to overcome this situation. The contra
diction between the urgent necessity to curb the arms race and the 
stand-still in disarmament efforts is becoming increasingly intolerable. 
Expenditure, particularly on the development of new and more sophis
ticated weapon systems is spiralling. The continuation of the arms race 
poses a direct threat to international peace and security and slackens 
economic and social development. Disarmament has thus become one 
of the most urgent international problems, requiring the gi*eatest 
attention.

4. Therefore, the special session of the General Assembly dealing 
with disaimament will, in all probability, be the largest and most 
representative gathering ever convened to consider this question. The 
participation of all States in the disarmament discussions is generally 
seen as a necessary precondition for achieving progress on a global 
basis towards halting and eliminating the arms race and thus con
tributing to the establishment of a more just and equitable world order. 
There is, therefore, every reason to exert the greatest possible effort 
toward making the special session a genuine success and a landmark 
on the right path towards general and complete disaimament. It is 
universally recognized that disarmament is an extremely complex 
question. The hazards and perils of the arms race to the maintenance 
of international peace and security and the development and survival 
of mankind necessitate a serious effort to halt and eventually eliminate 
this race.

5. The special session should reaffirm our commitment to general 
and complete disarmament, and to this effect, adopt a declaration of 
principles, a comprehensive programme of action and improve the 
disarmament machinery in order to reassei-t the responsibility of the 
United Nations and its central role in the field of disarmament.

6. In this endeavour, the aim of the non-aligned countries is to help 
bring about the relaxation of tension, to strengthen international peace

pp. 947-948. 
/̂6/cZ., 1961, pp. 374-383.
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and security and to encourage a substantial reduction in national ex
penditures for military purposes, so that resources could be reallocated 
for international development.

7. At the outset, the special session should undertake an authorita
tive appraisal of the current situation regarding disarmament prob
lems, the causes wliich have led to stagnation and inadequate results 
of disarmament negotiations held so far, and the consequences and 
dangers that the arms race poses to peace and secmity and to develop
ment in the world. The special session of the General Assembly should 
also contribute toward strengthening the role of the United Nations 
and its over-all involvement in the field! of disarmament and disarma
ment negotiations. In this respect, it should promote and elaborate a 
programme of priorities and measures whose gradual but consistent 
implementation would effectively bring about substantive changes in 
this field and ensure the beginning of the process of disarmament— 
particularly nuclear disarmament leading to general and complete 
disarmament, imder effective international control.

8. Taking into consideration the importance of the special session 
as a significant event in the history of the United Nations, the non- 
aligned countries should continue to be in the forefront of this action. 
The special session must be very carefully and adequately planned so 
as to ensure that it is representative and effective, and that at the same 
time, the equality of States in the decisionmakmg process is guar
anteed. The intention of the non-aligned countries is to seek collabora
tion with all countries and endeavour to elaborate a joint policy and. 
agree on a common, approach in regard to fundamentals. The success 
and relevance of the special session is closely linked with the active 
participation of all Member States in its work at as high a level as 
possible. This conclusion is based on the fact that the halting of the 
arms race, its elimination as a threat to international peace and security 
and the release, for peaceful economic development, of the resources it 
consumes, is of cardinal interest to the international community.

II. D e c l a r a t io n - o f  P r in c ip l e s

9. An assessment of disarmament efforts in the past three decades 
indicates that, despite some measures in the field of arms limitation, 
no real progress has been made on the crucial question of disarmament,. 
and in particular concerning the nuclear arms race. It is therefore of 
paramount importance for the special session to adopt a declaration 
embodying a set of up-to-date principles as well as to work out a 
programme of priorities and measures dealing with all aspects of dis
armament negotiations. : -

10. Such a document, however, should be drafted in general terms, 
so that the widest political support for its implementation may be 
secured. With this objective in mind, it seems essential not to lose 
sight of the political realities of pur time which are of great signifi
cance in the field of disarmament. This prerequisite is of singular 
importance when dealing with questions affecting the national security
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and territorial integrity of Member States. JTone the less, it should not 
be construed in such a way as to curtail the endeavours of the non- 
aligned and other developing countries, particularly their rights to 
share, on an equal basis, in the access to modem nuclear technology for 
peaceful purposes.

11. The non-aligned countries have constantly considered that:

—^Universal peace and security can be assured by general and 
complete disarmament (GCD), in particular nuclear disarmament, 
under ejffective international control, and that measures to that end 
should include the complete cessation of all nuclear weapon tests pend
ing the conclusion of a test ban treaty, the elimination of arsenals of all 
nuclear weapons as well as other weapons of mass destruction, and 
an unequivocal renunciation of the use, or threat of use, of such 
weapons.

 ̂— T̂he creation of zones of peace and, where appropriate, the crea
tion of nuclear-weapon-free zones should be supported.

—Regional considerations in a nuclear-weapon-free zone may re
quire that formal procedures and arrangements should be flexible and 
that there should be alternative ways and methods to suit the particular 
character of each zone. The nuclear-weapon States should undertake 
to respect nuclear-weapon-free zones and zones of peace and co
operation.

—.The arms race is inconsistent with eifforts aimed at achieving the 
new international economic order in view of the urgent need to divert 
the resources utilized for the acceleration of the arms race towards 
socio-economic development, particularly of the developing countries.

—^Armaments are used in certain areas of the world to suppress the 
right to self-determination, freedom and independence of peoples 
under colonial, imperialist or any other form of alien domination, as 
well as their right to struggle to that end.

— programme of agreed measures is an essential prerequisite for 
the opening of a process of genuine disarmament, in particular nuclear 
disarmament, and accomplishment of general and complete disaima- 
ment, under effective international control.

—Immediate prohibition of the production and stockpiling of all 
weapons of mass destruction, as well as the production and stockpiling 
of new weapons of mass destruction is an essential first step in halting 
the arms race.

— T̂he dissolution of military blocs, great Power alliances and pacts 
arising therefrom, the dismantling of foreign military bases and with
drawal of military forces from foreign territories would contribute to 
this end.

—The cessation of all forms of foreign interference in the internal 
affairs of States.

12. The declaration should include new principles for disarma
ment negotiations, taking as a basis the principles already agreed 
upon, as well as the obligations undertaken by States in all interna
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tional instnimeiits related to disarmament and United Nations resolu
tions on the subject as well as any new ideas stemming from the 
debates during the special session,

13. The following principles, which though of a general nature, 
could provide a broad framework for the declaration of principles:

—Disarmament is an integral part of a new international order 
founded on national independence and international co-operation 
based on sovereign equality, non-interference in the internal affairs of 
States, mutual trust and justice, and renunciation of the policies of 
spheres of influence and domination.

—^Highest priority should be given to measures of disarmament of 
nuclear, chemical and other weapons of mass destruction.

—The United Nations, which has specific responsibility for dis
armament under the Charter, should participate in all efforts thereon.

—^While disarmament is the responsibility of all States, full par
ticipation of all nuclear-weapon States in negotiations on nuclear 
disarmament should be secured.

—Neither the existing nuclear arsenals nor the addition of new and 
more sophisticated weapons of mass destruction ensure or strengthen 
national security.

—Given adequate safeguards, access to technology for the peaceful 
uses pf nuclear energy should not be subjected to discriminatory 
restrictions, whether between nuclear-weapon and non-nucleai:  ̂
weapon States or among non-nuclear-weapon States themselves.

—The need to intensify disarmament efforts and accelerate th© 
pace of all disarmament negotiations thus contributing towards the 
relaxation of tension and the advancement of peaceful relations 
among all States.

—Negotiations on partial measures of disarmament should not pre
clude nor postpone negotiations on a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament.

—The principle of balanced disarmament should be kept in mind. 
It concerns both a numerical decrease of men in arms and types of 
arms to pre-fixed levels, as well as packages of disarmament measures 
by which an over-all balance is acliieved which is judged by all parties 
to be satisfactory in the light of their own security. Particular efforts 
will have to be undertaken by military [militarily ?] significant States 
in order to reduce the gap that exists between them and other coimtries.

— T̂he ultimate elimination of conventional armaments can be 
achieved only within the framework of general and complete 
disarmament.

—^Verification methods form an indispensable part of disarmament 
measures. A combination of several methods should be employed, 
mutually reinforcing one anotiier in order to achieve the necessary as
surances that a certain disarmament measure is being observed by all 
parties to such agreements.
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— substantial portion of the savings derived from measures in 
the field of disarmament should be devoted to promoting economic and 
social development, particulai'ly in the developing countries.

—Public opinion should be given adequate inf ormation about arma
ment and disarmament, so that it may bring its influence to bear on 
the strengthening of efforts.

III. P r o g r a m m e  o f  A c t io n

14. Although the General Assembly has adopted general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control as a goal, dis
armament negotiations are still conducted on a very narrow basis 
on selective issues of interest only to a very few countries. To overcome 
such a situation, a need for a programme of action on disarmament is 
widely felt.

15. The special session should agree on a programme of action on 
disannament aimed at achieving tangible progress in order that the 
goal of general and complete disarmament, under effective interna
tional control, becomes a reality.

16. This programme of action would not constitute solutions or for
mal agreements to be adopted in the special session, but would provide 
for, on the basis of the activities of the United Nations, WDC, CCD 
and regional and bilateral negotiations, for gradual solution of indi
vidual questions within a reasonable time frame.

Elements of the 'programme

17. All efforts and negotiations should be geared in a balanced and 
integrated way and lead to general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control. The order of priorities in disarmament 
negotiations should be as follows:

1. Nuclear weapons
2. Chemical and biological weapons
3. Incendiary weapons
4. Other weapons of mass destruction
5. Other types of weapons

. 6. Reduction of armed forces.

18. The following measures should be urgently implemented in 
order to achieve prompt cessation of the arms race:

—Cessation of all nuclear-weapons tests
—Cessation of research and development of new types of nuclear 

weapons and weapon systems
—Cessation of production of fissionable material for military 

purposes
-—Freeze on the deployment of all types of nuclear weapons
—Respect for the status of nuclear-weapon-free zones and zones of 

peace
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—The prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical and biological weapons 

—Prohibition of the use of incendiary weapons 
—Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of 

non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons

—Prohibition of the creation of new foreign military bases and the 
stationing of troops and military equipment in foreign territories.

19. The following measures should also be implemented as concrete 
steps within the programme of action for disarmament:

—Gradual reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons 
—Destruction of chemical and biological weapons 
—Elimination of incendiary weapons
—Elimination of all types of non-nuclear weapons of mass destruc

tion and new systems of such weapons 
—'Complete withdrawal of foreign troops and military bas^
—Gradual reduction of other types of weapons and armed forces 
—Gradual reduction of armed forces.

20. Besides the measures concerned with cessation of the arms race 
and disarmament, the possibility of adopting other collateral meas
ures, particularly those concerned with the strengthening of interna
tional peace and security and the relaxation of tensions should be con
sidered. It is a recognized fact that there is a close interrelationship 
betw^n disarmament, international peace and security and the peace
ful settlement of disputes.

21. In this context, the following measures should be considered:

— T̂he renunciation or prohibition of the use, or the threat of use of 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States 

-—The non-use of force, or tlireat of use of force in any of its 
manifestations 

—The general prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons 
—Convening of regional conferences at the initiative of the States 

of the region for reduction of armaments and armed forces 
—The creation of nuclear-weapon-^free zones and zones of peace 
—The reduction of military expenditures.

22. During tlie period of the negotiations on disarmam^t measures, 
there should be parallel negotiations in the appropriate fora for the 
establishment and development of United Nations pea^ce-keeping 
machinery and procedures in order to increase and ensure the main
tenance of international peace and security.

23. *The General Assembly should consider annualljr the progress 
made in the implementation of the programme of action. This will 
entail an eyaluation of the over-all situation in the field of disarma
ment. A special periodical review by the United Nations General
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Assembly or a WDC will allow an assessment and appraisal of the 
strategy for disarmament and revise it as warranted.

IV. M a c h in e r y  FOR D i s a r m a m e n t

24. In addition to the well-known causes which have led to the 
current stagnation in the field of disarmament, the inadequacy of the 
existing disarmament macliinery should be underlined. Therefore, the 
special session should make every effort to ensure the full implementa
tion of the programme of action through the strengthening of the 
central role of the United Nations in the disarmament process.

25. While the principal political decision-making organ of the 
United Nations should continue to be the General Assembly, with one 
of its main committees entrusted solely to deal with disarmament ques
tions, the nec^sity remains for an efficient multilateral body to nego
tiate specific disarmament measures.

26. Since its establishment in 1961, the body that is now known 
as the CGD has accumulated considerable experience but has not 
produced commensurate results. This may partly be due to the fact 
that its endeavours have been mainly devoted to partial or collateral 
aspects of the problem, resulting merely in arms control or arms limi
tations agreements. Therefore, the time seems ripe for the special 
session to devote attention to improving the structure and working 
methods of the COD.

27. It would be of primary importance to revise the membership of 
the CCD and to ensure de jure full member status to all nuclear- 
weapon States in it. Also, in order to enable their actual participation 
in its work, it would ^  necessary to introduce, without delay, certain 
changes in the CCD^s organization and procedures, and particularly 
the present system of co-chairmanship.

28. Furthermore, to enhance the ultunate responsibility that the 
United Nations General Assembly bears for disarmament, an organic 
link with the CCD should be established.

29. The special session may consider the future role of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission.

30. The role of the United Nations Centre for Disarmament may 
be considered in the light of the future activities of the United 
Nations in the field of disarmament.

31. The special session should also consider the question of con
vening a WiX?.

V. A g e n d a  a n d  O r g a n iz a t io n  o p  W o r k

82. Agenda:

(a) Review and appraisal of the present international situation in 
the light of the stagnation in the field of disarmament, the continuing 
of the arms race and close interrelationship between disarmament, 
international peace and security and economic development.
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(b) Adoption of a Declaration of Principles on Disarmament.
(c) Adoption of a Programme of Action on Disarmament.
(d) Keview of the role of the United Nations in disarmament, of 

disarmament mechanisms, including the question of convening a 
World Disarmament Conference.

33. Level of representation; The non-aligned countries consider 
that the special session should be held at as high a political level as 
possible.

34. Organization of the work: It may be necessary to convene one 
or more committees, to meet simultaneously with the plenary of the 
special session.

News Conference Remarks by Presidential Assistant for Na
tional Security Affairs Brzezinski on Negotiations in Moscow, 
April 1, 1977"

Dr. Brzezinski: Wliat I would like to do is essentially give you as 
much information as I  legitimately can on the proposal ^ a t we made 
in Moscow. In so doing, I  don’t propose to engage in any recrimina
tion but would merely like to lay out for you t^e kind of proposal 
we made and the thinking that went into that proposal, for I  believe 
that the thinking that the proposal reflected is almost as important 
as the proposal itself.

What we were trying to accomplish and what we intend to ac
complish is to move forward to genuine disarmament; that is 
to say, to obtain a significant reduction in the level of the strategic 
confrontation.

We believe that SALT agreements should not only set the frame
work for continued competiti<Hi but that they should indeed limit that 
competition, reduce its scope, introduce greater stability into our 
relatiojiship.

Our proposals were thus designed to accomplish two basic purposes: 
to give both sides the political and the strategic parity to which each 
of them is entitled, and this means that there should be no self-evident 
advantage in the agreement whidt would be either of a strategic 
character or which would be susceptible to political perceptions as an 
advantage; and secondly, it was our basic purpose to seek an agree
ment wWch would provide to both sides again political and strategic 
stability. Parity in the first instance; stability in the second instance.

By this, I  mean a proposal which would take into account the fact 
that if  you only have certain kinds of limits but do not ajiticipate 
technological dynamics, what may seem stable in 1977 or 1978 could 
become very unstable in 1980 or 1985. It was therefore felt that genuine 
strategic arms limitations—indeed, a genuine strategic arms redttctions 
agreement—ought to take both of these elements into account.

’ Department of State BuUetin, Apr. 25,1977, pp. 414-421.
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The proposal that we made was therefore very finely crafted. We 
attempted very deliberately to forgb those elements in our strategic 
posture which threaten the Soviets the most, and we made proposals 
to them that they forgo those elements in their strategic posture which 
threaten us the most. We felt particularly by concentrating on the 
land-based ICBM’s that are MIKV’ed we would take into account 
the greatest sources of insecurity on both sides.

I  truly believe that this proposal, if  accepted, or when accepted, 
could serve as a driving wedge, as a historical driving wedge, for a 
more stable and eventually more cooperative American and Soviet 
relationship. It is thus a proposal wliich is not only strategic but 
political in its character; and Secretary Vance, in his remarks in Mos
cow, placed a great deal of emphasis on the political significance of 
this proposal.

It was a proposal which had strategic as well as political intentions 
very much in mind. Because of that, it was also a proposal which was 
accompanied by a series of other proposals designed to place the 
American-Soviet relationship not only on a more stable basis 
but to make the cooperative elements in that relationship more 
comprehensive.

This is why we have deliberately matched or accompanied the 
SALT proposals with initiatives in regard to such matters as the 
Indian Ocean and the desirability of achieving mutual restraint in 
regard to our respective military presence in that part of the world. 
This is why we proposed that we hold further discussions on conven
tional arms transfers to third parties. This is why we suggested that 
it would be in our mutual interest as a stability-producing? initiative 
to talk and discuss our respective civil defense programs. This is why 
we suggested that we talk about a comprehensive test ban. This is 
why we suggested that there be controls on antisatellite capabilities 
and on prior notification of missile test^flights.

All of thiat cumulatively was designed to produce greater mutual 
stability, to widen areas of cooperation, to indeed offset the competi
tive elements in our relationship by a widening pattern of cooperation. 
And we are encouraged by the fact that eight working groups were 
set up on the basis of th^e proposals, as well as some that the Soviets 
made, in order to move forward on these issues.

I  should have added, incidentally, and I failed to do so, that we 
also proposed meetings on nonproliferation. That was part of our 
proposal.

It is in this context that we proposed a comprehensive package with 
negotiating flexibility inherent in it in order to structure a rather 
different and more stable and more equitable U.S.-Soviet strategic 
relationship.

That package has two key elements in it. First of all, it called for 
reductions which were of a greater scope than just symbolic. And 
the second, equally important, part of the package involved a pro-
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posal for a freeze, for a halt on the modernization of ICBM’s ; and 
I  will talk about that in more detail.

You can well see how these two key fundamental elements are 
interrelated. We proposed the reduction so as to lower the level of 
the competition, and we proposed a freeze in order to halt it quali
tatively and quantitatively. Thus, it is in many respects the first trulyy 
genuinely disarmament-oriented proposal introduced into the Strate
gic Arms Limitation Talks.

We proposed more specifically that the present strategic aggregates, 
which were set at the high level of 2,400 for each side, be reduced to 
a range between 1,800 and 2,000; and here again is a demonstration 
of the inherent flexibility of the package, because this is something 
which we were prepared to discuss.

We proposed, moreover, that within that framework the present 
level of MTEV’s, which is set at 1,S20, be reduced to something be
tween 1,100 and 1,200. And we also suggested that in that context 
it would be desirable that the total number of the so-called Soviet 
modem large ballistic missiles, particularly the SS-9 and SS-18, be 
reduced; because within the framework of lowered aggregates these 
large missiles with their potential for numerous MIRV’ing—indeed 
the SS-18 can be MIRV’ed up to 8 to 10 warheads— b̂ecomes in
creasingly significant and introduces an asymmetrical aspect into the 
relationsMp.

On that basis we proposed that both sides freeze the deployment 
of all of their ICBM’s and ban modifications on existing IGBM’s and 
indeed limit the number of annual flight tests for ICBM’s, thereby 
reducing the likelihood of significant modifications, and also ban the. 
development, testing, and deployment of new types of IGBM’s and 
particularly ban the deployment, testing, and development of mobile 
ICBM’s a factor, again, which if  iiot checked, could introduce very 
majoruncertainty into the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship.

This more specifically meant that on the U.S. side we were prepared 
to freeze our IMmuteman III  deployment—that is to say, the ]\IIRV’ed 
ICBM—at 550, which is where it is currently. And we would forgo 
further improvements in all U.S. ICBM’s, and we would abandon 
the MX program, both for silo and mobile basing. And we would 
forgo any plans for any other ICBM’s.

On the Soviet side we proposed that the Soviets freeze the number 
of their strategic ICBM’s, the SS~17’s, 18’s, and 19’s at a number 
not in excess of 550, which actually means that they could ^ ill go up 
because they are below that number, and these would be the Soviet 
MIRV’ed missiles.

Given the size of some of them, this is an important point to bear 
in mind, for it raises the issue of equity; given the size of some of 
them, their total number of warheads eventually could be greater than 
our land-based IOBM’s would provide. And we would expect that 
the MLBM, or the modern large ballistic missile, component within
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the context of the 550 would not be greater than 150. This is impor
tant because this would provide for a reduction.

Q. Gould you repeat that?

Dr, Brzezinshi: We also proposed that the total number of the 
modern large ballistic missiles, which we would expect would be the 
SS-18’s because they are the most modem Soviet ballistic missiles 
that are large, would not be greater than 160. And that would be a 
reduction from the present total, but that will be an important ele
ment of stability because that large number of the modern large bal
listic missiles introduces the destabilizing potential inherent in large 
throw-weight and many, many warheads.

Q. Bo they currently have 320?

Dr, Brzezinshi: Three hundred and eight. We would also expect the 
Soviets to abandon the development and deployment of the SS-16, 
which is their mobile ICBM, just as we would abandon the MX.

Q, How ahout the SS-W; would that also he ahandoned?

Dr. Brzezinshi: The SS-20 in its precise configuration is not a 
strategic weapon; and we would want, in the course of the agreement, 
to develop arrangements which would permit us to have the needed 
assurance that the SS-20 is not being upgraded into the equivalent 
of the SS-16 because, as some of you clearly know, the SS-20, with a 
third stage, could be in effect the equivalent of the SS-16. We would 
therefore want to have some arrangements whereby we could clearly 
differentiate between the two.

Finally, we would propose to make an arrangement with regard to 
the Backfire which would give us some assurances that it would not lw 
used as a strategic weapon by th(i Soviet Union, and this is something 
that would be negotiated more fully within this framework; and we 
would propose to ban all strategic cruise missiles; and that, again, is 
something which would be negotiated. In that context, though, it is 
to be noted that the Soviet side has insisted that the Backfire is not 
a strategic weapon, though it has a radius of over 2,000 miles. We 
would presumably define the cruise missile as being strategic at a level 
lower than that in the context of our negotiations.

I  would say that if  one analyzes this proposal in detail I  think one 
is justified within the limits of human reason, within the confines of 
one’s ô vn background, tradition, and concerns which necessarily con
fine our ability to be absolutely certain about our judgments, that 
this was a genuine effort at an equitable arrangement.

We would constrain those aspects of our strategic programs which 
are threatening to the Soviets. We would want the Soviets to adjust 
similarly in those regards which are most threatening to us.

We would cap the arms race; we would impose a limit on the num
bers through a reduction, significant reduction; and we would impose^
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restraints of a qualitative type on offensive systems. Thus, we would 
both take a giant step forward. I see a certain analogy between the 
situation in which we find ourselves today and the late 1960’s. At that 
time, some of you might recall, we proposed to the Soviets that ABM’s 
be banned because ABM’s introduce an inherent element of instability 
into the relationship.

The first Soviet reaction to that proposal by Prime Minister Kosygin 
was very negative, given their backgrounds, their traditions, their ways 
of looking at the strategic relationship. Yet, over time, through a 
continuing discourse, the Soviet side came to recognize the fact that 
indeed in the age of higlily advanced strategic systems the introduc
tion of the ABM element into the equation was truly destabiliring. And 
the most important accomplishment of SALT One was precisely that 
which the Soviets earlier had so indignantly rejected; namely, a ban 
on the ABM systems.^ We are thus in the first phase of an ambitious 
and far-reaching search for a significant American-Soviet accommo
dation.

We believe in some respects we are in the earlier, educational part of 
the process in which both sides have to think through the implica
tions both of an unchecked arms race and of the benefits of reductions 
and a freeze.

We are going to continue these talks with the Soviets. You know that 
they will be continued on a top-level basis in May by Secretary Vance 
and Foreign Minister Gromyko, and we expect to have contacts and ex
changes prior to that date. We are hopeful that the search for 
something truly significant will bear f rait.

I  don’t think anyone in this house or in this city engaged in this 
process expected the Soviet Union simply to accept these proposals 
instantly.

We went to them in order to present to them our views regarding 
what might constitute a truly creative and historically novel frame
work for our strategic relations. We will persist in that effort, and we 
are hopeful, on the basis of prior experience and given the overriding 
interest that both sides have in stability and accommodation, with 
patience and persistence, and witli good will on both sides, there will 
be significant progress made toward what could be a very significant 
turn in the American-Soviet relationship.

Q, Would you please clarify two points? Your def/aiiion of—the 
American defmtion of the strategic cruise and would you go over 
again  ̂please  ̂I  guess I just didnH hear it well  ̂ the MIRV idea? Were 
you talking simply ahout MIRY equivalency  ̂ or was this—

Dr,̂  Brzezinshi: In regard to the cruise missile, our position is that 
a cruise missile which is not capable of employment either in a trans- 
<;ontinental operation, or which doesn’t have a range in excess of

* For the text of ABM treaty, see Documents on Disarmamenty 19H2, pp. 197-201,
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weapons systems that are typically considered to be strategic, is non- 
strategic. And since there has been an ongoing discussion with the 
Soviets as to what is and is not a strategic weapon, we would want 
to reach a more precise definition of that in the course of the nego
tiations, banning those cruise missiles which have as themselves a 
strategic range, and retain for both sides flexibility for those that 
are not.

Specifically talking about the MIEV’s, our proposal is to freeze the 
land-based ICBM’s that can be MIRV’ed at 550 and to reduce par
ticularly the number of those very large Soviet ICBM’s which can be 
MIRV’ed into very numerous warheads, given their throw-weight, 
l^ecause that in the long run could introduce an element of instability 
^or both sides.

We would, at the same time, in that context, forgo those systems 
wliich are particularly threatening to the Soviet land-based ICBM 
force. It is to be remembered in this context that, at least for the time 
being, the Soviet strategic forces are heavily dependent on their 
land-based ICBM’s. Those American systems which could threaten 
these land-based ICBM’s are naturally and understandably particu
larly threatening to the Soviets.

So we try to take that concern of theirs into account while registering 
with them what we consider to be a legitimate concern of ours, namely, 
that we don’t want them to acquire a capability to very significantly 
threaten our land-based systems.

Q, Doctor  ̂you didnH talk about the so-called data hasê  and I  have 
a question about it. The President^ at his press conference here in this 
Toom̂  spohe of some form of verification of the data-base material^ 
once it was submitted by either side to the other sidê  I  guess? Can you 
elaborate on what verification we are talking about?

Dr. Brzezinshi: I  don’t want to go into too many specifics, because 
I  would really like to confine myself to the broad package, to the broad 
framework within which we would negotiate. But specifically, with 
regard to'the data base, let me limit myself to this observation.

We would hope and we would expect that in the context of this 
increasingly more stable and more accommodating relationship that 
we feel ought to develop between us and them in the strategic realm, 
the Soviet Union would become increasingly more forthcoming with 
regard to data base.
. Many of you know about this SALT relationship as much and I  am 
sure, in quite a few cases, much more than I do; and therefore you will 
remember that throughout much of SALT One the data base on which 
these negotiations was based was largely American-provided and the 
pattern of the negotiations typically involved a situation in which 
we would provide information about our systems, numbers, dimen
sions, characteristics, and then we would say to the Soviets, ‘‘And with

* Ante, p. 176.
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regard to your systems, which we estiinate at being at so many and to 
possess the following dimensions and to have the following character
istics, we would propose the following.”

And the Soviets would respond and say, “With regard to the stra
tegic information which you have provided us about yourself, our 
position is as follows. And with regard to the information that you 
have given us— t̂he alleged infoimation you have given us— âbout our 
systems, our position is as follows.” And they would comment on it, 
but without a truly equitable data base.

I  would hope and we would expect that in a symmetrical strategic 
relationship, which it has now become, the Soviet Union would provide 
us with all of the necessary data, just as we provided them with the 
necessary data, and we would each have and retain the needed means 
for verifying the accuittcy of that data.

Q. Howf

Dr. Brzezinski: For one thing, through satellites, which are very 
important gources of information. But beyond that, with regard to the 
cruise missile, we would have to perhaps explore some additional ways 
of verification; and I don’t want to be too specific, bex̂ ause that is 
something which again would have to be negotiated, but let me merely 
note the difSculty with which, again, many of you are familiar.

It is very difficult to differentiate between the cruise missiles which 
are strategic, and nonstrategic; their sizes, dimensions are the same. 
It is very difficult to differentiate between a cruise missile which has 
a nuclear warhead and those which do not. So we would have to have 
some additional, more comprehensive arrangements to give both sides 
the assurance that they need to have on this issue.

Q, I am really not asking for details  ̂hut is this an on^ite-insfection 
proposal  ̂ hasicallyP

Dr. BrzezinsTti: I don’t think we have yet reached the stage in which 
direct onsite examination of all weapons systems is feasible; but cer
tainly, if the Soviet side were prepared to accept some onsite verifica
tion, it would be a giant step toward mutual confidence, and we would 
certainly welcome onsite Soviet inspection of some of our weapons 
systems—so that this in itself would be something which would be a 
great contribution to mutual stability. And I  would hope that as Soviet 
confidence grows, as Soviet preoccupation with secrecy declines, that 
they will find this idea less and less abhorrent.

Q. You talhed about the Soviet concern for their land-hased weap
onŝ  and there has always heen a lach of syrnmetry 'between their per
ception of their defense needs aoid the U.S.̂  which is why they came 
up with a freedom of choice within their weapons systems.

Your proposal  ̂ the American proposed—according to what you 
say—would appear to tahe aioay a lot of their freedom of choice; 
and at the same timê  it doesnH say anything ahout sea-hased mis-
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sUeŝ  which also are a threat—or the Soviets perceive as a threat—to 
their land-based systems.

Therefore  ̂can you explain why  ̂in yoitr perception^ thi9 is equiva
lent̂  a third thing that they have to cut haGh from 308 to 160 in their 
mperlavm/ch missiles and we dorOt have to cut hach any land-basedf

Dr. Brzezinski: First of all, as far as the freedom to mix is con
cerned, that would still be retained by both sides, though there would 
be upper limits set on what you can do, particularly in regard to land- 
based ICBM’s. That limit indeed would be set at 560. But each side, or 
one of the sides, could decide that it prefers to have fewer of these 
and more sea-based. So, in that sense, there is some freedom to mix, no 
doubt about it.

As far as the Soviet throw-weight or large ballistic missiles are 
concerned, their reduction is a necessary concomitant of mutual stabil
ity, because if  they are not reduced in numbers, then by M IRVlng 
them the Soviet Union would gain, particularly within these lower 
aggregates, a very significant advantage.

I think one has to recognize the fact that if  you have fewer total 
numbers then any asymmetry becomes increasmgly significant, and 
the Soviets do have that asymmetry to their advantage in the posses
sion of the large ballistic missiles which can bo MIRV’ed up to 8 or 10 
warheads.

In addition to that, there is this other problem, which I don’t want 
to exaggerate, but which has to be taken into accoimt when we think 
of equity at the lower aggregates; namely, the Backfire. We were pre
pared to consider special arrangements for the Backfire; but again, the 
Backfire, however one defines it, whether it is a strategic or nonstra- 
tegic weapon, becomes more significant if  you have lowered aggregates 
than if you have higher aggregates.

I f these aggregates are high, then you can say, well, it is more 
marginal; but if you go down to 1,800, then the introduction of the 
Backfire, at some number which is in excess of 100, becomes a factor. 
And yet we are prepared to accommodate on that, too.

I  am not going to argue that—it would be silly— t̂hat this was an 
infallible package which has to be taken in toto. 11 am going to say 
is that we made the damnedest effort to produce a package wliich, 
within the limits of our own intelligence—and by intelligence, I  not 
only mean information, I also mean what is in our heads—we could 
say was reasonably equitable for both sides. We did our best to define 
it that way and will be glad to discuss it, and we intend to discuss it. 
We would like to find out what aspects of this are particularly trou
bling to the Soviets, because that is what negotiations are about, and 
conceivably if  the case is persuasive, this or that adjustment could be 
made in return for this or that adjustment.

Q. What was the Soviet reaction to the pachage in the general 
seme? Did they reject it out of hand or say that certain things were 
difficult?
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D t . Brzezmski: To say that the Soviets rejected it out of hand gives- 
it a dramatic and categorical quality which I really do not think the 
circumstances justify.

The sequence was essentially as follows: Prior to the Vance mission^ 
we did indicate to the Soviets that we would be making proposals for 
significant reductions. We did that deliberately because we wanted the 
Politburo to think about these issues.

As you know, the Soviets do not have an arms control agency. The 
Soviets do not have influential groups in their society that are con
cerned with arms control. Arms control proposals are assessed in the 
Soviet Defense Ministry, which has certain interesting implications; 
and we felt it would not be particularly constructive to send in a 
detailed proposal which then is staifed out in the Soviet Defense 
Ministry and goes up to the Soviet Politburo with a categorical cri
tique. We wanted the top Soviet leaders to focus on this issue.

Therefore we drew their attention to the fact that we will be making 
proposals that call for reductions, that we think would have a signifi
cant impact on the broader nature of our relationship; and then Secre
tary Vance presented that and, as I said earlier, not only in its strategic 
setting but also in its politicaL context when he made his opening 
statement to the Soviets.

The Soviet leadership then expressed a preference for the discus
sion of other issues, during which time it presumably was undertaking 
at least its preliminary assessment of this proposal; and then in the 
final or the pre-final session, I  forget which, General Secretary Brezh
nev then informed Secretary Vance that this proposal was not ac
ceptable to the Soviet Union, but he coupled it, at the same time, with 
a clear-cut indication that it is the Soviet expectation, which is matched 
by us, that these talks, including the SALT aspects, will continue and 
that, indeed, the Gromyko-Vance meeting will be resumed directly 
in Geneva in May.

So, it is in this context that I  think one ought to assess where we 
are—and again, I  would like to draw your attention to the analogy 
that I made before; namely, to the initial reaction by Prime Minister 
Kosygin when, for the first time, he was confronted at the top level 
and not through bureaucratic channels with the arguments why an 
ABM is mutually destabilizing. This was a new argument for him. It 
was not a convincing argument initially, even though it was made very 
persuasively when he met in Glassboro with President Johnson and 
Secretary [of Defense Kobert S.] McNamara and then subsequently 
it became clear that sucli an arrangement was indeed in the mutu^ 
interest.

Q. Dr. Brzezinshi^ in Mr. Yanceys news conference in Moscow  ̂ he 
alluded to a Soviet counterproposal based on the 1976 discussions xoith 
Dr. Kissinger, I  am interested in why that counterproposal was not 
negotiable. What were its constituents  ̂and why was it not negotiable?

277-084— 79------ 16
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B t . Brzezinslci: I  don’t want to engage here in a critique of the 
Soviet position, beciause as I said at the beginning of my remarks, I am 
really not going to engage in recriminations or a kind of side dialogue 
on their proposals versus our proposals, but really to try to explain 
the rationale and the content of ours.

Let me limit myself, therefore, to one conmxent. It is our broad feel
ing that 27 years after the beginning of the nuclear race the time is 
right in our relations for doing something more than just creating 
frameworks for continued competition. It is our feeling that the frame
work defined by Vladivostok is so high in its numbers, so open-ended 
in its consequences, so susceptible to quantitative as well as qualitative 
improvements that in some .respects it comes close to a misstatement 
to call any such arrangement arms limitations.^ All it is, really, is an 
arrangement for continued arms competition, and we have gone to 
the Soviets with a proposal which we crafted as best we could in order 
to convince them that maybe the time is right to take a significant step 
toward reductions.

We gave them ranges so they could pick either the more ambitious 
or the less ambitious part of it, depending on their estimate of the 
strategic consequences of cuts. They have very gopd analysts. They 
should be able, and I am sure they are able, to assess whether 2,000 is 
better for them or 1,800, whether 1,200 MIEV’s is better for them or 
1,100, and so forth. So we weren’t very categorical about it.

Q. Dr. Brzezinshi^ you placed Tieawy stress at the "beginning on the 
'political aspect of thiŝ  as well as this strategic aspect of the proposal. 
You said that no one expected them to accept it out of hand̂  hut neither 
was there widespread expectation of the hind of fierce reaction from 
the Russians  ̂ inclading the press conference yesterday ~by Mr. Gro- 
myho.^

Politically speaking  ̂do you feel that the reception of the proposal 
and wliat has happened has set hacic Soviet-American relations  ̂ or 
were you surprised at what happen̂ ed̂  and if you weren% was this 
a miscalculation?

Dr, Brzezinsld: I f  I  wasn’t, then it couldn’t be a miscalculation. It 
would be a miscalculation if  I was. We did not expect the Soviets to 
accept this total framework on the basis of three days’ talks. We ex
pected them to consider it. Our judgment—and I have talked by tele
phone with Secretary Vance when he was still in Moscow, I  talked to 
some of the other members of the delegation since— ŵas that the dis
cussions  ̂were generally conducted in businesslike fashion, that the 
Soviet side, through little gestures, went out of its way to indicate that 
this is an ongoing relationship. They did not hide the fact that they 
took a negative view of this proposal, and they were quite explicit on 
i t : but there were no nasty polemics in the meeting.

 ̂For the Vladivostok agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 197A, pp. 
:5-747.
® See ante, pp. 180-191.
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You are absolutely right in saying that some of the statements, 
maybe even some of the gestures, that were made in the press con
ference by the Soviet Minister were of. a more assertive type. But I  
would describe that perhaps as a reaction to the political perception 
that indeed the United States has come up with a proposal which, if  
accepted, would have a significant contribution to disarmament.

The Soviets over the years have prided themselves on being in the: 
forefront of the disarmament proposals and perhaps there was just a 
tiny touch of defensiveness, therefore, in some of these gestures and 
some of these comments., I  don’t think that t̂ hese gestures and these 
comments are really that important. What is important is that the 
relationship involves continued negotiations, that agreements were 
made in Moscow to develop working groups on a large number of 
highly sensitive issues—and I read you the list, and indeed, there 
was a further element in it, namely, radiological weapons, which is 
what the Soviets proposed—and that therefore the negotiating proc
ess continues. And in the negotiating process you expect to be turned 
down, to be pressed, to be asked to make accommodations and. con
cessions, but that is part of the game.

Q. Doctor  ̂what did we offer to forgo that they wovM ham fov/hd 
most threatening to their land-based missiles? I  am not cTear on that.

Dr. Brzezinshi: Particularly the MX, which in its consequences, 
given its accuracy and so forth, by the early eighties, could be ex
tremely threatening to them. And in that sense, I think that in itself 
would be a source of considerable assurance to them.

Beyond that, if we were to limit the cruise missiles merely to tactical 
cruise missiles, this, too, in the longer .rmi, would be a significant as
surance to them.

Beyond that, we would have to make some accommodations, given, 
the total numbers in JSIinutemen I and II, and in the Poseidons.

Basically, what it would give them is the sense of security that the 
United States is forgoing, as a basic strategic option, the acquisition 
of first-strike capability against their land-based systems.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter and Secretary of 
State Vance on the Secretary’s Moscow Visits April 3, 1977 ^

Reporter. Do you have any better understanding after this meeting 
as to why the Eussians did what they did, rejecting our proposal?

Ths President. I think it would be better to let the Secretary of 
State respond. I ’ll jiist say this: The two proposals that we put for
ward were, first, to ratify the Vladivostok agreements on items where

 ̂WeehMi Obmpilation of Presidential Documents, April 11, 1977, pp. 483-484.
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there was no disagreement;  ̂ and the second one was a very drastic', 
overall reduction in nuclear weaponiy for both sides.

And apparently, the Soviets were not ready to address the second 
proposal because it is so substantive and such a radical change from 
the past when strict limits were never proposed.

But I ’d like for the Secretary of State to describe the general atti
tude of the Soviets, their personal reactions to the proposals, and 
their attitude toAvard the upcoming discussions in May. I think that’s, 
the most significant aspect of the thing.

Secretary Vance. Yes. I  think the President has described very 
well their attitude with respect to the comprehensive test ban. I  hopê  
that when they have a chance to reflect more on the details of that plan, 
that they will come up and raise any questions which they may have aŝ  
to various aspects of it, which we of course are prepared to discuss 
with them.

They indicated very strongly that they wish to keep the talks- 
going, and we accordingly set a date in mid-May for resumption o f  
the discussions.

The attitude throughout all of the talks was both business-like and 
frank. I  found the talks very useful, and I think you probably will 
also note that the Foreign Minister, Mr. Gromyko, said that he found 
the talks both useful and necessary. As I said before, arms control is» 
a business whidh is not accomplished overnight. I think that we havê  
cleared away some of the ground and that we will pick up and con
tinue on from here.

Q. Mr. Secretary, can Mr. Brezhnev back away from the very strong,̂ . 
critical statements he has made about the American proposal now 
luiless there is a major change in what you’ve put on the table?

Seci^etary Vance. His statement with respect to the comprehensive 
proposal which we made was that he believed it to be one-sided and 
unfair. I  would hope that after they have reflected on it fuiiher, they 
will see that it is not. We believe it’s a very fair proposal and that- 
it takes into interest not only the concerns and problems on both sides,, 
but that it really provides a stability in the strategic arms area which, 
has never been possible before with the proposals which have been 
placed on the table. All they have done before is to put ceilings. Now 
we’re talking about real arms control, where we’re trying to get at the 
heart of the problem and really reduce the number of weapons.

Q. Mr. Secretary, do you feel the United States made any miscal
culations at all in preparing for these talks?

Secretary Vance. No one can say that one never makes any miscal
culations. I  think that we proceeded in a fair and appropriate way.. 
And I hope that in the long run, people will see that that’s a fact.

* The Vladivostok agreement can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1974  ̂. 
pp. 746-750.
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Was the openness with which the administration aj>proached 
^hese talks problematic? Had you been less open about it, would it 
have not put the Soviets in this difficult a position ?

The President. I  think the general outlining of our proposal to th& 
public was good. Also, Mr. Dobrynin, the Soviet Ambassador here,, 
^ as fairly well conversant with the principles of both proposals—the 
ratification of the agreements at Vladivostok and the drastic reduction 
ia  weaponry on both sides. Both those items it was understood by Mr. 
Dobrynin before he went back to the Soviet Union before the talks 
began. So our proposals were not a shock to the Soviet leaders, but they 
obviously require a great deal of careful and long-term negotiations.

There is another significant point that has not been adequately 
emphasized, and that is, that in spite of an absence of an agreement on 
tlie drastic reductions—^which we are going to pursue without cessa
tion and with a great deal of determination and, I  believe, ultimate 
success after long negotiations— t̂here was an agreement that we set 
up—eight or nine or ten study groups that will begin work without 
delay on items that are equally important, or almost as important, not 
equally: a comprehensive test ban, Indian Ocean, prior notification 
of test firings, the problems of verification, the problems that relate 
to excessive expenditures on civil defense. These matters are of cru
cial importance. And the fact that the Soviets have agreed to con
tinue negotiations on them and the comprehensive reduction in atomic 
weapons I  think is very encouraging. We’re determine^ to succeed,, 
if  it’s humanly possible, to have permanent friend^ip with the Soviet 
Union and to have drastic reductions in international dependence on 
atomic weapons.

I  think another point that ought to be made is that on the way home  ̂
the Secretary of State had long, detailed discussions with the leaders 
in Germany, France, and Britain about the negotiations in Moscow 
and also discussed with them potential solutions to the very important 
questions in the Cyprus area, the Middle East, Africa, and non-pro
liferation of atomic weapons, the control of sales of conventional 
arms to other parts of the world. So I  don’t believe that a trip this 
brief could have accomplished any more. We’re very encouraged and 
very determined.

Thank you.

Q. Mr. President, was there any indication that your statements or  
liiunan rights played any part in these discussions ?

The President. No.
Reporter. Thank you, sir.
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Stafement by ACDA Director Warnke Before a SubGommittee of 
the House Cormmstfee on international Relations: Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency Authorization for Fiscal 
Year 1978, April 4, 1977"

Thank you, Mr. Cliainnan, and committee members. We are, of 
course, very conscious of the support that this subconmiittee has con
sistently given to our Agency. I look forward to working with you 
personally, sir, and members of the subcommittee.

I  have a statement, which I would like to submit for the record, and 
summarize it rather than go through it in complete detail.

Ghairrrian Zablochi. Without objection, your complete statement 
will be made part of the record following your oral summary.

Mr. Warnhe* . As you know, the President in transmitting the bill 
now before you is recommending for fiscal year 1978 a $13,600,000 
authorization for appropriations for the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency. This is an increase pf about $1,400,000 over the amoimt 
that we currently estimate will be appropriated for the 1977 fiscal 
y^ar. ^

It includes $11,050,000 for program operations, and $2,550,000 for 
external research projects.^ . \

I  would like to describe briefly ^ome of the items for which thig 
money w ill,be spent. Of course, a si^ificaht portion of our resources 
is coixmMtted ti5 our involvement ia the SALT negotiations. It is con- 
teniplated that the Agency will provî de both the chairman and the 
alternate chairman as well as advisers for the SALT delegation.

In addition to the actual negotiations, ACDA officials pTay an im  ̂
portant role in the interagency proce^ which is carried on within the 
executive branch. For example, as the'ACDA Director, I participate 
in the National Security Council meetings and thei meetings of the 
Special Coordinalting Committee, when: those ^o'ups meet to consider 
SALTissues. .

In addition to that. Agency officials participate in the SALT work
ing group of the Special Coordinating Committee, and, as in the past, 
we will perform the backstopping furiction dv r̂ing the course of the 
actual negotiations. >

Other SALT-related activities involve our efforts in support of the 
operation of the Standing Consultative Commission that is presently 
meeting in Geneva. As you know, tliis w^s set lip as part of the 1972 
SALT agreements to provide a forum in which i^ssible ambi^ities 
can be resolved, and in whic'h matters of concern to either party could 
be discussed, and the necessary assurances and verifications received.*

 ̂The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Authorization for Fiscal Year 
1918: Hearings and Markup Before the 8ul)Committee on International Security 
and ScientifiG Affairs of the Committee on International Relations^ House of 
Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, pp. 2-5.

* See ante, p. 128.
* For the SALT agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 IT.; 

for the Memorandum of Understanding which established the Commission, see 
ilHd,f pp. 868-869.



WARNKB STATEMENT, APRIL 4 213

The U.S. Commissioner at the Standing Consultative Commission 
is an ACDA official, and other Agency personnel act in support and 
advisory roles.

For SALT and the Standing Consultative Commission, we estimate 
that about $2 million will be required in 1978. It is $1,977,000 to be 
exact. This is an increase of about $300,000 over the expenses antici
pated for the current fiscal year.

Of course, our part of the SALT expenses include all administra
tive costs that are attributable to the Geneva operations.

A second major operation in our program is the mutual and bal
anced force reduction talks which are going on in Vienna. We provide 
a principal member, several advisers and staff personnel for the U.S. 
delegation. As you know, tlie issues that have been presented there 
involve the question of the balance of forces in central Europe.

The Western position has been that the present imbalance should 
be eliminated, so that we end up with common manpower ceilings. 
Also, we have tabled proposals that would reduce the number of 
tanks that the Soviet Union has, and we have proposed also that w© 
would reduce, to some extent, the tactical nuclear weapons that we 
have in central Europe. '

As the ACDA Director, I participate again in the meetings of the 
Special Coordinating Committee of the NSC when it deals with MBFK 
issues. One of our assistant directors, Mr. Sloss, chairs the MBFK 
Literagency Coordinating Committee.

Another item which is a large one in our program is participation 
in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. This is a 31- 
member-nation organisation, based in Geneva, which is cochaired by 
the United States and the Soviet Union.

It is th^ forum that has given rise to the Nonproliferatioil Treaty,^ 
the Biological Weapons Convention ® and the Seabed Arms Controls 
Treaty.® Again the U.S. delegation is led by an ACDA official and is 
staffed in considerable part by Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
personnel.

At its last session this past summer, the CCD completed its work on 
the text of the Environmental Modification Treaty, which was co
sponsored by the Soviet Uliion and the United States. The text was 
traiismitted to the United Nations General Assembly l^ t  fall, where 
a resolution was passed ref erring it to all states for their consideration, 
signature, and ratification.'*’

At this time, the CCD is again in session. It is addressing such 
topics during this session as the comprehensive nuclear test ban pro
posals and proposals to prohibit chemical weapons production and 
stockpiling.

* The text may be found 1968, pp. 461-465.
® IMd., 1972, pp. 133-138.

pp. 7-11.
’ Ibid., 1976, pp. 924-930. The text of the treaty as signed Is printed post, pp. 

822-326.
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We expect an intensive amount of activity in the GCD in the next 
year, particularly in light of the preparations that will have to be 
made for the United Nations Special Session on Disarmament.

Also of major importance in our activities is the work on nuclear 
nonproliferation. In connection with that, we devote, of course, a lot 
of resources to try to improve the procedures, techniques, and safe
guards of the International Atomic Energy Agency.

In the nuclear nonproliferation field, ACDA played an active part 
in  the 1976 White House Nuclear Policy Review, leading to President 
Ford’s nuclear policy statement of last October.® This was part of the 
efforts to revise the thinking with respect to such elements as the fuel- 
cycle process and nuclear fuel reprocessing.

ACDA has been instrumental in urging that nuclear technologies, 
including alternate nuclear fuel cycle concepts which reduce tlie risk 
of proliferation, should be pursued.

ACDA also provides support for the continuing meetings of the 
nuclear supplier countries in London. These are the suppliers who 
have banded together to try to minimize the risk that nuclear tech
nology and materials will be directed to nonpeaceful purposes.

Another element in our program has to do with conventional arms 
transfers, a topic which has, of course, been considered by this group 
on many occasions in the past. We review the arms control implica
tions of over 1,000 proposed transfers annually, and we prepare de
tailed analyses of several hundred of these.

As a result of the amendments adopted in 1975, due largely to the 
•efforts of this committee, the Agency is now included in all arms 
transfer decisions, and we believe that our comments are now taken 
seriously.®

ACDA, we feel, because of the cooperation that we have received 
from the committee, has. become an integra;l part of both the formal 
and informal executive branch decisionmali^g processes.

We also hope, of course, to be able to participate sometime in the 
future in negotiations which will try to set up international arrange
ments for the control of conventional arms transfers.

Our requested authorization for fiscal year 1978 includes an external 
research program of $2,550,000. We plan to focus primarily on the 
continuation of work begun in fiscal years 1976 and 1977, seelnng, first 
of all, new and better ways of preventing the diversion of nuclear 
materials from nuclear plants or facilities around the world.

Our plans also involve an intensification of the external research 
efforts in the conventional arms area, addressing such issues as arms 
transfers, technology transfers, and arms limitation possibilities in 
the Middle East.

In connection with this aspect of our work, there is a section of the 
bill before you which would delete from the present text of the Arms

® Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 703-716. 
•lUd., m o ,  pp. 240-243, 706-710.
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Control and Disarmament Act the language which prohibits the 
Agency from contracting for research projects with non-U.S. insti
tutions and persons.

We have found that we have been hampered in our efforts in the 
past because of this limitation. For example, as we point out in the 
written statement, in connection with the Agency’s efforts to curtail 
accessibility to plutonium for nonpeaceful purposes, it became very 
desirable to contract for Canadian expertise regarding Canadian- 
developed heavywater reactor technology. We were not able to do so 
because of the existing limitations in the act.

I would like briefly to review the ACDA activities which relate to 
the expanded scope of its responsibilities brought about by virtue of 
the 1975 amendments to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act.

These have been in effect for about 16 months, and this, I understand, 
is the first opportunity that the Agency has had to report to this 
conmiittee on the implementation of the amendments.

One of the amendments of considerable interest to the committee 
is the one which provides for the preparation and submission to Con
gress of statements which describe the impact of certain defense pro
grams on arms control and disarmament policy and negotiations.

The statements for the 1977 programs were submitted to the Con
gress by the administration in early August of last year. I have been 
made aware by my colleagues in the Agency of the widespread feeling 
among members of this committee and other Members of Congress 
that the statements were too late, and too little.

I  believe that the impact statements submitted in connection with 
the 1978 programs represent some improvement over the statements 
for the previous year, but I  have also been informed of the fact that 
many Members of Congress still regard them as being unsatisfactory. 
I  can assure you that I will do my best to improve the quality and the 
responsiveness of these statements.

I believe that we are set up so that we can perform that function. I 
believe we have the resources, both human and financial. But I would 
point out that the effort is not an unsubstantial one. In connection 
with the 1978 programs, I  am advised that an estimated 6,400 man- 
hours were expended by ACDA personnel, more than 150 different 
programs were reviewed, and assessments and analyses of 63 separate 
programs were prepared.

I am also told that many of these man-hours were spent in trying to 
cope with opposing views of other agencies relating to the interpreta
tion of the congressionally mandated requirements for these statements.

As I have said, I  can assure the committee that whatever views may 
exist as to the past record, I intend fully to carry out both the letter 
and the spirit of the law regarding arms control impact statements.

One of the other changes enacted into law in 1975 was the d^igna- 
tion of tlie ACDA Director as the statutory adviser to the National 
Security Council on arms control and disarmament matters. I think:



216 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

that this is a very important responsibility, and puts us in a position 
to function more effectively within the executive branch^

With respect to the annual ACDA report to Congress, we will strive 
to assure that these reports provide as complete an analysis and ap
praisal as we can present, consistent, of course, with classification 
requirements.

The 1975 amendments also contain a provision to assist the Agency 
in the dissemination of public information regarding U.S. arms con
trol and disarmament activities. We have now assembled a mailing 
list of more than 11,000 individuals and organizations, and we are 
engaged in an ongoing program to provide speakers for meetings in 
different regions of the country.

The request before you for the 1978 fiscal year will permit ACDA 
to carry out the important role in this administration that the Presi
dent foresees. I, therefore, respectfully request that the committee 
approve the authorization bill as submitted.

I  will be happy, Mr. Chairman, to respond to any questions on this 
presentation, or any matter that the committee might want to go into.

Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American 
Affairs (Todman) Before a  Subcommittee of the House Com
mittee on International Relations: U.S. Security Assistance 
Policy for Latin America, April S, 1977 ^

I  am pleased to appear fe f ore this subcommittee to discuss our secu
rity assistance programs for Latin America.

The TJnit^ States for many years has maintained close working 
ties with the Latin American military, both in purely military-to- 
military terms and in dealing with individual military leaders in their 
capacity as presidents and ministers of the various governments in the 
region.

This long association has developed an arms relationship with the 
Latin American countries that has helped us maintain access to their 
military establishmerita, a matter of some importance since 15 Latin 
American and Caribbean nations today are governed by or under the 
aegis of the armed forces. Security assistance to these governments 
thus is a political tool that provides us an opportunity to exert some 
influence on their attitudes and actions. It is, in short, a means for 
protecting or advancing our interests, which are many and varied.

Among those interests in sharpest relief today is our commitment 
to the defense of human rights. President Carter has made that com
mitment a priority consideration that will help shape our foreign 
relations in the years ahead. His Administration is adjusting the 
attitudes of the executive branch to conform to the demands of the

 ̂Department of sta te Bulletin, May 2, 1977, pp. 4 4 4 ^ 6 . Mr. Todman spoke 
before the Subcommittee on Inter-American Affairs.
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countryj whieh are reflected in this Congress, for a foreign policy that 
is based on values the United States prizes most highly.

Another is his interest in limiting the role of the United States as 
arms supplier to the world and changing the thrust of our policies to 
the promotion of disarmament.

In the region for wliich I have responsibility for U.S. foreign rela
tions, this means the United States will strongly support local initia
tives seeking to lessen the burden of armaments. We would hope that 
flowing from such initiatives will come a reduction of tensions and 
the strengthening of stability which has allowed the countries of Latin 
America to pursue their affairs at peace with one another. A specific 
case is our support for the Declaration of Ayacucho, signed in Decem
ber 1974 by the Andean states plus Argentina and Panama. The intent 
of the signatories is to arrive at arrangements that restrict the acquisi
tion of offensive weapons.*

We haye more traditional interests in the region that engage our 
diplomatic energies. None could be classed as strategic concerns that 
are vital to the safety and well-being of the United States. Yet there 
are latent security interests which must be attended with some care, 
among them the Panama Canal and its approaches, our lines of com
munication in the Ca,ribbean, and the maintenance of important sea- 
lanes in the region.

There is, finally, the range of economic interests we have in main
taining access to Latin American and Caribbean raw materials, our 
position in the foreign trade of the region, and the promotion and 
protection of extensive inyestments of the American private s^tor.

In tliis brief review of our politicalrinilitary relations in the hemi
sphere, I  would like to take this opportunity to put our security 
assistance programs into some perspective.

Ten or fifteen yeajra ago, the United States was the principal source 
of armaments for the countries of the region. From the mddle to 
the late 1960’s, how;ever, tliat relationsliip began to change radically, 
so that today we rank fourth or even fifth as the area’s arms supplier. 
In fiscal year 1975, for example, new orders; under our FMS [foreign 
military sales] program for Latin America totaled $174.9 million. 
In fiscal year 1976, a five-quarter year, they were under $100 million. 
We do riot have figures for the Current fiscal year, o f course  ̂ The 
Carter Administration’s request for new FMS credit financing for 
fiscal year 1978 is $140.5 million for the region as a wholê i I  would 
expect actual new orders to fall far' short of this in fiscal year 1978.

The U.S. share of the total Latui American market for the past 
two years has lieen under 15 percent. Of what we did sell in that 
period, only about 25 percent went for major items such as aircraft, 
ships, weapons, ammunition, and the like. The balance is f6r. spare

* The te^t of the Declaration has been included in Documents on Disdrmament 
JW /, 819-822.
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parts, supporting noncombat equipment, and supporting services in
cluding training.

A number of factors have contributed to this tailing-off in our' 
arms transfers to the region in recent years. One that is important,, 
but which is frequently overlooked, is our restrictive transfer policy 
of limiting the sophistication and quantities of armaments that wer 
will permit to be sold in Latin America, particularly to the smaller 
and poorer countries.

However, even for the larger and richer countries, we refuse to sell 
aircraft more advanced than the F-5 and A-4 level of sophistication. 
We also deny the sale of ceitain advanced-technology weapons—  
smart bombs, laser-guided missiles—unconventional munitions like’ 
napalm and flamethrowers, and major combatant naval vessels. Other 
munitions not prohibited by regional policy are still denied in somê  
cases; these include certain short-range tactical missiles.

Imposing limits of this kind often is widely seen in Latin America 
as arbitrary and patronizing, particularly with the larger countries 
which tx>day have significant arms-manufacturing capabilities of 
their own. In any case, most governments in the area have developed 
important arms relationships with W es^m Europe, Israel, and thê  
Soviet Union. In a real sense, our restrictive policies have been an 
incentive for the Latin American military to turn to these suppliers, 
even though in many cases we know they would have preferred to 
deal with American suppliers.

Eecent actions by five governments rejecting fiscal year 1978 se
curity assistance underscore the independence of Latin America in 
this and other fields. Their sharp reaction to our surveys of human, 
rights practices in their countries, stipulated by section 502B of the 
Foreign Assistance Act, reflected their deep attachment to the prin
ciples of sovereignty and noninterference in internal affairs.

Quite apart from tlie requirements of the law for future security* 
assistance programs, President Caiter, as I said at the outset, has* 
made it clear he believes that human rights considerations are a mat
ter of proper international concern. The governments of Latin Amer
ica know this.

As we look at the wide scope of our interests and concerns in thê  
region, we face an important question: How do we, working together 
with these governments, find ways of achieving improvements in the- 
way the people of tliis hemisphere are treated? It is not a black-or- 
white proposition but, rather, a complex question which must be ap- 
proa<jhed with great sensitivity.

We submit that wholesale elimination or even substantial reduc
tion of our security assistance programs in Latin America would be* 
inadvisable. Such an abrupt approach now, after maintaining politi
cal-military relationships with these governments dating back to and'' 
beyond the Second World War, would produce widespread resent
ment and alienation. We camiot predict the results of such an ap--
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proach—^whether it might produce improvements in the human rights 
situation in these countries or, paradoxically, bring about even worse 
.conditions.

We hope therefore that the executive branch will be allowed leeway 
.to work with the military in Latin America, using the traditional 
:tools of a relatively modest security assistance program to take ad
vantage of whatever opportunities we might have to advance the 
cause of human rights and our other real interests in the hemisphere* 
"That remains the central issue.

Statement by President Carter: Nuclear Power Policy, 
ApriJ 7, 1977"

There is no dilemma today more difficult to resolve than that con- 
mected with the use of nuclear power. Many countries see nuclear 
power as the only real opportunity, at least in this century, to reduce 
the dependence of their economic well-being on foreign oil—an 
energy source of uncertain availability, growing price, and ultimate 
-exhaustion. The U.S., by contrast, has a major domestic energy 
source—coal— b̂ut its use is not without penalties, and our plans also 

► call for the use of nuclear power as a share in our energy production.
The benefits of nuclear power are thus very real and practical. But 

a serious risk accompanies worldwide use of nuclear power— t̂he risk 
that components of the nuclear jpower process will be turned tx) pro- 

- viding atomic weapons.
We took an important step in reducing the risk of expanding pos- 

: session of atomic weapons through the Non-Proliferation TYeaty, 
whereby more than 100 nations have agreed not to develop such ex
plosives.* But we must go further. The U.S. is deeply concerned about 

-̂ the consequences for all nations of a further spread of nuclear weap- 
. ons or explosive capabilities. We believe that these risks would be 

vastly increased by the further spread of sensitive technologies which 
*-entail direct access to plutonium, highly enriched uranium, or other 

weapons usable material. The qu^ion I have had under review from 
:;,my first day in office is how can that be accomplished without for

going the tangible benefits of nuclear power.
We are now completing an extremely thorough review of all the 

issues that bear on the use of nuclear power. We have concluded that 
the serious consequences of proliferation and direct implications for 
peace and security—as well as strong scientific and economic evi- 

V dence— r̂equire

—a major change in U.S. domestic nuclear energy policies and 
-̂ programs; and

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 11, 1977, pp. 5 0 ^ 0 7 .
* For text, see Documents on Disarm^iment, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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—a concerted effort among all nations to JBnd better answers to the 
problems and risks accompanying tlie increased use of nuclear power.

I am aimouncing today some of my decisions resulting from that 
review.

Firai  ̂ we will defer indefinitely the commercial reprocessing 
and recycling of the plutonium produced in the U.S. nuclear power 
programs. From our own experience, we have concluded that a viable 
and economic nuclear power program can be sustained without such 
reprocessing and recycling. The plant at Barnwell, South Carolina  ̂
will receive neither Federal encouragement nor funding for its com
pletion as a reprocessing facility.

Second  ̂ we will restructure the U.S. breeder reactor program to 
give greater priority to alternative designs of the breeder and to defer 
the date when breeder reactors would be put into commercial use.

Thirds we will redirect funding of U.S. nuclear research and de
velopment programs to accelerate our research into alternative nu
clear fuel cycles which do not involve direct access to materials usable 
in nuclear weapons.

Fourth  ̂ we will increase U.S. production caj^acity for enriched 
uranium to provide adequate aiid timely supply of nuclear fuels for 
domestic and foreign needs.

Fifths we will propose, the necessary legislative steps to permit the 
U.S. to offer nuclear fuel supply contracts and guarantee delivery of 
such nuclear fuel to other countries.

Sixths we will continue to embargo the export of equipment or 
technology that would permit uranium enriclmient and chemical 
reprocessing.

Seventh  ̂we will continue discussions with supplying and recipient 
countries alike, of a wide range of international approaches and 
frameworks that will permit all nations to achieve their energy ob
jectives while reducing the spread of nuclear explosive capability. 
Among other things, we will explore the establishment of an inter
national nuclear fuel cycle evaluation program aimed at developing 
alternative fuel cycles and a variety of international and U.S. meas
ures to assure access to nuclear fuel supplies and spent fuel storage 
for nations sharing common non-proliferation objectives.

We will continue to consult very closely with a number of govern
ments regarding the most desirable multilateral and bilateral arrange
ments for assuring that nuclear energy is creatively harnessed for 
peaceful economic purposes. Our intent is to develop wider interna
tional cooperation in regard to this vital issue through systematic 
and thorough international consultations.
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News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Nuclear Power 
Policy [Extract], April 7, 1977"

I have been working very closely with and personally with some of 
the foreign leaders who are quite deeply involved in the decisions that 
we make. We are not trying to impose our will on those nations like 
Japan and France and Britain and Germany which already have 
reprocessing plants in operation. They have a special need that we 
don’t have in that their supplies of petroleum products are not 
available.

But we hope that they will join with us—and I believe that they 
will— în trying to have some worldwide understanding of theiextreme 
threat of the further proliferation of nuclear explosive capability.

I ’d be glad to answer a few questions.

Q u e s t i o n s

Mr, President, in the last administration there was some pro
posal to have regional reprocessing centers wliich seem, to some people, 
to put the emphasis on the wrong thing. Does this mean that you are 
going to not favor regional reprocessing centers? And, secondly, 
would you be prepared to cut off supplies of any kind of nuclear 
material to countries that go nuclear ?

The President, Well, I can’t answer either one of those questions 
yet. I  have had detailed discussions with Prime Minister Fukuda, with 
Chancellor Schmidt, and also with Prime Minister Callaghan, for 
instance, just in recent days about a joint approach, to these kinds of 
problems.

Obviously, the smaller nations, the ones that now have established 
atomic powerplants, have to Jiave someplace either to store their spent 
fuel or to have it reprocessed. And I think that we ŵ ould very likely 
see a continuation of reprocessing capabilities within those nations 
that I have named and perhaps others.

We in our own country don’t have this requirement. It’s an option 
that we might have to explore many, many years in the future.

But I hope that by this unilateral action we can set a standard and 
that those countries that don’t now have reprocessing capability will 
not acquire that capability in the future. Regional plants under tight 
international control obviously is one option that we would explore. No 
decision has been made about that.

If we felt that the provision of atomic fuel was being delivered to a 
nation that did not share with us our commitment to nonproliferation, 
we would not supply that fuel.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr, IJ, 197T, pp. 504-500. 
Earlier remarks in this news conference reviewed the statemec^t printed imme' 
diately above.
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Q. Mr. President, this carries an assurance, which you had said 
earlier, for an assured and adequate supply of enriched uranium to 
replace the need for plutonium. Do you foresee any kind of price 
guarantees also for underdeveloped and poorer countries so that the 
supply would not only be assured but at a reasonable price in case lack 
of reprocessing drove prices up ?

The President, I don’t know what the future prices of uranium 
might be. At the present time, of the enriched uranium that we pro
duce, about roughly a third of it is exported, roughly a third of it is 
used for our domestic needs, and about a third of it is put in storage.

There has been an attenuation in recent years of the projected 
atomic powerplant construction in our own country. Other nations, 
though, are moving more and more toward atomic powerplants. But I 
can!t tell you at this point that we will guarantee a ]3rice for uranium 
fuel that’s less than our own cost of production, and that would be a 
matter of negotiation, perhaps even on an individual national basis.

I think that a standard price would probably be preferable, but 
then we might very well give a particular nation that was destitute or 
a very close friend of ours or who co-operated with us in this matter 
some sort of financial aid to help them with the purchase.

Q, You also said last year a couple of times that you hoped to call a 
world energy conference to discuss this as well as a lot of other things. 
Do you foresee that happening any time in the near future ?

The President. The item of nuclear powerplants and the handling of 
spent nuclear fuels and the curtailment of the possibility of new 
nations joining us in their capability for explosives will be on the 
agenda in the discussions in London early in May. And this will be a 
continuing process for us.

I might add that Secretary Vance also discussed this question with 
the Soviet authorities on his recent visit to Moscow and asked them to 
join in with us in enhancing the nonproliferation concept. Their re
sponse was favorable. But it will entail a great deal of negotiation, 
and I can’t anticipate what the results of those negotiations might be. 
We obviously hope for it to apply to all the nations in the world.

Q. Mr. President, does your change in the domestic program mean 
that you will not authorize building the Clinch Eiver breeder reactor 
in Tennessee ?

The President, The Clinch River breeder reactor will not be termi
nated as such. In my own budget recommendations to the Congress, 
we cut back— can’t remember the exact figure—about $250 million 
out of the plutonium breeder reactor—the liquid metal fast breeder 
reactor program.

I think that we would continue with the breeder reactor program on 
an experimental basis, research and development, but not move nearly 
so rapidly toward any sort of commercial use.

We also, obviously, are concerned about the adverse economic impact 
of these changes. And in the areas that would lose employment that
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was presently extant, as we increase our capacity for producing nu
clear fuels, even using new techniques, other than gaseous diffusion, 
like centrifuge and laser beam use, then we would try to locate those 
facilities over a period of time—it’s a very slow-moving process—in 
areas like Clinch Eiver where they might be adversely affected.

Q. Mr. President, does this mean that Canada selling nuclear power 
equipment to France and others, and France selling to others— d̂oes 
this mean that we will supply those other countries so that they won’t 
make more power ?

The President. Well, I might say that the two countries that most 
nearly share our commitment and even moved ahead of us in this field 
have been Canada—perhaps because of their unfortunate experience 
with India—and Australia. Both those countries, along with us, have 
substantial supplies of nuclear fuel themselves.

I would hope that we could develop an interrelationship with other 
countries to remove the competitive aspect of reprocessing itself. There 
is obviously going to be continued competition among our own Nation, 
Canada, France, Germany, England, in the selling of atomic power- 
plants themselves. It ought to be a clearly drawn distinction between 
the legitimate and necessary use of uranium and other enriched fuels 
to produce electricity, on the one hand, and a prohibition against the 
use of those fuels for explosives.

It would be impossible, counterproductive, and ill-advised for us to 
tiy  to prevent other countries that need it from having the capability 
to produce electricity from atomic power. But I would hope that we 
and the other countries could form an alliance that might be fairly 
uniform in this respect. I know that all the other countries share with 
us this hope.

The one difference that has been very sensitive, as it relates to, say, 
Germany, Japan, and others, is that they fear that our unilateral action 
in renouncing the reprocessing of spent fuels to produce plutonium 
might imply that we prohibit them or criticize them severely because 
of their own need for reprocessing. This is not the case. They have a 
perfect right to go ahead and continue with their own reprocessing 
efforts. But we hope they’ll join with us in eliminating in the future 
additional countries that might have had this capability evolve.

Q. Mr. President, is it your assessment, sir, that some of the smaller 
nations that are now seeking reprocessing technology are doing so in 
order to attain nuclear weapon capability as well as or in addition to 
meeting their legitimate energy needs ?

The President. Well, without going into specifics—I wouldn’t want 
to start naming names—I think it’s obvious that some of the countries 
about whom we are concerned have used their domestic nuclear power- 
plants to develop explosive capability. There is no doubt about it.

India, which is basically a peaceful nation, at least as far as world
wide connotations are concerned, did evolve an explosive capability 
from supplies that were given to them by the Canadians and by us.

277-084—79------ 17
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And we feel that there are other nations that have potential capacity 
already for the evolution of explosives. But we are trying to make sure 
that from this point on that the increasing number of nations that 
might have joined the nuclear nations is attenuated drastically.

We can’t undo immediately the mistakes that have been made in the 
past. But I believe that this is a step in the right direction.

Address by Secretary of Defense Brown at the University of 
Rochester: Defense Planning and Arms Control, April 13,1977 ^

I was honored to learn that I was the recipient of the 1976 Joseph 
C. Wilson Award for International Affairs, which is sponsored by the 
Xerox Corporation, the Rochester Association for the United Nations, 
and the University of Rochester. I should mention that I was selected 
for this award for work in the area of nuclear arms control that I  did 
prior to being named Secretary of Defense. After almost three months 
on the job, I am pleased to know that I have not been asked to come 
to Rochester to return it. You are good to give me the benefit of the 
doubt—for a while longer. I thank you for the award, for your con
fidence, and in particular for the opportunity to visit Rochester once 
again to discuss nuclear arms control issues with such a distinguished 
audience.

Today, two weeks after Secretary Vance’s visit to Moscow, let me 
begin by suggesting two propositions that may appear to constitute 
a paradox:

The first is that, as Secretary of Defense, I  consider equitable arms 
control agreements to be a help— n̂ot a hindrance—in strategic nuclear 
planning.

The second proposition is that, despite this conviction, I  strongly 
favor the continuation of a substantial, diversified, modernized U.S. 
strategic nuclear force. I  think that is what is required to maintain a 
stable balance of forces and an effective deterrent.

Let me explain why I regard these two propositions as complemen
tary halves of a policy aimed at peace and security.

For better or worse, strategic nuclear forces remain fundamental 
to the security of the United States and its allies. We must assume 
they seem similarly fundamental to the leaders of the Soviet Union. 
It is undeniable that these forces involve destructive power imprece- 
dented in history. It was this situation that led Winston Churchill 
to speculate that, in the atomic age, safety would become “the sturdy 
child of terror, and survival the twin brother of annihilation.”

 ̂Dept, of Defense News Release No. 161-77, Apr. 13,1977.
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To deal with this situation, the United States in its strate^c plan
ning has sought three major objectives: deterrence, stability, and 
equivalence. We believe that if either side approached the capability 
for a knockout first-strike blow, relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union would become extremely volatile and much more 
hazardous. We recognize that if  our second-strike deterrent is to be 
stable, as well as secure, the Soviet deterrent must be secure as well. 
We have foregone the quest for a first-strike superiority over the Soviet 
Union. But this does not mean we accept inferiority—we insist on 
equality, and nothing less.

Recognize, however, that when we talk about ‘‘equality” between the 
U.S. and USSR in nuclear weapons, we are not talking about a single 
delicately calibrated point. Equality does not require identity. Rather, 
it is a condition met by a broad band of possible force structures on 
the two sides. Within that band the two sides’ forces—judged on a 
variety of measures, including present and projected technologies as 
well as potential scenarios for a nuclear exchange—are toughly 
equivalent overall.

We and the Soviets are now, in fact, in such a position of rough 
equivalence. We are ahead by some measures—for example, total war
heads, intercontinental bombers, and missiles with multiple inde
pendently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs). By other measures 
the Soviets are ahead—they have more launch platforms, more ex
tensive air defense, and greater land-based missile throwweight. As 
long as the differences in numbers do not get too large, and advan
tages do not begin to accumulate on one side, neither party will gain 
military advantage over the other. Nor will the Soviets acquire signifi
cant political advantages through perceptions by the two nations or by 
third parties of an unequal strategic balance.

In short, a strategic balance exists today because our deterrent forces 
remain essentially equivalent across the board—and we are determined 
to maintain this balance. Moreover, the present relationship is now 
rather stable. In the short term, neither side could gain by striking 
first—indeed, each would lose terribly. For the longer term, neither 
can count on gaining permanent advantage by adding to or changingf 
its forces, since there are countering force changes readily available 
to the other.

Unfortunately, however, the strategic relationship is not self-stabi
lizing. The very process of continued deployments and developments 
has dangers. Three paths are open to the United States and the 
Soviet Union as each decides what part of its resources to devote in 
the future to strategic nuclear forces. We can go up, we can go down, 
or we can remain essentially level in numbers and types of weapons. 
To liote that these are the choices in one sense states the obvious. 
But the point is not trivial, for there are both costs and risks to the 
courses that involve intensified competition on both sides.

I  cannot be sure what the Soviets will do. But I  do know this: I f  
they choose the upward path and continue to increase the size and eflec-
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tiveness of their strategic forces, this country beyond question will 
respond to ensure that our forces continue to provide a deterrence that 
is credible, is stable, and produces perceived equivalence. The United 
States can achieve its objectives of deterrence, stability, and equiv- 
lence in the face of Soviet strategic force improvements. We can do 
so, if necessary, without a strategic arms limitation agreement, al
though less surely and at a great price to both sides in resources. Our 
resource base is large enough to ensure that the Soviets cannot gain 
political and military advantages over us. On the other hand, I  hope 
the Soviets realize that it is in the interest of both nations to forego 
the upward path, to avoid tipping the strategic balance.

To date, the ABM treaty and the numerical limits of the SALT I 
interim agreement on strategic olffensive forces have contributed some
what to easing the uncertainties which face defense planners. In par
ticular, the ABM Treaty removed one major concern.

But technology has been moving more rapidly than have our mutual 
efforts to moderate the competition. MIRVs, increased accuracy, and 
the Soviet installation of larger ICBMs in existing silos have largely 
undermined the constraints on offensive weapons imposed by SALT I.

In these circumstances, we have had no alternative but to follow 
two complementary courses of action. The first is to ensure, within 
SALT constraints, that our strategic force remains capable of meeting 
our objectives despite the continuing Soviet strategic buildup—a 
buildup, I  should note, which has also taken place within SALT 
constraints. That course, as I mentioned at the outset, has entailed 
maintaining the strategic balance by means of a large, diversified, and 
modernized U.S. strategic force posture. In doing so we are spending 
about one percent of our gross national product on strategic nuclear 
forces. Only modest increases are projected on our part as long as the 
Soviets do not substantially increase their strategic force posture.

The preferred path, of course, would be for both sides to reduce 
in number their strategic weapons, and then to slow down technological 
improvements which could lead to one side’s acquiring advantage.

In the competitive situation that is almost certain to persist between 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union, the two sides will compete within the 
limitations. But arms limitation measures, skillfully designed and 
verified, can make the task of planning easier and more efficient. They 
can help remove some complicating factors. They can, if equitable 
and sensible, ease concerns about the future which might otherwise 
stimulate force buildups which would be destabilizing.

The lack of substantial ballistic missile defenses to be penetrated, 
as a result of the ABM Treaty, means that the two sides can plan their 
offensive forces without having to take into account attrition by even 
primitive ABM systems. And if fixed ICBMs in hard silos could be 
made secure for another 10 years or more through controls to limit 
improvements of accuracy and through reductions in throw-weight, 
then the need for land-based mobile missile systems would become less
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urgent. Deterrence could then be achieved with higher confidence, 
fewer forces, more stability and probably lower costs.

Arms control, thus, can make defense planning more effective and 
efficient in reaching national objectives. Equitable control and reduc
tions of strategic arms should enhance the security of both the United 
States and the Soviet Union, and increase the stability of the strategic 
balance. The reduced nuclear force postures of the two nations need 
not be mirror images of each other; but they must be essentially equiv
alent in capability; and they must not cast doubt upon the survi  ̂abil
ity of the other sides’ retaliatory forces.

It is still too early to say how the current arms reduction effort 
will fare, although my analysis of the long-term interests which we 
share with the Soviet Union makes me optimistic for that long term. 
Their acceptance of either of the President’s two proposals, presented 
by Secretary Vance in Moscow, would provide both sides with deter
rence, stability, and essential equivaleiice.

The first of those proposals—the so-called “deferral” option—would 
stick with the Vladivostok limits of 2400 strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles.^ Of that number, 1320 could be MIEVs. This proposal defers 
all issues relating to the cruise missile, the Soviet Backfire bomber, 
and mobile ICBMs. None of those weapons was covered in the Vladi
vostok talks. The deferral proposal would, however, call for the 
United States and the Soviet Union to reach agreement on some of the 
details not settled at Vladivostok. These include MIRV verification 
(that is, agreement on when a launcher counts as being for a MIRVed 
vehicle) ; the issue of deliberate concealment, the aim being to ensure 
that verification will not be made any harder by actions of either side; 
and the data base (an agreed listing of numbers in the various cate
gories being limited).

The deferral option is not our first choice; however, it is acceptable. 
An agreement along such lines would help stabilize the strategic bal
ance at about the force levels we have today, while allowing time to 
resolve the remaining issues before the qualitative competition goes 
too much further. The proposal is equitable: Each side maintains 
some advantages over the other, but essential equivalence of forces 
remains. The deferral proposal does not limit all weapons, however, 
nor does it limit technological improvements. It would certainly not 
make strategic nuclear force planning or force improvements unnec
essary. I  should add that the two sides have already agreed that a 
Vladivostok-style agreement would be only a first step; talks would 
continue promptly thereafter, directed toward further reductions and 
limitations.

I have seen some press comment to the effect that the deferral option 
is not “equitable,” or that it somehow reneges on an agreement reached

**The Vladivostok agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament. 197^ 
pp. 746-750.
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:at Vladivostok. That simply is not so. The numbers and scope in the 
proposal are precisely those agreed on at Vladivostok. To be more 
specific, the United States never agreed at Vladivostok to include 
cruise missiles. After the Vladivostok talks, the Soviets claimed that 
the term “air-to-surface missile” as used in that agreement applied to 
all cruise missiles. Our understanding, however, was and is that the 
term applied only to ballistic missiles. In any event, cruise missiles are 
not limited to being air-to-surface weapons; surely no one can argue 
that the Vladivostok text covered ground- and sea-launched cruise mis
siles. The Soviets, if  they really insist on an agreement along the lines 
of Vladivostok, should be able to accept, or at least discuss, this deferral 
proposal.

Our second (and preferred) position, on the other hand, would be 
an agreement based on what is called the comprehensive option. This 
is the first proposal made by either government which substantively 
spells out in detail a real and politically meaningful reduction in 
strategic nuclear forces. It would not just reduce forces in the aggre
gate. In addition, by establishing restraints, it would enhance the 
survivability of both sides’ ICBM forces now and in the future.

There are four basic elements to this option. First, it would reduce 
the aggregates: The authorized number of strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles (aircraft, ICBMs, submarines) would drop from the Vladi
vostok limit of 2400 down to 1800-2000. The limit on the total number 
of MIRVed launchers would be reduced from 1320 to 1100-1200. 
MIRVed ICBMs, which were not limited at Vladivostok, would now 
be restricted to no more than 560. Finally, the allowable number of 
Soviet modem, large ballistic missiles, which is now in the low 300’s 
would be restricted to 150 for them. The United States would, on our 
part, agree to a continuation of the ban on any equivalent missiles for 
us contained in the SALT I Interim Agreement.

The limits in the proposal would not immediately alffect both sides 
in precisely the same way. As I noted earlier, the respective strategic 
nuclear force postures are too different for such symmetry, but the 
overall effect of the proposed reductions would be fully equitable. The 
numerical limits are the same for the two sides except for one that 
continues a Soviet advantage in modern, large ballistic missiles though 
at a reduced level. Since the Soviets have more strategic nuclear de
livery vehicles than we do, the reduction in vehicles would immediately 
affect them more than us. But on the other hand, we now have about 
three times as many MIRVed missiles as they do, so the MIRV limit 
would affect the U.S. before it would the Soviets. Finally, although 
the Soviets would have to give up more than half of their modern, 
large ballistic missiles, they would keep the rest—and they could 
MIRV all they kept—while we would not be permitted to have any 
such large missiles in our arsenal, MIRVed or unMIRVed.

The second element in the comprehensive option is a prohibition 
on the introduction of new ICBM capabilities, thereby improving
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stability within the strategic balance by reducing the vulnerability of 
both ICBM forces. It would continue the ban on building new ICBM 
silos which was agreed to at Vladivostok. It would also prohibit the 
modification of existing ICBMs and ban the development, testing, and 
deployment of new types of ICBMs as well as mobile ICBMs.

At the present time, both sides are reasonably confident that the bulk 
of their ICBM forces would survive an attack. The objective of this 
position of the comprehensive option is simply to keep it that way. 
In support of this objective, we propose to limit ICBM tests to six 
per year. This will make it far less likely that either side would 
become so confident in the accuracy of its ICBMs as to believe that it 
could knock out most of the other side’s ICBMs. Although development 
of submarine launched ballistic missiles could continue, testing of 
these also would be limited to six per year. That limit on testing would 
reduce the pace of SLBM development and hinder the attainment of 
high accuracy, by both nations’ SLBM forces.

In sum, this approach would enhance stability by delaying substan
tially the time when fixed ICBM’s become vulnerable. And since the 
Soviets have a much larger portion of their strategic nuclear force in 
ICBMs than we have, I cannot see how anyone could claim that this 
arrangement would be inequitable to them.

A third element of the proposal is that it would ban cruise missiles 
with ranges greater than 2500 km (about 1550 miles). This range 
restriction would prevent us from substituting cruise missiles for 
SLBMs, thereby assuming significant independent strategic uses. The 
limitation would permit us to use cruise missiles as penetration aids 
for our bombers against the large and comprehensive Soviet air defense 
system—a system the Soviets have never been willing to include in 
SALT discussions. It would not, however, interfere with the use of 
cruise missiles outside the SALT context, that is, in tactical or theater 
applications. In short, the cruise missile proposal limits strategic uses 
of cruise missiles, as is appropriate in a strategic arms limitation 
agreement. But it would not make us pay for a SALT agreement by 
limits on our nonstrategic ability to counter Soviet weapons that are 
controlled neither in SALT nor elsewhere.

The final element of the comprehensive proposal provides that 
Soviet Backfire bombers will not be counted in the aggregate as long 
as they are not deployed as strategic weapons. The United States will 
insist on appropriate assurances that these bombers, which have a 
combat radius sufficient for some strategic uses, will not now or in the 
future perform strategic missions. There are a number of actions the 
Soviets could take to that end, and we are ready to consider what 
they propose. In short, this provision would accept the Soviet posi
tion that the Backfire is not a strategic weapon, and simply require 
them to provide us with acceptable and verifiable assurances that such 
will in fact be the case.
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How would an agreement along these lines affect the future ? Because 
such a treaty would last for, perhaps, eight or ten years, estimates of 
what the comparative strategic forces would be like at the end of that 
period are of course only projections, not hard facts. Soviet SLBM 
MIEV systems would have time to go through several generations, and 
the numbers of weapons a bomber can carry varies widely with cir
cumstances. However, we can identify in approximate terms certain 
likely trends:

—The United States would retain its lead in the total number of 
warheads and bomber weapons added together.

—The Soviets would lead in ICBM warheads, whereas the United 
States would lead in SLBM warheads.

— T̂he Soviets would retain their substantial lead in total missile 
throw-weight. Their ICBM warheads would continue to be larger 
as well as more numerous than our own. The United States, on the 
other hand, would continue to lead in bomber payload.

The comprehensive proposal thus would affect the diverse elements 
of the U.S. and Soviet strategic forces in different ways. It can be 
evaluated only in its totality in judging its equitability.

Our two proposals, particularly the comprehensive option, are far- 
reaching. They would have a real impact on U.S. and Soviet strategic 
weapons programs, and would provide us with a chance to deal with 
a key source of instability—ICBM improvements.

The proposals are also equitable. They would serve the interests of 
the Soviet Union no less than our own, by avoiding the costs and risks 
of increasing the numbers and sophistication of nuclear arms.

Finally, the proposals are realistic. As I mentioned, they respond 
to the security concerns of both sides.

The President offered the deferral option as an initial step in the 
event that the comprehensive option, which is more complex, requires 
more time for consideration. Thus, the proposals can be viewed as two 
stages of a process.

Let me conclude with a word or two about where we go from here. 
I  have tried to focus on the long-range substance, not the immediate 
negotiating process, but a few observations are appropriate. First of 
all, we have certainly not abandoned, or even suspended, our discus
sions with Soviet representatives over strategic arms controls. Even 
while giving their rejections, the Soviets stressed that the talks would 
continue. Secretary Vance will meet with Foreign Minister Gromyko 
in May, and the President met with Ambassador Dobrynin yesterday. 
The talks, therefore, are anything but dead.

We all need to recognize that this is, as I said, a negotiating process. 
The proposals we have made are reasonable and equitable, but they are 
not presented as take-it-or-leave-it propositions. We offered the 
Soviets two packages to choose from. Although we are committed to
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the concepts inherent in the two proposals, we recognize that specific 
details could be subject to negotiation. We will carefully examine any 
specific Soviet counterproposals. We are willing to listen to their argu
ments and consider adjustments to our own proposals that would not 
Tiffect the equitable outcomes our two proposals are designed to achieve. 
The President reiterated this point last week when he stated that, 
should our re-analysis uncover any specific inequities, “we would be 
very eager to change it.” I should add that my reexamination to date 
reinforces my belief that our proposals are fair. I believe President 
Caî ter shares that view.

In short, there is no fundamental reason why we should not reach a 
new SALT II agreement. I believe that agreements which set bound
aries on the strategic nuclear deterrence problem would serve both 
our interests.

Still, the security of the United States is our primary objective; 
none of us would countenance an agreement which left the nation in 
any way less secure than it is right now. As Paul Warnke and Cy 
Vance have said recently: “The ball is in their court.” The outcome is 
uncertain, and clearly the process we are now engaged in may take 
some time. What is required is that we be patient, and that we persist 
in our efforts.

I have tried to point out that strategic arms control agreements and 
nuclear force planning both have a role in maintaining the strategic 
nuclear balance which is essential to our security. Arms limitation 
agreements make sense—provided they are equitable and verifiable. 
We intend to maintain our strategic security in any event.

In closing, I reiterate what President Carter and I have each said on 
previous occasions. Neither he nor I would under any circumstances 
advocate or accept a strategic arms agreement that would increase 
the risks to the security of the United States. We seek an agreement 
that will improve our security as well as that of the Soviet Union, 
and believe that such an arrangement is possible. But neither by a 
poor agreement, nor by a unilateral erosion of our strategic posture, 
do we intend to allow others to gain a strategic advantage that they 
might think to use militarily or politically either to attack or to bully 
us or other nations.

We prefer, of course, to emphasize agreements. Because our goal is 
stable equivalence, not a return to superiority, we are particularly 
hopeful of achieving our security objectives at lower force levels and 
reduced costs. An equitable agreement would permit us to do so. I have 
tried to make clear the nature and merits of the President’s proposals. 
I am convinced that these serve the interests of both sides in stabiliz
ing the strategic situation and reducing the threat of nuclear destruc
tion, and have real hope that they can form the basis of such an 
agreement.
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Address by President Carter to the Permanent Council of the 
Organization of American States: Protocol I to the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, and 
Limitations on Conventional Arms Transfers [Extract], 
April 14, 1977"

We . . . hope to work with all nations to halt the spread of nuclear 
explosive capabilities. The States of Latin America took the initiative 
10 years ago when you set up the first nuclear-free zone in any popu
lated area of the world. The Treaty of Tlatelolco is a model worthy of 
our own admiration. For our part, the United States will sign, and 
I  will ask the Senate to ratify, Protocol I  of the Treaty, prohibiting 
the placement of nuclear weapons in Latin America.^

However, banning the spread of nuclear explosives does not require 
giving up the benefits of peaceful nuclear technology. We mean to 
work closely with all of you on new technologies to use the atom for 
peaceful purposes.

To slow the costly buildup of conventional arms, we are seeking 
global policies of restraint. We are showing restraint in our own poli
cies around the world, and we will be talking to suppliei nations and 
to prospective buyers about ways to work out a common approach. 
We also believe that regional agreements among producers and pur
chasers of arms can further such a global effort.

I  spent most of this morning working on a new United States policy 
to reduce the sale of conventional arms around the world. Again, you 
in Latin America have taken the lead. The pledge of eight South 
American nations to limit the acquisition of offensive arms in their 
region is a striking example. I f  the eight nations can implement their 
pledge, their own people will not be the only ones to benefit. They will 
have set a standard for others throughout the world to follow.®

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representative 
(De Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
April 15,1977"

During the past round, we have dealt with a number of general 
topics and with the problems of the discrepancy between Eastern and 
Western figures on Warsaw Pact military manpower.

® Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 18,1977, pp. 525-526.
*The treaty and its protocols may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 

m y ,  pp. 69-83.
® The President is referring to the Ayacucho Declaration, which is printed in 

Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 819-822.
^ACDA press release 77-4. Department of State Bulletin, May 16, 1977, pp. 

482-484.
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One of the general topics Western participants have concentrated 
on during the round is the need for the East to move away from its 
basic conceptual approach to these negotiations; namely, that all 11 
direct participants in these negotiations must submit to an identical 
reduction formula as though they were identical in all relevant re
spects, that is, identical in military importance, identical in their geo
graphic situation, and identically affected by the consequences of 
reductions and limitations of their forces.

Obviously, this approach is not a logical or realistic one if one looks 
at the important differences which actually exist among the different 
participants. Because of these differences, the East’s insistence that all 
direct participants should be treated identically would result in gross 
inequities and diminish Western security.

T^liat are these differences? They are, first of all, the enormous dif
ferences in the military strength of participants. The participants in 
these talks include the world’s largest military powers, the United 
States and U.S.S.E., as well as countries with much less military 
potential. Both the United States and U.S.S.R. possess a large and 
varied strategic nuclear capability. None of the other participants 
possesses anything remotely comparable. Clearly, it is not realistic to 
expect participants to overlook this basic fact of these negotiations.

Second, there are important differences between the different par
ticipants as to geographical situation. The Soviet Union, which is the 
largest power on the Eastern side, is situated in direct proximity to the 
area of reductions. The United States, on the other hand, which is the 
comparable Western power, is located at a distance of 5,000 kilometers 
on the other side of the Atlantic Ocean.

Another important difference is that some of the participants have 
substantially all their forces in the area; substantially all of their 
forces will therefore be affected under any limitation. But other par
ticipants have only a portion of their forces in the area, and it is only 
this portion of their forces that would in any way be limited under an 
agreement. The Soviet Union and the United States both fall in this 
second category, of course. But in the case of the Soviet Union, we are 
talking about the presence, on territory directly adjacent to the reduc
tion area, of extremely large forces with an imposing array of the most 
modern equipment.

Finally, there is the important difference between East and West 
with regard to the overall numerical levels of their forces in the area. 
The East possesses sizable numerical advantages in ground forces 
manpower and in overall military manpower in the area. It also has 
superiority in numbers of most types of major armaments.

These are important realities which define the negotiating situation 
we are addressing in these talks. However, the East continues to press 
an approach which deliberately disregards these realities. In defiance 
of the facts, it has insisted that the reduction formula should be iden
tical for all participants.



234 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

The East continues to envisage equal-percentage across-the-board 
reductions of all types of military personnel and armaments which 
would establish in treaty form a right for the East to maintain its 
considerable advantages in military manpower and armaments.

This outcome would be inequitable and would seriously diminish 
Western security. Moreover, the East’s contractualized numerical 
advantages inside the reduction area would be enhanced by the East’s 
geographic advantages; inside the area the East would have more 
manpower and more armaments than the West, and adjoining the 
area of reductions is the Soviet Union, one of the most powerful coun
tries in the world. Soviet forces in the U.S.S.E. are far larger than 
Western forces in the reduction area and would be subject to no 
numerical limitations under an agreement.

Western participants would in addition have to accept national ceil
ings. This would seriously hamper the operation of NATO’s inte
grated defense structure and could prejudice the future organization 
of Western European defense. National ceilings could limit the West
ern ability to maintain the overall number of their military manpower 
at an agreed level. It is evident that this Eastern approach would 
diminish Western security.

We are determined to do everything we can to bring about an agree
ment. However, the East will have to realize that any agreement must 
be based on the realities of the situation and not on an artificial 
approach which insists on treating all 11 direct participants as though 
they were identical.

In its proposals of December 1975, the West made significant addi
tions to the reductions and limitations it has previously proposed. 
These proposals offered a reasonable and equitable basis for agree
ment based on approximate parity in ground forces, including a 
collective common ceiling on both ground forces manpower and over
all military manpower. We still consider that they deserve a positive 
and serious Eastern response.

However, so far the East has given us no such response. In its 
February 1976 proposal, which is not such a response, the East con
tinued to insist on the same equal-percentage approach, with no change 
in the outcome which would result from its implementation. The only 
change was a change in the sequence of reductions.

A major topic of our discussions during this round has been the 
-data issue.

Last June, 21/̂  years after the West tabled data in November 1973, 
the East put down figures on its forces in the area. There was a con
siderable discrepancy between Eastern and Western figures on East- 
-ern forces in the area. Our discussions during this round have sought 
to clarify the underlying reasons for this discrepancy. These discus
sions have been carried on in a businesslike way. However, the sources 
of the discrepancy have not yet been identified. These discussions will 
have to be continued in view of the need for understanding on force



MEISNER STATEMENT, APRIL 15 235

levels, for solution of the size of the reductions to be taken by each 
side, and for resulting limitations.

To sum up, we are disappointed that there has not been more prog
ress in the past round. However, we continue to believe that a basis for 
progress exists if the East moves to a more realistic approach which 
does take account of the real and important differences among the 
direct participants in these negotiations. The Western approach does 
this.

News Conference Statement by the Czechoslovak Representative 
(Meisner) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
April 15, 1977"

The 11th Round of our negotiations on reductions of armed forces, 
and armaments in Central Europe has come to an end. Unfortunat^h> 
we still cannot announce the working out of a common draft agree
ment which we might submit to our governments. What we have ac
complished is another round of assiduous work which has contributedl 
to further elucidate the positions of both sides and of the individuaM 
states and which helps to clarify important matters.

In this round too the Socialist countries have followed the aim 
to contribute to a substantial reduction of the high concentration of 
aimed forces and armaments in Central Europe. This high concen
tration of armed forces and armaments calls for substantial equal per
centage reductions on both sides by each individual state-direct par
ticipant according to the level of its military potential in the area of 
reductions. The Socialist countries proceed in this respect from the 
basic concept admitted even by numerous leading statesmen of coun
tries whose representatives are seated with us at the negotiating table  ̂
namely that an approximate equilibrium of forces has been historic' 
ally set up in Central Europe in these last years, an equilibrium which 
should be preserved, however, at a lower level of forces. Such reduc
tions must be carried out on a basis of equality. Proceeding from this 
principle, we continue to think that the most equitable method wohkl 
consist in that all states reduce by an equal percentage the levels of 
their armed forces in Central Europe, so that both groupings would 
perform approximately equal reductions.

The implementation of the Socialist countries’ proposal would rep
resent reduction hj dozens of thousands of soldiers, by tremendous 
amounts of armaments, including tanks, planes, nuclear weapons with 
means of their delivery. It is not difficult to imagine what this would 
mean from the military, political and economic point of view.

The outcome of equal reductions would be equilibrium again, or as 
the West C4i,lls it, parity. However, the Socialist coimtries cannot ac-

^ACDA files.
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cept the Western concept of parity which is to be attained by the 
adoption of so-called common collective ceilings. The implementa
tion of such a concept of parity would not lead to a concrete deter
mination of each country’s share in reductions and in limitations of 
their forces’ manpower at the residual levels. On the contrary, under 
certain circumstances, the so-called common collective ceiling would 
even allow certain countries to increase their forces. This would prac
tically annihilate the very sense of our negotiations and their outcome.

No need to be an expert to Imow that the military strength of any 
country consists of a complex of all military components, that is of 
ground forces, of air forces and of imits equipped with nuclear weap
ons as well. This is why all these components should be included into 
xeductions. The permanent obstacle impeding progress in our ne- 
.gotiations is the Western requirement to reduce the manpower of 
ground forces only and not of air forces. The West wants also to 
-exclude from reductions its combat equipment and armaments. How
ever, as far as the Socialist countries are concerned, the West demands 
that the Soviet Union withdraw already in Stage I from the area 
of reductions a complete tank army, with all its intricate equipment. 
On its own behalf, the West offers but the reduction of individually 
selected soldiers, which would have no effect on the combat capability 
of Western armed forces in Central Europe.

At the 11th Round too, the Socialist countries have pointed out as 
the most suitable basis for the reaching of progress in our nego
tiations, their proposal of 19 February 1976, a compromise proposal 
in which they have accepted a two-stage process of reductions, the 
working out of two separate agreements and the differentiation of 
the commitments to be undertaken by the individual states. Never- 
theless, the West European countries and. Canada refuse to accept the 
fully justified requirement of the Socialist countries asking that the 
Western countries undertake—at a moment when the Soviet Union 
enters concrete reduction commitments—at least general obligations 
to reduce their forces in Stage II.

The unwillingness of the West European countries and of Canada 
to express in any manner their later participation in the process of 
reductions as long as the, Socialist countries will not have accepted 
the entire Western scheme of reductions, is one of the major ob
stacles in our negotiations. Tliis is serious, the more so since their 
armed forces represent the two thirds of the total Western forces iu 
the area of reductions.

In December 1974, the Socialist countries have proposed the adop
tion of a common declaration that none of the participating countries 
would increase their armed forces in the determined area of Central 
Europe for the duration of the negotiations. This declaration would 
in no way predetermine the position of both sides at the negotiations. 
However, the NATO countries so far have not accepted this proposal 
of the Socialist countries, claiming that it would contractualize the 
disparities in the armed forces numerical strength. In view of the
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situation which has arisen after the tabling of numerical data by both 
sides on the size of their armed forces, the issue of non-increasing 
becomes topical again. This is why the Socialist countries have rein
troduced once more their non-increase offer, a matter which has been 
referred to in his recent speech at the Trade Union Congress of the 
Soviet Union by Leonid Brezhnev. This is an important offer which 
deserves to be fully weighed and considered by the Western side*

The 11th Eound of negotiations too has shown that the Western 
requirements remain in substance focused on their concept of dis
parities and therefore on asymmetrical reductions of ground forces, 
in fact on substantial reductions to be carried out by the Soviet Union 
alone. The Western proposal of 16 December 1975 submitting a so- 
called “package-deal” does not alter in any way this unilateral West
ern concept. It is true that the United States would, on their behalf, 
add to the “package” a certain quantity of nuclear warheads and 
means of their delivery— b̂ut maybe those warheads would be pre
cisely the ones which, according to the Western press, must be with
drawn anyway as obsolete. Even if this NATO offer represents a 
positive step forward since it acknowledges the necessity to include 
into the process of reductions these weapons of great destruction 
power and their means of delivery, its insufficiency remains in that 
it does not include the delivery means of other Western states than 
the USA and is but a one-time offer, tied as before to the adoption 
of the entire Western unilateral scheme, unacceptable for the Socialist 
states.

How else can we view such a way of proceeding than as an effort 
to gain unilateral advantages for NATO, to alter the present ap
proximate equilibrium in Central Europe to the advantage of NATO 
countries, with all the unfavourable consequences which this would 
carry, such as endangering the present stability in Central Europe, 
increase of mistrust, of suspicion and so on.

As it is known, the Warsaw Treaty coimtries and the NATO coun
tries have submitted in the last year data on the numerical strength 
of the armed forces of both military and political alliances. These 
numerical data confirm how founded the views of the Warsaw Treaty 
countries are. Namely that there exists in Central Europe an approxi
mate equality in the numerical strength of armed forces, including 
equality in ground forces. In the course of this 11th Eound of ne
gotiations, the direct participants have been dealing with numerical 
strength without the West succeeding to prove the rightness of their 
allegations on disparities. The Socialist countries hope that concrete 
conclusions will drawn by the West therefore during the next 
round and that a substantial step towards agreement will be made.

The Socialist countries will continue to strive for the attainment 
of a concrete, and mutually acceptable agreement at the Vienna ne
gotiations. This agreement would no doubt represent an important 
milestone in European history, engraving in its annals the name of a 
concrete disarmament measure, enhancing the hope that the thirty
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years which have elapsed in Europe without wars will be followed 
by another long period of peace.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: United 
States Signing of Protocol I to the Treaty of TIatelolco, 
April 19, 1977"

As the representative of the Government which is the Depositary of 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, 
or Treaty of TIatelolco,^ it gives me great satisfaction to express our 
appreciation of the statement made last week, on Thursday, 14 April, 
by the President of the United States of America in connexion with 
Additional Protocol I to that Treaty.^

In that statement, as has just been explained by the distinguished 
representative of the United States, Ambassador Howard Meyers— 
whom I should like, incidentally, to thanlv for the kind remarks he 
made about me in his statement—President Carter announced that the 
United States would s i^  Additional Protocol I to the Treaty of 
TIatelolco, and that he will himself request the Senate in his country to 
ratify that instrument.

In order to grasp the significance and momentous nature of this 
undertaking, it should be emphasized that the States parties to the 
Protocol in question are required, under article 1, “to apply the statute 
of denuclearization in respect of warlike purposes as defined in 
articles 1, 3, 5 and 13 of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America in territories for which, de jure or de facto  ̂
they are internationally responsible and which lie within the limits 
of the geographical zone established in that Treaty”.

In short, if the provisions of these articles are taken into account, 
the States parties to Additional Protocol I accept, in respect of the 
territories covered by this Protocol, a regime of the complete absence 
of nuclear weapons under an effective international control system.

Again, for the same purpose it should be noted that, when the acces
sion by the United States to Additional Protocol I comes intO' force— 
the United Kingdom has already been a party since 11 December 1969 
and the Netherlands since 26 July 1971—only one of the four States to 
which that instrument is open will remain outside it. The situation will 
thus be analogous to that which has existed since 1974 in respect of 
the other additional protocol, namely, Additional Protocol II, which

" CCD/PV. 745, pp. 13-15.
®The treaty and its protocols may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 

1967, pp. 69-83.
* The President’s statement is printed ante, p. 232.
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is open to the nuclear-weapon States, of which only one has so far re
fused to heed the repeated exhortations of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations. We venture to hope that neither the Soviet Union nor 
France will wish to remain conspicuous in a negative attitude towards 
greater effectiveness in the lofty aims pursued by the only nuclear- 
weapon-free zone that it has been possible to establish in territories 
d,ensely inhabited by man.

As the distinguished representative of the United States referred 
in his statement to the question of transit and transport, and as this is 
a topic on which another of the nuclear Powers that is a member of 
the CCD, the Soviet Union, has also' expressed its opinion on a number 
of occasions, I feel it necessary to recall, so as to avoid any ambiguity 
in this respect, the authorized interpretation placed on record in this 
regard by what we might call in this case the “Constituent Assembly”, 
in other words, the Preparatory Commission for the Denuclearization 
of Latin America (COPEEDAL), which drafted the treaty.

This authorized interpretation was set out in the statement which, 
with the express agreement of COPEEDAL as decided at its fortieth 
plenary meeting, on 7 February 1967, was reproduced in the final act of 
the fourth and last session of the Commission—which was to culminate 
in the opening up for signature of the Treaty, on the fourteenth of that 
same month and year—and which stated the following:

The Commission deemed it unnecessary to include the term “trans
port” in article 1, concerning “Obligations”, for the following reasons:

1. I f the carrier is one of the Contracting Parties, transport is cov
ered by the prohibitions expressly laid down in the remaining pro
visions of article 1 and there is no need to mention it expressly, since 
the article prohibits “any form of possession of any nuclear weapon, 
directly or indirectly, by the Parties themselves, by anyone on their 
behalf or in any other way”.

2. If the carrier is a State not a Party to the Treaty, transport is 
identical with “transit” which, in the absence of any-provision in the 
Treaty, must be imderstood to be governed by the principles and rules 
of international law; according to these principles and rules it is for 
the territorial State, in the free exercise of its sovereignty, to grant or 
deny permission for such transit in each individual case, upon applica
tion by the State interested in effecting the transit, unless some other 
arrangement has been reached in a Treaty between such States.^

•A/6663, Feb. 23,1967, p. 8.
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Statement by the Chief of the ACDA Arms Transfer and 
Economics Division (Wilcox) Before a Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on international Relations: The Role of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in the Implementa
tion of U.S. Arms Transfer Policy, April 19, 1977 ^

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee.
ACDA appreciates this opportunity to comment from our view

point on some of the important issues relating to foreign military 
sales. In order to characterize the nature of our viewpoint, I will 
begin by outlining our current role within the overall Government 
framework that addresses arms transfers, with particular attention 
to the recent changes that have occurred in that role.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is today an active 
participant in the formulation and implementation of U.S. policy on 
the transfer of conventional arms. This role has evolved through a 
series of actions taken over the past 2 years.

Prior to 1975, ACDA’s involvement in the arms transfer decision
making process was generally limited to the review of selected, com
mercial export licenses and occasional participation in policy studies. 
In March of 1975, a separate Arms Transfer Division was established 
within the Agency. This Division was charged with advising the 
Department of State on the arms control aspects of proposed U.S. 
arms transfers, and with developing recommendations to improve 
U.S. arms transfer policy and initiatives for international coopera
tion to bring about greater control of the world arms trade.

As one of its first tasks, the new group developed and circulated 
within the executive branch a document describing the criteria used 
by ACDA in evaluating proposed transfers. Subsequently revised 
and expanded in the light of experience, this document, entitled 
“Arms Control Policy for Arms Transfers,” serves to standardize the 
Agency’s evaluation criteria and to inform other Departments and 
agencies of the basis of ACDA’s arms control assessments. A copy of 
the current version of this document is attached at the end of this 
statement.^

ACDA’s entree to the arms transfer decision-making process was 
greatly enhanced by the passage of the Foreign Relations Authoriza
tion Act, fiscal year 1976, signed into law November 29,1975. Section 
150 of that act amended the basic statutes governing arms transfers 
to require that all arms transfer decisions be coordinated with the

 ̂Foreign Assistance Legislation for Fiscal Year 1978 (Part 2): Hearings "before 
the Subcommittee on International Security and Sdentiflo Affairs of the Oom~ 
wittee on International Relations, House of Representatives^ Ninety-fifth Con
gress, First Session, Policies on Arms Transfers and Military Assistance Programs, 
pp. 67-72.

“ IMd., pp. 72-75.
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Director of ACDA and take into account liis opinion as to whether 
a proposed transfer would:

1. Contribute to an arms race ;
2. Increase the possibility of outbreak or escalation of conflict; or
3. Prejudice the development of bilateral or multilateral arms con

trol arrangements.*

ACDA immediately took the initiative with the Department of 
State to develop procedures implementing the new legislation. This 
cooperative effort culminated in a memorandton from the Under Sec
retary of State for Security Assistance on February 17,1976, address
ing “ACDA’s Eole in Decisions Concerning Provision of Defense 
Articles and Services,” which set forth State/ACDA coordination 
procedures.*

Among other things this memorandum formally recognized the 
munitions category screening developed cooperatively by ACDA 
.and the Office of Munitions Control to select for review those cases 
likely to have some arms control implications. This memorandum also 
recognized certain gaps in coverage because of transfer authorities 
predelegated by State to the Secretary of Defense, e.g., sales of major 
equipment to many of the developed countries.

In order to fill these gaps ACDA and State entered into consulta
tions with DOD which led to the issuance of a supplementary mem
orandum on June 14, 1976, establishing procedures under which 
ACDA monitors all requests for FMS and all MAP actions.®

The International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control 
Act of 1976 further extended ACDA’s participation in the arms trans
fer policy process.® The Agency has drafted appropriate parts of the 
many new reports required by this new legislation, although such re
ports are, of course, given final form through interagency coordination.

A major part of ACDA’s arms transfer activity is devoted to 
assessmeiits of the arms control implications of proposed foreign mili
tary sales (FMS) and commercial applications for export licenses. 
Many of the proposed FMS never reach the stage of becoming formal 
cases but rather are addressed in the form of responses to cabled in
quiries from our Embassies overseas, or in decision papers for senior 
officials considering broader problems, or in talking points for U.S. 
officials meeting with foreign diplomats.

Of those proposed transfers that do reach the formal case stage, 
about 1̂ 000 per year are individually evaluated by ACDA, 80 percent 
being commercial export license applications and most of the remain
der being FMS cases requiring congressional notification. Commercial 
license applications are forwarded to ACDA for review by the State 
Department Office of Munitions Control (PM/MC).

® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 710. 
 ̂Ibid., .m e , m -  34-^7.

pp. 352-3^.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 386-430.
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Most requests received by State for export licenses involve pro 
forma documentation for shipping components actually sold under 
FMS, or involve minor quantities of small arms for collectors and 
sporting purposes, or are otherwise innocuous from an arms control 
point of view. In ordfer to concentrate attention on the important cases, 
ACDA has generated a statement of the U.S. munitions list categories 
and subcategories likely to have some arms control impact. That list is 
used by the Office of Munitions Control to select cases for referral to 
ACDA, although they also refer additional cases when they suspect 
possible arms control interest. To insure that cases of potential concern 
are not overlooked, ACDA consults regularly with the Office of Muni
tions Control and periodically reviews all outstanding license 
applications.

Beyond the coordination with State during preliminary FMS con
siderations— t̂he level at which most rejections occur—the majority of 
FMS cases considered to warrant carefol review by ACDA are those 
that require notification to the Congress pursuant to section 36(b) of 
the Arms Export Control Act.

Procedures have been established under which the Agency advises 
State on both advance and final notifications to the Congress. More 
general FMS monitoring is carried out by ACDA review of weekly 
machine runs provided by the Department of Defense on all newly re
quested FMS transfers and ongoing MAP activities. No USG deci
sions are made on these cases during the following week, giving ACDA 
an opportunity to advise State of any concerns with, or objections to, 
particular transfers.

In addition to the informal FMS inquiries that never became cases, 
in 1976 ACDA recommended against approval of about 6 percent of 
the formal cases it reviewed; in nearly all of these cases the Agency's 
objection was sustained. In a considerable number of other formal 
cases ACDA did not specifically object to a sale but called the attention 
of State to certain potential risks or problems that might ensue.

In addition to its review of individual cases, ACDA is a member 
of the interagency Security Assistance Program Review Committee, 
which advises and assists the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance in the preparation of annual security assistance programs 
involving appropriated funds. A detailed summary of ACDA’s in
volvement in the processing of various types of arms transfers is also 
attached.

The Agency has been extensively involved in preparation of the 
arms control impact statements for arms transfers called for by sec
tions 209 and 211 of the International Security Assistance and Arms 
Export Control Act of 1976.

For section 209 of the act, ACDA drafted the arms control impact 
statement for each purchasing country included in the fiscal year 1976 
Congressional Presentation Document for U.S. security assistance, as 
well as the regional aa^sanaeiits in a ^ e i  ®  to volume I of that docu
ment. These statements include (1) an analysis of the relationship be
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tween expected sales to each country and arms control efforts relating 
to that country, and (2) the impact of expected sales on the stability 
of the region that includes the purchasing country. These drafts were 
of course subsequently molded through the interagency coordination 
process into overall administration statements.

Pursuant to section 211 of the act, ACDA has on occasion provided 
the Department of State with initial analyses of the arms control im
pact of particular sales offers when the President has been requested 
to provide such analyses to the Congress.

Turning to the area of policy development, ACDA has taken an ac
tive part in the present review of arms transfer policy, directed by the 
President in concert with the study required by section 202 of the In
ternational Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

In the course of this study ACDA identified for consideration a wide 
range of possibilities for unilateral and multilateral controls over 
arms transfers. ACDA has participated in several other interagency 
regional and functional studies involving arms transfer policy. One of 
these was the study of multilateral controls, directed by the Secretary 
of State, that was provided in summary form to the Congress in Sep
tember 1976.

Like any developing relationship, the integration of ACDA into 
the arms transfer decision-making process over the last 2 years was not 
without its problems. In some cases the Agency was consulted only at 
a late stage in the processing of a proposed transfer when a new opin
ion was difficult to accommodate. There were instances in which 
ACDA views were not solicited on proposed third-country sales. Oc
casionally very sensitive cable traffic and other information necessary 
to evaluate a transfer has not been furnished to the Agency.

The important point, however, is that these situations have been ex
ceptions to normal practice. As a general rule the cooperation we 
have received from other agencies has been excellent once they were 
aware of our new responsibilities in the arms transfer process.

Furthermore, as problems have occurred they have been satisfactor
ily resolved either through contacts at the working level or, when 
necessary, a more senior level. The importance of regular coordina
tion with ACDA on arms transfers has been stressed by senior officials 
of the Department of State, including the Under Secretary for Secu
rity Assistance, the Assistant Secretaries for regional bureaus, and the 
Director of the Office of Politico-Military Affairs.

As a result of these positive efforts, ACDA participates regularly 
^nd effectively in the arms transfer decisionmaking process. We main
tain close day-to-day consultation at the working level with the ele
ments of the Departments of State and Defense involved in the arms 
transfer process, with the purpose of insuring that we are aware of 
proposed transfers at an early state of the deliberations and can advise 
on the arms control implications in a timely, effective, and useful 
manner.
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This general summary of the current role of ACDA in conventional 
arms transfers provides a context for comment on the speciiBc issues 
identified by the subcommittee staff as being of particular interest.

First of all, we believe that there are very real prospects for in
creased restraint in arms transfers and reductions in the overall trade. 
The President has repeatedly stated his intent to achieve these goals,, 
and one of his first acts was to convene an interagency study to develop 
options for improved U.S. arms transfer policy.

ACDA is pleased to have been one of the primary participants in 
that study. One of our roles was to explore the feasibility and desira
bility of potential unilateral and multilateral control measures, and we 
addressed a considerable number of them. This process exposed several 
important factors, however.

In particular, unilateral restraints can have little effect on world 
peace and stability in the long run without the cooperation of other 
arms suppliers and recipients.

Yet the arms trade has important security, political, and economic 
implications for some of these other nations such that they may not be 
willing to introduce corresponding restraints of their own without 
some compensating concessions by the United States. And, of course, 
arms transfers have served legitimate U.S. interests.

Thus, the achievement of increased restraint and reductions in arms 
transfers, like all important objectives, will entail some corresponding 
costs and problems of its own. It represents in effect a rebalancing of 
competing but important national interests. But that rebalancing in 
favor of greater restraint is entirely feasible, and we in ACDA are 
pleased that it is being pursued seriously and that we are able to con
tribute to it.

One problem that must be addressed is that of third-country trans
fers. The impact upon the recipient country and region of a transfer 
of U.S. arms does not depend on the origin of the transfer. As some of 
the earlier recipients of U.S. weapons obtain improved replacements 
from us (or from other suppliers), they naturally want to capitalize 
economically or politically on their disposition of the retired equip
ment. Weapons that are obsolete in one region may still be highly ad
vanced in another.

Thus, it is essential that third-country transfers be considered just 
as carefully and with just as much interagency coordination, as are 
original transfers. A separate problem is raised by the deliberate or 
inadvertent violation by another country of U.S. retransfer provisions. 
Imposition of sanctions against such violators can itself introduce 
arms control problems by aggravating regional arms imbalances or 
increasing local tensions. Thus, we believe that the problems surround
ing real or suspected third-country transfer violations are just as much 
an arms control concern, and deserve the same interagency coordina
tion, as third-country transfers themselves.

As a matter of principle, it seems appropriate for the Government 
to regulate the promotion of sales of any equipment or service that is
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itself regulated. No useful purpose is served if  the appetite of a coun
try is whetted for a significant U.S. weapon and then the weapon itself 
is denied. Nor are U.S. interests served in the long run if the weapon 
is provided to avoid political embarrassment when, on balance, it 
should not have been. Thus, some form of improved control of arms 
promotional activity seems higlily desirable. ACDA recognizes that 
there are practical problems associated with such control, however, 
and we will continue to assist the State Department on advisory opin
ions to aspiring arms salesmen regardless of any modifications to the 
controls that may be established.

Finally, we believe that DEFO’s and military survey teams can 
play an effective and important role in pursuing a U.S. policy of 
restraint in arms sales. In helping to tailor host country military plans 
and arms purchases to legitimate requirements, they are in the ideal 
position to discourage excessive requests based upon unfounded fears 
or the simple desire for prestige. They can also educate the host gov
ernment in the true costs of acquiring and maintaining sophisticated 
weapon systems. As professional military men, their negative views on 
armaments are more likely to be respected than are refusals from 
Washington, which may be suspect as being primarily politically 
motivated. Elimination of this military expertise locally would pre
sumably shift the burden of arms sales matters to an embassy’s com
mercial attache, whose objective is to sell U.S. goods. Thus, ACDA 
would prefer that some professional military expertise be maintained 
in embassies to address security assistance matters, and that military 
survey teams be provided upon request to assist LDC’s in determining  ̂
legitimate security requirements, but that both be thorouglily 
grounded in U.S. arms transfer policy including the fundamental 
commitment to restraint.

Statement by ACDA Director Warnke Before a  Subcommittee 
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations During a  
Hearing on Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Author
ization for Fiscal Year 1978, April 20, 1977^

The bill transmitted by the President reconmiends a $13.6 million 
authorization, and that breaks down into about $11 million for pro
gram operation and $2.5 million for external research.^

Tliis will take care of our current program, and I would like to* 
outline the major elements in that current program.

 ̂S. rept. 95-193, Cal. 167; 95th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 21-26. Mr. Warnke was 
addressing the Subcommittee on Arms Control, Oceans, and International 
Environment.

 ̂Ante, p. 128.
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SALT Activities

The first one, of course, in terms of urgency and primacy, is the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. This is one of our major respon
sibilities, and the officials of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency play an important role in the interagency process, developing 
SALT policy and positions.

As the ACDA Director, I participate in the NSC meetings and the 
meetings of the Special Coordinating Committee when they are deal
ing with SALT matters. Other agency officials participate in the 
SALT working groups.

'When the SALT talks recommence in Geneva, which I hope will 
be soon, we will supply both the chairman and the alternate chairman 
for the delegation. ACDA also provides advisers, and in addition, an 
agency official will chair the interagency backstopping committee.

Our SALT activities also involve support of the Standing Con
sultative Commission (SCC) which was established by the SALT I  
agreements and which deals with the implementation of those SALT 
I agreements.®

Assuring compliance with the agreements is a delicate and complex 
task. The U.S. Commissioner is one of our ACDA officials, and other 
agency personnel act in support and advisory roles.

There will probably be at least one more session this year, and it is 
anticipated that the SCC will convene twice in fiscal year 1978.

If we are able, as we hope, to produce a SALT II agreement, this 
will add to the Standing Consultative Commission’s work.

ACDA has to fund all of the administrative costs attributable to 
the SALT operations in Geneva, and we estimate that this will be 
close to $2 million for fiscal year 1978.

Mutual Balaneed Force Reductions Talks

Turning to another subject, we are also deeply involved in the 
]\Iutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks in Vienna. We provide 
fi principal member, several advisers, and staff personnel. The objec
tive, of course, is to achieve a stable military balance in central Europe 
at lower force levels. The position of the Western group, the U.S. 
and our NATO allies, is that the disparity in manpower favoring the 
East should be eliminated and that there should be a common ceiling.

We are also endeavoring to reduce the present imbalance in armored 
forces. As you know, the ratio of Warsaw Pact tanks to NATO armor 
in the NATO guidelines area is presently greater than 2 to 1.

The positions of the two sides have been, of course, quite different. 
The Eastern representatives maintain that the current balance of 
forces should be maintained and that no change is merited. We take

* The SALT I agreements have been included in Documents on Disarmament^ 
J972, pp. 197ff. The memorandum of understanding regarding establishment of 
the Standing Consultative Commission is printed ibid., pp. 86^869.
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the position that there is a substantial disparity in manpower levels 
at the present point, and that the objective, as in SALT, should be to 
achieve equality and hence a more stable balance.

I participate in the NSC meetings dealing with MBFR here in 
Washington and ACDA officials participate in all of the working 
groups. In addition, one of our assistant directors chairs the MBFR 
Interagency Coordinating Committee.

Conference of the Committee on Disarmmnent

A third major element in our program is our participation in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. This is a 
31-member nation organization in which the United States and the 
Soviet Union provide the cochairmen. This is the forum in which the 
Nonproliferation Treaty,  ̂ the Biological Weapons Convention,® and 
the Seabed Arms Control Treaty were negotiated.®

Here again the U.S. delegation is led by an ACDA official and is 
staffed in part by ACDA personnel.

Last summer, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
completed its work on the text of the Environmental Modification 
Treaty, which was cosponsored by the Soviet Union and the United 
States. The text of the so-called ENMOD Treaty was transmitted 
to the U.N. General Assembly last fall, and a resolution was passed 
there referring it to all states for their consideration, signature, and 
ratification.^

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is now in session, 
and major agenda items which the conference is addressing include 
proposals to reach a comprehensive nuclear test ban, proposals to 
prohibit chemical weapons production and stockpiling, and proposals 
to complement the biological weapons convention.

The principal issues involved in negotiating a comprehensive nu
clear test ban are, as the committee knows, the modalities of verifica
tion, whether nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes should be 
included in the ban, and whether all nuclear weapons states must be 
parties before a treaty can come into effect.

Implementation of Nuclear Nonproliferation Policy

Another item in our program is the implementation of our policy of 
nuclear nonproliferation.

ACDA officials participated actively in the 1976 White House 
Nuclear Policy Review, which led to President Ford’s nuclear policy 
statement last October.® We in the Agency have been instrumental in 
other interagency nonproliferation policy reviews, such as those which

* Seem d., 1968, pp. 461-465.
1972, pp. 133-138.

* i m . ,  1971, pp. 7-11.
IMd.j 1976, pp. 924-930. For the text of the treaty as signed, see post, pp. 322— 

326.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 703-716.
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led to the President’s announcement 2 weeks ago of the decision to 
defer indefinitely Government support for further development of 
commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing and to restructure the U.S. 
breeder reactor program to give greater priority to alternative de
signs which minimize or completely avoid the separation of 
plutonium.®

In coordination with the State Department, we participate in the 
consideration of international nonproliferation matters.

One of the activities associated with this is the support we provide 
for the continuing meetings of the nuclear supplier countries in 
London.

This group of nuclear exporters seeks to minimize the risk that 
nuclear teclmology and materials supplied by them will be directed 
to non-peaceful purposes.

We are also involved in U.S. Government efforts to achieve wider 
adherence to the principles of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and thus 
to ensure that adequate safeguards are placed on nuclear materials 
and facilities.

In that regard, we are closely involved in the programs of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna, and we 
think we have been able to make significant contributions to the 
development of the techniques and instrumentation employed in ap
plying safeguards to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

We have sent representatives to the IAEA ad hoc advisory group 
on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, and next month we will 
be participating in the IAEA Nuclear Power and Fuel Cycle Confer
ence. In addition, ACDA officials take an active part in the semi
annual meetings of the IAEA Board of Governors and the annual 
General Conference.

You will recall that in November 1975, $440,000 was specifically 
authorized for the Agency’s use during fiscal years 1976 and 1977 to 
conduct research, in consultation with the IAEA, on the development 
of nuclear safeguard techniques.̂ ®

These funds were ultimately appropriated in June 1976, and were 
to be spent on external research in this field in addition to the amounts 
that were otherwise available.

We have therefore been able to initiate additional projects in this 
field. Half of the amount was allocated for projects during fiscal year 
1976, and the transitional period, and the balance is earmarked for 
two projects which will be obligated during fiscal year 1977.

Arms Control Impact on Military Expenditures Study

Turning to another item, I would like to discuss the Arms Control 
Impact on Military Expenditures Study. This was done pursuant to 
funds appropriated in June 1976, and the object was to study the 
impact of United States-Soviet arms control agreements on military

• See ante, pp. 219-220.
“  Documenis on Disarmament, 19T5, p. 707.
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expenditures.^  ̂ The provision authorizing appropriations for this 
study was sponsored by Senator Clark when the ACDA authorization 
bill was considered in 1975.

We engaged various contractors in this project, and the results were 
submitted in a final report to the Congress in February of this year.̂ ^

Conventional Arms Transfers

In an additional area, conventional arms transfers, the agency 
plays an important role in policy decisions. ACDA reviews the arms 
control implications of over 1,000 proposed transfers annually, and 
detailed analyses are prepared on several hundred of these.

We believe that as a result of the amendments to the law in 1975,̂  ̂
ACDA is now included in all arms transfer decisions, and, whether 
based on the strict statutory criteria, or on a generalized arms con
trol perspective, our views are presented as an integral part of the 
formal and informal executive branch decision-making processes.

We believe that for the future, international agreements have to 
be an essential part of a solution to the overall problem of arms 
transfers. It is our hope that we can participate in negotiations 
looking toward that objective.

External Research Program

With respect to the external research part of our program, that 
accounts for $2.5 million of the total appropriation requested for 
fiscal year 1978.

This will focus in large part on the continuation of work begun 
in the past 2 fiscal years. $1,140,000 will be used for research seeking 
new and better ways of preventing the diversion of nuclear materials^ 
and this would include safeguard research to assist the International 
Atomic Energy Agency.

In addition, we plan to spend $670,000 for external research in 
the conventional arms area, addressing such issues as arms transfers, 
technology transfers, and the possibilities for arms limitation, both 
in Europe and in the Middle East.

SALT related research for fiscal year 1978 would call for about 
$480,000. In the test ban area, we plan to obligate $150,000 for proj
ects designed to refine our ability to ascertain the nature and yield 
of nuclear explosions.

Related to this external research program is the provision in the 
bill before you, which would delete from the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act present language prohibiting the agency from con
tracting for research projects with non-United States institutions 
and persons. We have found in the past that what we regarded as 
important operations were frustrated because of this restriction. An

“  l U d ,

Ante, pp. 240-245.
Documen ts on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 708-709.
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example given in our submitted statement is that in our efforts de
voted to trying to curtail accessibility of plutonium for nonpeaceful 
purposes, it became devsirable to contract for Canadian expertise 
regarding Canadian-developed heavy-water reactor technology. With 
the present restrictive language in the act, we were unable to do so.

Arms Control Impact Statements

Turning now to anns control impact statements, the committee 
will recall, of course, that in November of 1975, the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act was amended to provide for the preparation 
and submission to Congress of statements describing the impact of 
certain defense programs on arms control and disarmament policy 
and negotiations.

The statements for the 1977 programs were submitted to the Con
gress in early August of last year.̂  ̂We have been made very aware 
of the widespread feeling among members of this committee, and 
other Members of Congress, that the statements were too little and 
too late and did not reflect all of the analysis intended by the 
legislation.

I think it is the general feeling that the impact statements sub
mitted in connection with the 1978 programs were some improve
ment but I have recently been advised by Chairman Sparkman and 
Senator Case that these latest statements are unsatisfactory and 
unacceptable as a model for future submissions.

I have indicated in my reply to the chairman and to Senator Case  ̂
and I have also told the House International Relations Committee^ 
that we intend fully to carry out the spirit and the letter of the law 
regarding arms control impact statements.

I  believe that, along with the Department of Defense and other 
administration agencies, we can establish a cooperative working re
lationship which will satisfy the Congress that it is receiving the kind 
of arms control impact statements which the law requires.

Approval of Authorization as Submitted Requested

We believe that the request before you for ACDA’s 1978 fiscal year 
will permit the agency to carry out its important role. I, therefore, 
respectfully request that the committee approve the authorization 
bill as submitted.

Analysis of Arms Control Impact Statements Sul)mitted in Connection With 
the Fiscal Year 1978 Budget Request Prepared for the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate and the Committee on International Relations^ 
U.S. House of Representatives, ty  the Foreign Affairs and National Defense 
Division, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress (Jt. Com. prt.; 
95th Cong., 1st sess.), Apr. 1977, pp. 355 ff.

^Ihid., pp. 1-207. See also Additiona,l Arms Control Impact Statements and: 
Evaluations for Fiscal Year 1978: Arms Control Impact Statements and Evalua
tions for Fiscal Year 1978: Arms Control Impact Statements "by the National: 
Security Council. . .  (Com. p r t.; 95th Cong., 1st sess.), Dec. 1,1977.
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Decision on Certain Procedural Aspects by the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament, April 21, 1977^

I. Organization of ’Work of the CCD

The work of the Committee will continue to be conducted in plenary 
meetings and through any additional arrangements agreed by the 
Committee, such as special plenary meetings, informal meetings, or in
formal meetings with experts.

The Committee agrees to the following provisional guidelines for 
the establishment of ad hoc working groups to facilitate the negotia
tions of texts of agreements (or any other document).

1. When it appears that there is a basis to negotiate a draft treaty 
or other draft texts, the CCD should establish an ad hoc worldng 
group for this purpose open to all members of the CCD.

2. The CCD should define the mandate for each working group 
including a target date for submitting its final report to the CCD 
and should provide the group with such working documents as may 
form an appropriate starting point for the group’s work.

3. In connexion with the establishment of a Working Group, the 
CCD may take a decision to send through the United Nations Sec- 
retary-General’s Eepresentative to all States Members of the United 
Nations, but not members of the CCD, appropriate working documents 
which have not previously been made available to them.

4. In accordance with the CCD’s established procedure, the work
ing groups shall work on the basis of consensus. The chairmanship 
of the working groups should rotate in the same manner as in the 
CCD. The meetings of the working groups should be on an informal 
basis and should be so scheduled as to avoid conflicting or otherwise 
interfering with the regular or informal meetings of the CCD. The 
level of representation in the working groups should be determined by 
each delegation. The working groups, on a periodic basis, should issue 
whatever reports to the CCD are deemed necessary. The Committee 
requests that the Secretariat provide assistance to the working groups 
as necessary, including the preparation of unofficial summaries of the 
working groups’ proceedings.

5. The CCD will take any other decisions that may be necessary 
regarding the Organization and procedures of the working groups.

II. Preparation of the COD'̂ s Annual Report to the United Nations 
General Asserribly

1. The draft report should be prepared by the Secretariat.
2. The draft should be made available to all members of the CCD 

at least two weeks before the scheduled date for the closure of the sum

 ̂CCD/532. The decision was adopted at the 746th meeting of the Conference.
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mer session. (It should be updated at the end of the succeeding week.)
3. The draft should contain:

(a) The Provisional Agenda as adopted on 15 August 1968; ^
(b) Summary of specific requests addressed to the CCD by the 

United Nations General Assembly at its preceding regular session;
(c) Sectional headings in accordance with items comprised in (a) 

and (b) above and other matters raised in the Committee during the 
year;

(d) Significant views expressed by delegations under each item in
cluding their analysis, if any, of the issues discussed. (If more than 
one delegation has made the same point the fact should be clearly 
stated.);

(e) Conclusions and decisions, if  any, adopted by consensus;
(f) A table of contents and an index, along the lines of the index 

which was included in the 1976 report, as well as a subject index o f  
both the basic report and annexes.  ̂ (The subject headings may need 
to be changed from time to time.) ;

(g) Working papers and proposals submitted during the year;
(h) Verbatim records of the meetings held during the year should 

also be distributed as a separate annex of the report.

4. The Committee will consider the draft report during the final week 
of its summer session. Delegations wishing to make statements on 
matters of substance during that week, and wishing reference to the 
statements to be included in the report, should provide brief sum
maries for this purpose.

5. The report should be circulated in New York to all delegations 
of member States of the United Nations by 1 October.

III. Distribution of Verbatim Records of CGD Plena/ry Meetings and' 
OGD Worldng Documents

Verbatim records of the CCD plenary meetings held during the 
year and the working documents should be distributed in New York 
to delegations of members States of the United Nations as soon as 
received from Geneva.

IV. Gommunique of GGD Plenary Meetings

The communique should be made in such a way as to reflect ade
quately the substance of the proceedings of the CCD plenary 
meetings.

It should contain information in respect to the consecutive number 
of the plenary meeting held, and the chairmanship of the day.

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 583-584.
^General AssemhVy Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 27 

(A/31/27).
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The communique should enimierate the names of the representatives 
of the countries who made statements, the topics covered by them as 
well as proposals or working papers submitted to the Committee.

It should also contain information in respect to the Committee's 
decisions concerning its schedule of work, convening of formal, in
formal, or other meetings.

Letter From the United States Representative to Secretary-Gen
eral Waldheim: Special Session of the General Assembly De
voted to Disarmament, April 22 ,1977 ^

The United States supported the adoption last fall of General 
Assembly resolution 31/189B, which called for the convening of a 
special Assembly session devoted to disarmament.^ At that time, the 
United States representative said that the United States would take 
an active part in preparations for the session and was willing to 
work co-operatively with other members of the United Nations to make 
it a success. In his address at the United Nations on 17 March, Presi
dent Carter stated that “we will make a strong and positive contribu
tion to the upcoming special session on disarmament . . ^

Underlying this approach is our belief that the special session offers 
an important opportunity to come to grips, in a concentrated manner, 
with some of the fundamental problems in the disarmament field. The 
session can, of course, serve a great many valuable purposes, both for 
Governments and the public, including the deepening and sharpening 
of understanding of vital disarmament issues. But we believe the 
central objective of the session should be to give a genuine new impetus 
to productive multilateral negotiations on issues—old and new—of 
pressing concern. In our view, the over-all significance of the session’s 
achievement will be measured primarily in terms of the specific stimu
lus it gives to such negotiations. More broadly, the session’s value will 
in part be determined by the extent to which it promotes measures 
and approaches that can contribute to an improved international 
atmosphere and to greater progress in arms control and disarmament.
, I f these tasks are to be accomplished, the session will need to do more 

than seek agreement on abstract priorities determined without refer
ence to their achievability, on general principles for disarmament that 
may or may not contribute to the solution of specific problems, or on a 
rigid programme and schedule of action seeking to determine a long- 
range process inevitably dependent on a multitude of factors subject to 
unforeseeable change. Such efforts, if not kept in perspective, could 
result in obscuring the session’s paramount purposes and divert 
its attention from more urgent problems.

‘ A/AO. 187/17.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 947-948,
• Ante, p. 135.
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Whether or not the special session can successfully stiniuitti;©, 
broaden, and accelerate disarmament negotiations will, in our view, 
depend primarily on the ideas and attitudes that countries develop for 
and bring to the session. The tremendous difficulties that have made 
negotiations so slow in the past—difficulties of definition, of balance, 
of verification, of conflicting political purposes, of insecurity—are not 
artificial. They will not disappear. Eather, it is the approaches taken 
to their solution, to the extent that traditional approaches are inade
quate, that must be changed.

We believe it will be essential for all Governments wishing to con
tribute to the success of the special session to review intensively all 
the possible approaches to arms control and disarmament arrange
ments that could contribute to their own security and that of others, 
or that could help reduce tensions, or limit expenditures and diversion 
of resources to armaments without prejudicing security.

Governmental reviews of this nature should and obviously will cover 
an extremely broad spectrum of arrangements—including those deal
ing with restrictions on levels or types of armaments, restrictions on 
activities, deployment limitations, expenditure limitations, and ten
sion-reducing measures. It will be equally important to identify a 
broad range of frameworks for such arrangements—including choices 
between global, regional, and bilateral actions, between formal treaty 
negotiations and less formal undertakings or mutual restraint, and 
between comprehensive and more limited undertakings.

Some approaches may not, of course, be applicable on a global 
scale. One of the potential benefits of the special session, in our view, 
could be to encourage Governments to consider how concepts developed 
for particular problems or regions might be adapted to situations 
relevant to their own concerns.

The national reviews that precede the session itself should be based 
on a recognition that arms control arrangements have the potential of 
enhancing, not merely preserving, the security of the participants. It 
will thus be important to consider ways in which arms control ap
proaches can be used by States to deal helpfully with their own 
security concerns and those of others with whom they interact.

This review process, together with a pattern of broad and open con
sultations among countries of . all political views, would contribute 
significantly to preparations for the special session. It should provide 
the necessary raw material to fashion general and specific objectives 
commanding a wide measure of consensus, to agree on meaningful 
priorities, to overcome some existing obstacles, to spur existing dis
armament efforts where possible, to launch new efforts where desirable, 
and to begin consideration of any necessary new arrangements for 
carrying out future negotiations.

Clearly the primary focus of the session’s work should be its exam
ination of major substantive issues in the disarmament field and its 
search for practicable approaches toward their resolution. In his 
speech of 17 March, President Carter indicated some of the areas that
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the United States considers to be of particular importance in the field 
of arms control and disarmament. At this early stage, however, we 
believe it would be difficult to identify which specific problems might 
most usefully be concentrated upon at the special session.

Without prejudice to the paramount importance of contributing 
to productive negotiations on specific disarmament and arms control 
issues, we believe the session should also consider one broad area 
that has not yet been intensively explored in the United Nations— 
namely, measures to increase international confidence and reduce inter
national tensions. It is clear that progress toward substantial disarma
ment cannot be achieved independently of progress toward a more 
peaceful world—a world in which problems are solved without recourse 
to force or threat of force, in which actions are governed by respect 
for law, and in which mutual understanding and negotiations replace 
mistrust and conflict. An examination of the problem of achieving 
broad disarmament should, in our view, take account of this underlying 
reality.

In this connexion, we believe the special session could make an im
portant contribution by giving significant attention to means of 
strengthening international confidence, both through practical meas
ures that could be implemented in the near tenn and through steps that 
could be taken over a longer term. Such measures might, for example, 
include recommendations for greater openness with respect to military 
expenditures and activities, for reciprocal acts of restraint in various 
fields, for minimizing the risks of conflict through accidents or mis
understanding, and for the development of guidelines for consultation 
and mediation in times of tension.

The United States will take a flexible approach to the structuring 
of the agenda of the special session. In general, we believe it should 
simply establish an organizational framework for the work of the 
session, without seeking to predetermine the scope of discussion— 
particularly at this early stage. The agenda should, of course, provide 
time for a general debate, giving an opportunity for all members to 
set forth their views and to air new ideas. At the same time, it would 
be desirable for the arrangements to provide ample opportunity for 
informal discussions and negotiations.

The session’s attention should be focused primarily on the prepara
tion of its final substantive document. As suggested earlier, we believe 
it should identify practical approaches for solving pressing problems 
through negotiations and through other national, regional, and inter
national actions. It might also, more generally, attempt to restate the 
fundamental interests of the international community in seeking 
progress in disarmament, identify long-term goals, and set out any 
generally applicable guidelines that might be helpful in working to 
achieve these goals.

The precise format and label of the session’s final product is, in our 
view, less important than the quality, practicality, and significance 
of the ideas developed and reflected in it.

277 - 084— 79------------ 19
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Negotiations and disarmament mechanisms, institutions, and pro
cedures should not, of course, be a substitute for the development of 
substantive goals and concrete proposals. Nonetheless, the session 
should be prepared to undertake any needed improvements in existing 
machinery and practices. It should also be in a position to launch 
any new organizational steps, perhaps including the creation of addi
tional machinery, that may be required to facilitate the achievement 
of the goals agreed upon at the session.

Important as the special session will be as a major international 
event, it still must be regarded as one step in a very long and arduous 
process. That process is nothing less than improving the security of all 
nations and their peoples and building a world order in which hmnan 
energies and talents are devoted more fully to meeting the basic needs 
of all humanity. We face too many pressing challenges to improve the 
quality of life for all peoples to be satisfied with the indefinite per
petuation of the present situation.

The special session on disarmament could offer us an important op
portunity for accelerating a basic change in direction. The United 
States will do everything in its power to contribute. But the deter
mined and creative efforts of all will be essential.

House International Relations CommiHee Report on Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Act Amendments, April 25, 1977^

The Committee on International Eelations, to whom was referred 
the bill (H.K 6179) to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1^78, and for other pur
poses, having considered the same, .report favorably thereon without 
amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.

P urpose

The purpose of the legislation is threefold:
First, H.E. 6179 authorizes an appropriation of $14.6 million to fund 

operations of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for fiscal 
year 1978.

Second, as explained below in greater detail, H.E. 6179 extends the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of ACDA operations in two areas:

(a) The bill eliminates the requirement that all research funded by 
ACDA be carried out by U.S. research institutions or individuals. 
Elimination of the ban on the use of foreign research organizations 
and individuals will enable ACDA to utilize non-U.S. research institu
tions with capabilities not available in the United States. It will also 
enable ACDA to employ foreign research organizations to carry out 
research overseas at less cost to the U.S. taxpayer.

 ̂H. rept. 95-219; 95th Cong., 1st sess.
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(b ) The bill permits ACDA to grant access to Energy Kesearch 
and Development Administration or Nuclear Kegulatory Commis
sion Restricted Data on the same basis that the Department of De
fense or the National Aeronautics Space Administration grant access 
to EDEA/NKC Restricted Data. The practical effect of the bill will be 
to permit ACDA to grant access to restricted data to individuals and 
organizations that have been granted access to restricted data by other 
Government agencies.

Third, the bill creates a new Executive Level IV position of Spe
cial Representative for Arms Control Negotiations. The Special Rep
resentative would carry out those functions and activities related to 
international arms control negotiations delegated to him by the Di
rector. Tlie Special Representative would be governed as is the Direc
tor by current law requiring that arms control negotiations be carried 
out under the direction of the President and the Secretary of State*

COMMITTEE ACTION

On March 14, 1977, the President forwarded to the Speaker of the 
House Executive Communication 999, transmitting draft legislation 
providing for a two year authorization of appropriations for the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency and amending the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act.  ̂This communication was referred to the Com
mittee on International Relations. On March 23, 1977, Hon. Clement 
J. Zablocki, Chairman, introduced by request the draft legislation as 
H.R. 5553. This legislation was referred to the Committee on Interna
tional Relations on Mardh 23,1977, and referred to the Subcommittee 
on International Security and Scientij&c Affairs.

On April 4 and April 5, 1977, the subcommittee held hearings on 
H.R. 5553. ACDA Director Paul C. Warnke testified on ACDA’s 
proposed programs and activities for fiscal year 1978.̂  Thomas C. 
Halsted, Executive Director of the Arms Control Association, and Dr* 
Duncan Clarke, Associate Professor of Political Science at American 
University, testified on ACDA’s past performance and overall effec
tiveness.^ Dr. Clarke also evaluated the impact on ACDA’s activities 
of legislative changes made in 1975 at the initiative of the Interna
tional Relations Committee in the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act described briefly below. The subcommittee met on April 6, 1977, 
in open session to mark up H.R. 5553. The subcommittee amended the 
bill and voted out a clean bill incorporating the amendments, to the 
full committee. On April 6, Congressman Zablocki introduced the clean 
bill as H.R. 6179 on behalf of the subcommittee which was referred to 
the Committee on International Relations that same day.

The committee met in open session on April 20, 1977, to mark up
H.R. 6179, and ordered the bill favorably reported by unanimous voice* 
vote without amendment.

^Ante, pp. 127-128.
 ̂Ante, pp. 212-216.

* See The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Authorization for Fiscal 
Year 19'18: Hearings and Markup Before the Subcommittee on International 
rity and Scientific Affairs . . . , pp. 35 ff.
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B a c k g r o u n d

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was established by 
Congress in 1961.® For fiscal year 1975 the Congress provided a 1-year 
authorization to allow for a major indepth study and review of the 
Agency. As the result of that review carried out \yj the Committee on 
International Relations, four major changes were made in 1975 to the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act as the result of enactment of 
Public Law 94-141: ®

(1) The status and effectiveness of ACDA was enhanced by man
dating that it have primary authority for arms control and disarma
ment matters “under the direction of the President and the Secretary 
of State” and by making the Director of ACDA statutory principal 
adviser to the National Security Council on arms control and dis
armament matters.

(2) Vital and necessaiy information on the arms control implica
tions of proposed weapons programs or technology was generated by 
the enactment of section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act. This section requires that budgetary proposals for weapons pro
grams submitted to the Congress be accompanied by a complete state
ment assessing the arms control and disarmament impact of such 
programs on arms control policy and negotiations. Section 36 further 
provides that the Director of ACDA be granted access to information 
on such programs throughout the executive branch to enable him to 
carry out his responsibilities as the statutory arms control adviser 
to the ^fational Security Council.

(3) Laws regulating international transfers of armaments and 
other implements of war were amended to require coordination with 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and consideration of the 
Director’s opinion as to the arms control implications of export of 
items on the U.S. Munitions List, evaluation of proposed sales under 
the Foreign Military Sales program, and of proposed grants under 
the military assistance program.

(4) The restriction was eliminated on the use of funds to carry out 
public information.

Consideration of legislation authorizing ACDA’s appropriations 
for fiscal year 1978 was guided by the committee’s continued concern 
that the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency play the central role 
in the formulation and execution of U.S. arms control policies. As an 
extension of the committee’s review of the effectiveness of ACDA, an 
oversight review was made of ACDA during the course of hearings 
on authorizing legislation to evaluate the effect of the changes in the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act described above. The results of 
this review are reported below.

• See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495. 
•lUd., 1975, pp. 706-710.
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A u t h o r iz a t io n

The authorization sought by this legislation is $14.6 million for 
fiscal year 1978. This represents an increase over the fiscal year 1977 
authorization of $2.4 million.

T a b l e  1.— A u t h o r i z a t i o n , A p p r o p r i a t i o n s , a n d  E s t im a t e d  O b l i g a t i o n s  f o r  
THE E x p i r i n g  F is c a l  Y e a r  1977 A u t h o r i z a t i o n  P e r i o d

[In thousands of dollars]

FiscsJ year 
1976

Transition 
quarter 1976

Fiscsd year 
1977

Authorizations............................
Appropriations:

Initial.......................................
Pay supplemental...................
Other supplemental................

............  1 23, 440

............  10,500

............  230

............  950

0

2, 700
80 

250 .

1 23, 440

12, 000 
3 200

Total..................................... ............  m ,  680  ̂3, 030 8 12, 200

Obligations:
Program operation..................
External research....................

............  9,735

............  1,440
2, 355 
1,158

8 9, 840 
8 2, 550

T otal..................................... ............  11,175  ̂3, 513 812, 200

Outlays....................................... 2, 642 811, 880

> For the 2-yr period of fiscal years 1976 and 1977. Plus such additional am ounts as m ay be necessary for 
increases in  salary, pay retirem ent, or other employee benefits authorized by  law, and other nondiscre- 
tionary costs.

2 Such sums as m ay be necessary.
* Requested or estim ated.
* P u rsuan t to  sec. 204 of Public Law 93-534, funds appropriated for fiscal year 1976 rem ained available 

for obligation during the  transition  quarter.

Table 2.— U.S. Arms Conteol and D isarmament Agenct— Projected Break
dow n op Estimated R equest for Fiscal Year 1978 Authobization Pebiod

Thousands
Program operation______________________________________________ $11,050
External researcli______________________________________________  2,550

T o ta l_______________________________________________________  13,600
Additional funds authorized by the committee---------------------------------- 1,000

Grand total-----------------------------------------------------------------------------  14,600

The increase of $1,210,000 in program operation is primarily to 
cover rising costs, both in Washington and at the site of the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) in Geneva, as follows: (1) comple
tion of the current round of SALT and a more intensive level of SALT 
negotiations when the SALT III talks get underway ($281,000); (2) 
administrative support from other agencies, services of other agen
cies, contractual services, and rent to the General Services Adminis
tration ($306,000); (3) mandatory wage and price increases including 
within-grade adjustments, increased international travel costs, benefits, 
overtime and holiday pay ($573,000); (4) other minor increases in
cluding computer support, training, printing, supplies and equip
ment ($50,000). The $190,000 increase in external research is pri
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marily for research into new methods and opportunities for increased 
-control over conventional arms.

As the result of the committee’s oversight reviews, the committee 
found it desirable to add additional funds j)rimarily for the public 
 ̂education pro^am and the research program carried out by ACDA. 
While no specific restrictions on the use of these additional funds are 
contemplated, the committee intends that most of these additional 
funds be devoted to these two important Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency functions.

A rm s C ontrol and D isarmaihent A gency  O perations

T.n recent years, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency’s domi- 
:nant activity has been directly participating in or supporting a wide 
'variety of arms control negotiations. They include:

(1) SALT .—Beginning with the fact that the ACDA Director is 
Chief U.S. SALT Negotiator, ACDA officials play a key role in the in
teragency process carried on within the executive branch to develop 
SALT policy and positions. In addition, ACDA officials also provide 
leadership for the delegation negotiating overseas.

ACDA’s SALT activities also include efforts in support of the oper
ation of the Standing Consultative Commission, which meets in Ge
neva. Consultations between the United States and Soviet components 
of the Commission are intended to promote the objectives and imple
mentation of the SALT I agreements.'^

A ll administrative costs attributable to the SALT operations in Ge- 
tieva are met by ACDA funding. For fiscal year 1978 such costs are 
estimated to be $1,977,000. These costs include rent for office space and 
equipment in Geneva, travel, administrative personnel such as inter
preters and numerous other related items.

Two broad approaches to the subject of strategic arms limitation 
wiMi the Soviet Union initiated by the administration are currently 
TincJer discussion. The first proposal involves conclusion of the agree
ment reached at Vladivostok between the United States and the 
TJ.S.S.K. to limit the aggregate number of manned bombers, land- 
Ibased intercontinental ballistic missiles, and submarine laimched bal
listic missiles to an aggregate number of 2,400 with a sublimit on all 
missiles equipped with multiple independently targetable reentry ve
hicles (MIRV) to 1320.«

The second approach relates to a comprehensive set of limits that 
would reach the total number of strategic delivery vehicles to a range 
of 1,800-2,000 with additional reductions in the sublimit on missiles 
equipped with MIRV’s to around 1,000. The comprehensive approach 
would also limit the Soviet Backfire bomber and the range of cruise 
missiles and limit the number of missiles with very large throw- 
weights. This approach also contains provisions which would restrain

For the SALT I a^rreements, see iUd., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
® The Vladivostok agreement is printed ihid., 1974, PP- 746-750.
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qualitative improvements in those weapons which ultimately threaten 
the security of U.S. and Soviet land-based missiles.

(2) MBFR  ̂ Conventional and Regional Arms Control.—In fiscal 
year 1978, ACDA will continue to support negotiations on mutual 
and balanced force reductions in Europe, as well as conventional and 
regional arms control activities in general. Among the latter are 
studies on demilitarization of the Indian Ocean, possible multilateral 
restraints on the transfer of conventional weapons, and possible arms 
control regimes for the Middle East.

{S) Nuclear Nonproliferation.—The Agency is engaged in a wide 
range of activities in support of the President’s nuclear nonprolifera
tion policies. Among these activities are studies of several alternate 
nuclear technologies that hold promise for containing the threat of 
nuclear weapons proliferation. These new technologies include utiliza
tion of thorium as a nuclear reactor fuel and the use of spent fuel from 
light water reactors as fuel for natural uranium or heavy water 
reactors.

ACDA also assists the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) with its safeguards studies and activities. ACDA partici
pates in the interagency IAEA Technical Coordinating Committee to 
assist in the technical management of the U.S. Government’s program 
of assistance to the IAEA.

ACDA is also actively involved in consideration of nuclear materials 
exports. The Agency played a central role in the U.S. Government’s 
decision to join with representatives of other nuclear supplier nations 
in London for the purpose of reaching agreements to limit nuclear 
exports.

{Ii) Nuclear Test Ban,—^ACDA played a leading role in the nego
tiations of both the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear 
Weapon Tests (TTBT) signed on July 3, 1974,® and the Treaty on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes (PNET), 
signed on May 28, 1976.̂ ® The administration has established a high 
priority to pursue its treaty commitment to seek a comprehensive ban 
on all nuclear explosions. ACDA will be centrally involved in inter
agency reviews of methods by which nuclear explosions can be halted 
and international arrangements can be reached to prohibit all such 
explosions.

(5) Terrorism,—In addition to the antiterrorist aspects of ACDA’s 
nonproliferation programs, the Agency examines proposed arms trans
fers from the United States to another country to consider the possi
bilities of diversion of any of the arms involved to terrorist groups. 
Of particular concern is the misappropriation of man-portable anti
tank and anti-aircraft weapons, because of their ease of clandestine 
transport as well as their destructive potential.

ACDA has also been closely involved in other Executive Branch 
antiterrorism efforts. For example, a senior ACDA official is pres-

® 225-227.
pp. 328-332.
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ently coordinating several major study efforts to counter high-order 
acts of terrorism.

(6) Conference of the Committee on Disarmament {CCD).—^ACDA 
provides the leadership and staff support for the U.S. delegation to 
the meetings in Geneva of this 31-nation conference. ACDA repre
sentatives have participated in various CCD informal meetings of 
experts including those to discuss proliibitions on chemical weapons. 
The CCD also has scheduled informal meetings on problems asso
ciated with a comprehensive nuclear weapons test ban in which ACDA 
will participate. (The CCD will also continue its discussion on pro
hibitions of new weapons of mass destruction.)

(7) The United Nations.—^ACDA is responsible for supporting the 
U.S. delegation to the United Xations General Assembly regarding 
arms control questions, particularly in First Committee debates in 
which the United States is represented by a senior ACDA official. In 
fiscal year 1978, the United Nations General Assembly Special Session 
on Disarmament will convene which will require greatly expanded at
tention by the U.S. Government in which ACDA will play a prominent 
role.

{8) Other Arms Control and Disarmament Negotiations and 
Forums.—ACDA actively participates in a number of other arms con
trol negotiations and activities. For example, ACDA takes a major 
role and provides funding for implementation of the inspection provi
sions of the 1959 Antarctic Treaty.^  ̂ The U.S. Government has con
ducted five inspections of other nations’ facilities since 1961 to insure 
that provisions of the agreement are being complied with.

ACDA is also participating in activities associated with the Seabed 
Arms Control Treaty Eeview Conference which will convene in June 
1977; the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe Eeview 
Conference which will convene on June 1977, to consider various con
fidence building measures between the East and West; and the Con
ference on Humanitarian Laws of Warfare.

(9) Arms Control Impact Statements.—^Although the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency does not directly submit arms control im
pact statements to the Congress, its participation in the Arms Control 
Impact Statement (ACIS) procedure within the executive branch is 
substantial. The statute providing for ACIS’s imposes responsibility 
on the Director to make arms control impact assessment and analyses 
of appropriate programs, on the basis of which he is to render advice 
and recommendations to other involved agencies. In addition, ACDA 
officials play a key role in the interagency process concerned with the 
preparation of the ACIS’s.

{10) Conventional Arms Transfers.—^ACDA plays an important 
role in policy decisions concerning the international transfer of con
ventional arms. ACDA reviews the arms control implications of over

“ 19Jf5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1559.
“  For text of the seabed treaty, see itid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
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1,000 proposed transfers annually and prepares detailed analyses of 
several hundred of these. ACDA also participated fully in the recent 
Presidential policy review of U.S. arms transfer policies. The Agency 
has also been involved with the development of plans and proposals 
for multilateral restraints on international transfers of conventional 
weapons.

{11) Adrrdnistrative and Other Support.—The balance of Agency 
manpower and funds are used for administrative support, liaison with 
other government entities, public information and historical activities. 
Although rising significantly in 1978 because of domestic and overseas 
wage and price increases, ACDA’s other administrative costs are still 
relatively low. In an effort to further improve ej0S.ciency and to cut 
costs to the fullest extent possible ACDA is reviewing all of its admin- 
istrative activities, particularly problems it has experienced in recruit
ing and then retaining highly specialized individuals.

SECTIOK-BY-SECTIOlSr ANALYSIS 

SECTION 1— SHORT TITLE

Se<5tion 1 provides that this bill may be cited as the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act Amendments of 1977.

SECTION 2— SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR NEGOTIATIONS

This section creates a new Executive Level IV  position in ACDA, 
equivalent in rank to the ACDA’s Deputy Director. The purpose of 
creating the position is to provide ACDA sufficient personnel so that 
the agency can fill the leadership positions on U.S. delegations to in
ternational arms control negotiations. The language set forth is dis
cretionary, not mandatory, and the President need not appoint a Spe
cial Eepresentative for Negotiations should he not wish to do so.

Two years ago the committee expressed concern over the apparent 
eclipse of ACDA. The addition of a Special Eepresentative for Nego
tiations would help insure that an ACDA official was available to lead 
all U.S. delegations to international arms control negotiations, thereby 
assisting ACDA to fulfill its statutory obligations to be the U.S. Gov
ernment’s principal adviser on arms control matters.

The language provides that the Special Eepresentative for Negotia
tions is limited in his authority just as the Director is limited, and 
must act under the direction of the President and the Secretary of 
State through the Director of ACDA. The Special Eepresentative 
shall, of course, have access to all relevant information, and shall be 
fully capable of discharging those responsibilities relating to interna
tional negotiations as the Director may delegate.

Compensation for the Special Eepresentative at Executive Level IV  
is desired to maintain parity with other U.S. Government “Special 
Eepresentatives” engaged in other international negotiations.

Current plans are for this official to serve as the Alternate Chairman 
of the U.S. SALT Delegation, but the position could also be utilized
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in the future for other important arms control and disarmament nego
tiations. It is the committee’s view however, that in general an ACDA 
official should head U.S. delegations to all international arms control 
negotiations. This arrangement would insure complete coordination of 
various agencies’ views in Washington and over^as, and would be 
fully consistent with the intent of Congress in creating a single orga
nization to coordinate the formulation and implementation of arms 
control and disarmament policies.

SECTION 3— USE OF FOREIGN RESEARCH POLICIES

This section deletes the current prohibition on the use of foreign 
research institutions and individuals in section 31 of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act which was originally proposed by the Execu
tive Branch. ACDA and public witnesses noted in testimony before the 
committee that certain arms control problems, particularly those in
volving nuclear safeguards, involved technology not used in the United 
States or technology developed for use in other countries. In each of 
these cases, the U.S. Government’s arms control research program 
would be significantly enhanced if ACDA could take advantage of 
those unique capabilities possessed by foreign research institutions and 
individuals. Furthermore, lifting the ban on use of these research 
institutions and individuals would improve the cost-effectiveness of 
ACDA’s research program involving the field testing of specific pieces 
of equipment overseas by allowing ACDA to employ contractors rather 
than more expensive U.S. contractors overseas.

The committee concurred with the request of the executive branch 
to delete the restriction on the use of foreign research institutions. At 
the same time, the committee emphasizes that the intent of the origi
nal legislation establishing the restriction on the use of foreign re
search institutions was to encourage the development of public and 
private U.S. research capabilities. The committee therefore urges 
ACDA to continue to support the development of U.S. research capa
bilities where none presently exists and to award research contracts 
to foreign research organizations and individuals only where no cost- 
effective U.S. capability exists.

SECTION 4— SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

The section is designed to place the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency in the same position as the Department of Defense, the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration, and other U.S. Govern
ment agencies with respect to the release of Energy Research and 
Development Administration or Nuclear Eegulatory Commission 
Restricted Data to contractors and employees. Presently Section 45 (c) 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act requires that the Director 
make the final determination of an employee’s or contractor’s need to 
have access to Restricted Data; that the Director determine if the in
dividual is reliable and does not pose a threat to the national security;
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and that the Administrator of the Energy Research and Development 
Administration and/or the Commissioners of the Nuclear Eegulatory 
Commission determine that ACDA’s personnel security system is 
equivalent to that of ERDA and/or the NRC. The bill would only 
change the last requirement, stipulating that the ACDA Director 
determine whether or not the personnel security system of ACDA is 
equivalent to that of ERDA and the NRC.

The purpose of this section of the bill is to expedite the granting of 
clearances to contractors, consultants, and prospective employees who 
already are entitled to access to Restricted Data through the Defense 
Department, NAS A or other government agencies. The present prac
tice is to require these individuals or organizations to be recleared by 
ERDA and/or the NRC should they need access to Restricted Data 
as a consequence of their employment with ACDA. Such reclearances 
are expensive and time-consuming thus unnecessarily duplicating in
vestigative work previously performed. Enactment of the bill would 
result in some savings to the taxpayer and improve the overall effi
ciency and effectiveness of the operations of ACDA, its consultants, 
and its contractors.

SECTION 5— ÂUTHORIZATIOlSr OF APPROPRIATIONS

This section provides an authorization of $14.6 million for fiscal 
year 1978. A one year authorization provides Congress with a better 
opportunity to :

—^maintain oversight of ACDA;
—review the effectiveness of ACDA under the new Administration; 
—continue evaluating the implementation of major changes in the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act enacted in 1975; and 
—^make significant adjustnients in the resources given to ACDA 
should a need for such adjustment be demonstrated.

The figure authorized is $1 million more than the executive branch re
quested. The committee feels that this figure is fully warranted given 
the very large responsibilities ACDA will be asked to fulfill in the 
coming year. While the committee did not restrict the uses to which 
the additional $1 million could be put, the committee intends that most 
of the funds be spent on research in such vital areas as verification and 
nuclear safeguards, and on upgrading the public affairs program of 
ACDA as called for by the committee 2 years ago.

Cost E stimate

The committee estimates that, assuming the full appropriation of 
the amounts authorized in this bill, the total cost of carrying out the 
provisions of H.R. 6179 will be approximately $14.6 million plus such 
additional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, 
retirement, other employee benefits authorized by law, and other non- 
discretionary costs. The fiscal year allocation of the total cost is set
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forth in the Congressional Budget Office estimate and projection below. 
The committee agrees with the projected cost estimate of the Con
gressional Budget OflSice.

I n f l a t io n a r y  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t

Enactment of H.R. 6179 would authorize the expenditure of $14.6 
million plus such additional amounts as may be necessary for in
creases in salary, retirement pay, other employee benefits authorized 
by law, and other nondiscretionary costs. This amount represents 0.003 
percent of the total budget authority for fiscal year 1978. Therefore 
it will have little if any identifiable inflationary impact.

S t a t e m e n t s  R e q u ir e d  b y  C l a u s e  2(1)(3) o f  H o u s e  R u l e  X I  

( a ) o v e r sig h t  f i n d i n g s  a n d  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s

The committee carefully examined ACDA activities carried out 
since enactment of Public Law 94-141 in November, 1975, which 
made several changes to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act.

These changes are described briefly above. The intent of the Con
gress in amending the Arms Control and Disarmament Act in 1975 
was to strengthen ACDA and enhance its overall effectiveness. The 
Congress further intended to insure that it was afforded the oppor
tunity to play a more meaningful role in the formulation of our coun
try’s national security policy.

In addition to holding oversight hearings on ACDA itself, the com
mittee also included ACDA witnesses in its hearings on Foreign Mili
tary Sales and Coproduction, Licensed Production and Teclinology 
Transfers. The committee also requested that the Congressional Re
search Service of the Library of Congress prepare analyses of Arms 
Control Impact Statements submitted in compliance with section 36 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act for both fiscal years 1977 
and 1978. At the committee’s request, the Congressional Research 
Service also prepared analyses of ACDA’s compliance with changes 
in the scope and content of its annual report to Congress required by 
law. In addition, the committee was also briefed by staff of the Gen
eral Accounting Office in regard to GAO’s self-initiated review of the 
arms control impact analysis and statement process.

As a result of these oversight activities, the committee reached sev
eral conclusions reported below.

(1) Arms Control Im'pact Statements,—Congress has a constitu
tional responsibility to share in the formulation of a national security 
policy. In order to fulfill that role properly, it needs complete infor
mation on proposed defense and other programs that affect the na
tional security of the United States—especially in terms of the impact 
of such proposals on U.S. arms control and disarmament policy and 
negotiations. To achieve that objective. Congress in 1975 enacted sec-
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tion 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act requiring arms 
control impact statements.

The committee examined some of the problems encountered in imple
menting section 36. The basic purpose of this section is to ensure that 
Congress is provided with full and complete statements on the positive 
and negative arms control implications of proposed defense and other 
technology programs. During 1975 hearings held on legislation that 
created the arms control impact statement requirement, executive 
branch witnesses testified that virtually all of the program descriptions 
and analyses to be used in preparing the arms control impact state
ments were already available within the executive branch. The Con
gress was told by these witnesses that the arms control implications of 
defense and other teclmology programs were routinely considered. 
Congress sought to simply formalize what was an ongoing process.

Accordingly, the committee expressed its view that the requirement 
for arms control impact statements should not create a need for mas
sive documentation, for additional bureaucracies in any involved 
agency, or for additional resources for any agencies involved in the 
arms control impact statement process.

The committee reviewed the executive branch’s compliance with 
section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act during the 
course of its 1977 hearings authorizing appropriations for ACDA for 
fiscal year 1978. It found the statements submitted for fiscal years 1977 
and 1978 to be wholly inadequate and unacceptable. These arms con
trol impact statements lack sufficient detail and comprehensiveness 
to facilitate an independent appraisal of the overall national security 
and arms control impact of the programs described by the Congress. 
The committee was disheartened to learn that many of the estimated 
6,400 staff-hours expended on arms control impact statements for fiscal 
year 1978 were spent in reconciling opposing views in the Department 
of Defense relating to the interpretation of the congressionally man
dated requirement for these statements.

The committee notes with appreciation the testimony in 1977 of 
ACDA Director Paul Warnke in which he recognized the need to im
prove the quality and responsiveness of arms control impact state
ments and pledged the agency toward that end.̂ ®

The committee also endorses Director Warnke’s pledge to seek arms 
control impact statement on nonweapons technology programs that 
might have serious implications for arms control policy and negotia
tions such as the breeder reactor program or the high energy laser 
program. The committee stands ready to assist Director Warnke ful
fill his promise.

Another purpose of mandating arms control impact statements was 
to ensure that the ACDA Director, as the statutory arms control 
adviser to the President arid the National Security Council, be pro
vided on a continuing basis with full and timely access to detailed

See anie, p. 215.
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information on United States defense, nuclear weapons, and other 
programs affecting arms control and disarmament policy and negotia
tions. The phrase, “such government Agency. . . shall on a continuing 
basis provide the Director with full and timely access to detailed 
information,” was clearly meant to give the ACDA Director access 
on a routine basis to that information bearing on his responsibilities 
as the arms control adviser to the President and the National Security 
Council. The intent of the committee was to establish the ACDA 
Director as the individual and ACDA as the institution which deter
mined whether information was relevant to arms control and disarma- 

Jment policy and negotiations.
The committee received testimony that ACDA was not being sent 

nor being given access to such Defense Department documents as 
Defense Concept Papers, Defense Program Memoranda, Defense Pro
gram Decision Memoranda, transcripts of the proceedings of the De
fense Systems Acquisition Review Council, or transcripts of proceed
ings of the Defense Review Panel. It is the committee’s view that such 
documents are vital to ACDA because they contain the kind of com
plete, detailed, and full information the committee intended ACDA 
to receive on a routine basis in order to assist the Director in carrying 
out his responsibilities as the arms control adviser to the President 
and the National Security Council.

The committee reiterates its view that those programs of a “seminal” 
nature, such as major philosophical or doctrinal changes in defense 
posture, new weapons concepts in various stages of research and devel
opment, or aggregations of individual line-item budget programs 
should be described in arms control impact statements submitted to 
the Congress. The committee further directs the executive branĉ h to 
insure that ACDA is provided necessary and sufficient information 
on all such programs so that it can be in a position to recommend to 
the National Security Council that arms control impact statements 
on such programs be sent forward to the Congress.

(2) Puhlic Affairs Program,— T̂he committee also examined 
ACDA’s public affairs program. In 1975, the committee strongly en
dorsed an ACDA public affairs program that would provide the 
public with information on U.S. arms control and disarmament goals 
and activities. The committee also expressed the expectation that the 
public affairs activities would also serve to balance the extensive public 
information program carried out by the Department of Defense.

In order to determine whether that earlier mandate was in fact 
being carried out, the committee reviewed ACDA’s public affairs pro
gram. Based on that review, the committee is disappointed with the 
slow expansion in the scope of ACDA’s public information program. 
The committee reiterates its belief in the importance of educating the 
public on the important contributions to international security of arms 
control and disarmament. The committee believes that public informa
tion programs designed to provide basic information on thê  effects of 
war and on the allocation of worldwide resources on military, social.
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economic, and health activities would be one of the most important 
activities ACDA could undertake.

The committee hopes that a substantial portion of the $1 million 
provided in addition to the administration’s authorization request 
would be allocated in support of this important ACDA function.

(3) Research,— T̂he committee explored the scope of ACDA’s re
search program and closely examined the Executive Branch request 
to delete the prohibition on the use of foreign research and institu
tions and individuals. The committee concurred with the administra
tion’s request and adopted language contained in the bill deleting the 
restriction on the use of foreign researdh institutions.

At the same time, the committee emphasizes the original intent of 
the restriction was to promote the development of arms control re
search capabilities in the United States. The committee reiterates its 
belief that foreign research institutions should be used in only two 
circumstances: {a) ŵ hen no United States research institution or 
individual possesses the appropriate knowledge, skills or facilities to 
carry out the necessary research, or (&) when foreign research institu
tions can carry out necessary research on a substantially more cost- 
effective basis than U.S. research institutions. In the latter case, the 
committee believes that such research i^ould involve no more than 
monitoring the use of U.S. origin equipment in various control and 
verification studies conducted overseas.

The committee also noted with regret previous decisions to drop a 
research bibliography and publication of data comparing worldwide 
military and social expenditures. Accordingly, the committee suggests 
that renewed publication of these studies should be considered bv 
ACDA.

The committee strongly supports ACDA’s research program, par
ticularly in the vital areas of verification of arms control agreements 
and nuclear safeguards. It is the intent of the conmiittee that a sub
stantial portion of the additional $1 million authorized by the com
mittee be allocated to support and expand such research programs.

(B) BUDGET AUTHORITT

H.K. 6179 does not create any budget authority.

(C) COMMITTEE ON GO^^RNMENT OPERATIONS SUMMARY

No oversight findings and recommendations which relate to this 
measure have been received from the Committee on Government Op
erations under clause 4(c) (2) of rule X  of the rules of the House.

(D) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE AND COMPARISON

A pr il  18, 1977.
I. Bill number: H.R. 6179.

' 2. Description of b ill: This legislation amends the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act, as amended, to :
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—Create the position of Special Eepresentative for Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Negotiations; and 

—^Authorize to be appropriated for FY 1978 $14.6 million, plus 
such sums as may be necessary for non-discretionary pay and employee 
benefit increases to carry out the purposes of the Act in fiscal year 1978.

3. Budget impact:

B u d g e t  F u n c t i o n  150
Authorization amounts:

Fiscal y ear: MUliona
1978 _________________________________________________________$15. 0
1979 ________________________________________________________
1980 ________________________________________________________
198 1 ________________________________________________________
1982 ________________________________________________________

Estimated costs:
Fiscal y ear:

1978 ________________________________________________________  11.7
1979 ________________________________________________________ 2.4
1980 ________________________________________________________ 0.9
198 1 ________________________________________________________
1982 ________________________________________________________

4. Basis for estimate: Tliis estimate assumes enactment of this legis
lation and subsequent appropriaiions on or before September 30,1977. 
Funds required for nondiscretionary pay and benefit increases, esti
mated to equal $0.4 million in fiscal year 1978 are based on the CBO 
economic assumptions of April, 1977. Estimated costs are derived by 
applying historical outlay rates to authorization amounts.

5. Estimate comparison: None.
6. Previous CBO estimate: None.
7. Estimate prepared by: Joseph ̂ Vhitehill.
8. Estimate approved by:

C . G . N u c k o l s  

(For James L. Blum, 
Assistant Director for Budget Analysis)

C h a n g e s  I n  E x is t in g  L a w  M a d e  B y  T h e  B i l l , A s  R e po r t e d

In compliance with clause 3 of rule X III of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as re
ported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is 
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

Anivrs CoNTiiOL A n d  D i s a r m a m e n t  A c t

nt iH «  * * 4s 9k

TITLE II—ORGANIZATION
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GENERAL ADVISORY COlVOIITrEE

S e c . 2 6 . The President, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, may appoint a General Advisory Committee of not to exceed 
fifteen members to advise the Director on arms control and disarma
ment policy and activities. The President shall designate one of the 
members as Chairman. The members of the committee may receiver 
the compensation and reimbursement for expenses specified for con
sultants by section 41(d) of this Act. The Committee shall meet at 
least twice each year. It shall from time to time advise the President^ 
the Secretary of State, and the Disarmament Director respecting mat
ters affecting arms control, disarmament, and world peace.

Special Representatwe for Negotiations

S e c ,  27. The President may appoint  ̂ by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate  ̂a Special Representative for Arms Control and 
Disarmament Negotiations who shMl perform such duties and exercise 
such poiders {v/nder the direction of the President and the Secretary' 
of State  ̂acting through the Director^ as the Director ma/y prescribe 
with respect to international arms control and disarmament negotia
tions and matters relating thereto.

TITLE III—FUNCTIONS 

r e s e a r c h

Sec. 31. The Director is authorized and directed to exercise his 
powers in such manner as to insure the acquisition of a fund of theo
retical and practical knowledge concerning disarmament. To this endy 
the Director is authorized and directed, under the direction of the 
President, (1) to insure the conduct of research, development, and 
other studies in the field of arms control and disarmament: (2) to 
make arrangements (including contracts, agreements, and grants) for 
the conduct of research, development^ and other studies in the field of 
arms control and disarmament by [United States] private or public 
institutions or persons; and (3) to coordinate the research, develop
ment, and other studies conducted in the field of arms control and dis
armament by or for other Government agencies in accordance with 
procedures established under section 35 of this Act. In carrying out 
his responsibilities under this Act, the Director shall, to the maximum 
extent feasible, make full use of available facilities. Government and 
private. The authority of the Director with respect to research, de
velopment, and other studies shall be limited to participation in the 
following insofar as they relate to arms control and disarmament:

* * * * * * 

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

* * * ^

277 - 084— 79------------20
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SBCURITT KEQTJIEErMENTS

Sec. 45. (a) * * *

* * * * * * *

(c) [The Atomic Energy Commission may authorize any of its 
employees, or employees of any contractor, prospective contractor, 
licensee, or prospective licensee of the Atomic Energy Commission 
or any other person authorized to have access to Restricted Data by 
the Atomic Energy Commission under section 2165 of title 42.] The 
Energy Research and Development Adrr înj t̂ration and the Nuclear 
Regulatory Gonmiission may authorize any of their employees  ̂or em
ployees of any of their contractors  ̂prospective contractors  ̂ licensees  ̂
or prospective licensees or any other person authorized hy them to 
have access to Restricted Bata under section of the Atomic Energy 
Act of to permit the Director or any officer, employee, consultant, 
person detailed from other Government agencies, member of the Gen
eral Advisory Committee or of any advisory board established pur
suant to section 41(f) of this Act  ̂contractor, subcontractor, prospec
tive contractor, or prospective subcontractor, or officer or employee of 
such contractor, subcontractor, prospective contractor, or prospective 
subcontractor, to have access to Eestricted Data which is required in 
the performance of his duties and so certified by the Director, but 
only if (1) the [Atomic Energy Commission] Director has deter
mined, in accordance, with the established personnel security proce
dures and standards of the [Commission] Agency  ̂ that permitting 
such individual to have access to such Restricted Data will not en
danger the common defense and security, and (2) the [Atomic En
ergy Commission] Director finds that the established personnel and 
other security procedures and standards of the Agency are adequate 
and in reasonable conformity to the standards established by the 
[Atomic Energy Commission under section 2165 of title 42, including 
those for interim clearance in subsection (b) thereof] Energy Research 
and Development Administration and the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission under section 11̂ 3 of the Atomic Energy Act of 195If,, Notwith
standing section J l̂{g) of this Act  ̂ the responsibility of the Director 
under clause {2) of the preceding sentence may not he delegated. Any 
individual granted access to such Eestricted Data pursuant to this 
subsection may exchange such data with any individual who (A) 
is an officer or employee of the Department of Defense, or any depart
ment or agency thereof, or a member of the Armed Forces, or an offi
cer or employee of the National Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, or a contractor or subcontractor of any such department, agency, 
or armed force, or an officer or employee of any such contractor or 
subcontractor, and (B) has been authorized to have access to Re
stricted Data'under^ the provisions of [sections 2163 or 2455 of title 
42.] section llfB of the Atomic Energy Act of IQBIf or section SOJpih) 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958.

* * * * * * *
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APPROPRIATION

Sec. 49. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated not 
to exceed $10,000,000 to remain available until expended, to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. In addition, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the fiscal years 1964 and 1965, the sum of $20,000,000, 
and for the three fiscal years 1966 through 1968, the sum of $30,000,000, 
and for the two fiscal years 1969 through 1970, the sum of $18,500,000, 
and for the two fiscal years 1971 and 1972, the sum of $17,500,000, and 
for the two fiscal years 1973 and 1974, the sum of $22,000,000, and 
for the fiscal year 1975, the sum of $10,100,000, and for fiscal years 
1976 and 1977 the sum of $23,440,000 (and such additional amounts as 
may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other em
ployee benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary costs), 
<ind for fiscal year 1978 the sum of $Ĥ OOfiOO {and such additional 
amounts as may he necessary for increases in salary  ̂pay  ̂retirement^ 
other employee benefits authorized by laŵ  and other nondiscretionary 
■costs) ̂  to remain available until expended, to carry out the purposes 
of this Act. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Act, not 
more than $7,000,000 of the funds appropriated pursuaat to the pre
ceding sentence for fiscal years 1969 through 1970 may be used for the 
purpose of research, development, and other studies conducted in 
whole or in part outside the Agency, whether by other government 
agencies or by public or private institutions or persons: Provided^ 
That this limitation shall not apply to field test activities conducted 
pursuant to the authority of this Act.

4: 4: 4c 4:

SECTION 5315 OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE 

§ 5315. Positions at level IV

Level IV of the Executive Schedule applies to the following posi
tions, for which the annual rate of basic pay shall be the rate deter
mined with respect to such level under chapter 11 of title 2, as adjusted 
by section 5318 of this title:

*  *  He

♦  «  *  *  Hi

(113) Deputy Administrator for Administration of the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration.

{llJi) Special RepresentatiA)e for Negotiations^ United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency.
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Message From President Carter to the Congress Transmitting] 
the Proposed Nuclear Nonproliferation Policy Act of 1977^ 
April 27, 1977^

The need to halt nuclear proliferation is one of mankind’s most 
pressing challenges. Members of my Administration are now en~ 
gaged in international discussions to find ways of controlling the 
spread of nuclear explosive capability without depriving any nation 
of the means to satisfy its energy needs. The domestic nuclear policies- 
which I have already put forward will place our nation in a leader
ship position, setting a positive example for other nuclear suppliers 
as well as demonstrating the strength of our concern here at home for 
the hazards of a plutonium economy. Today I am submitting to the 
Congress a bill which would establish for the United States a strong 
and effective non-proliferation policy.^

This bill relies heavily upon work which the Congress has already 
done, and I commend the Congress for these valuable initiatives. I look 
forward to working with the Congress to establish a strong, responsible 
legislative framework from which we can continue strengthened efforts 
to halt the spread of nuclear weapons.

Among our shared goals are: an increase in the effectiveness of in
ternational safeguards and controls on peaceful nuclear activities to 
prevent further proliferation of nuclear explosive devices, the estab
lishment of common international sanctions to prevent such prolifera
tion, an effort to encourage nations which have not ratified the 
Xonproliferation Treaty^ to do so at the earliest possible date, and 
adoption of programs to enhance the reliability of the United States 
as a supplier of nuclear fuel.

This bill differs from pending proposals, however, in several 
respects:

1. It defines the immediate nuclear export conditions which we can 
reasonably ask other nations to meet while we negotiate stricter ar
rangements. The proposals currently before Congress would impose 
criteria that could force an immediate moratorium on our nuclear ex
ports, adversely affecting certain allies whose cooperation is needed if  
we are to achieve our ultimate objective of non-proliferation.

2. It defines additional nuclear export conditions which will be re
quired in new agreements for civil nuclear cooperation. In particular, 
we will require as a continuing condition of U.S. supply that recipients 
have all their nuclear activities under IAEA safeguards. I view this 
as an interim measure and shall make it clear to all potential recipients 
and to other nuclear suppliers that our first preference, and continu
ing objective, is universal adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Do(niments, May 2, 1977, p. 611.
*Not printed here. The bill did not become law until 1978; its main features are 

set forth infra.
• For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 19^8, pp. 461-465.
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3. For the near future, it attempts to tighten the conditions for U.S. 
nuclear cooperation through renegotiation of existing agreements to 
meet the same standards as those we will require in new agreements. 
I  believe that this approach will better meet our non-proliferation ob
jectives than will the imilateral imposition of new export licensing 
conditions.

4. It increases the flexibility we need to deal with an extremely com- 
iplex subject. For example, instead of requiring countries that want our 
nuclear exports to foreswear fuel enrichment and reprocessing for all 
time, it allows us to draft new agreements using incentives to en
courage countries not to acquire such facilities. It also permits me to 
■grant exceptions when doing so would further our basic aim of non
proliferation. All new cooperation agreements would, of course, be 
subject to Congressional review.

This bill is intended to reassure other nations that the United States 
will be a reliable supplier of nuclear fuel and equipment for those who 
genuinely share our desire for non-proliferation. It will insure that 
when all statutory standards have been met, export licenses will be 
issued—or, if the judgment of the Executive Branch and the independ
ent Nuclear Regulatory Commission should differ, that a workable 
mechanism exists for resolving the dispute.

Since I intend personally to oversee Executive Branch actions affect
ing non-proliferation, I do not think a substantial reorganization of 
the responsibility for nuclear exports within the Executive Branch is 
necessary. This conclusion is shared by the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission.

The need for prompt action is gTeat. Until domestic legislation is 
-enacted, other countries will be reluctant to renegotiate their agree
ments with us, because they will fear that new legislation might sud
denly change the terms of cooperation. If the incentives we offer them 
•to renegotiate with us are not attractive enough, the United States 
-could lose important existing safeguards and controls. And if our 
policy is too weak, we could find ourselves powerless to restrain a deadly 
world-wide expansion of nuclear explosive capability. I believe the 
legislation now submitted to you strikes the necessary balance.

Fact Sheet on the Proposed Nuclear Nonproliferation Policy Act 
of 1977, April 27,1977"

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Act of 1977,̂  the domestic 
muclear policies announced by the President on April 7,® and the addi

 ̂Weeklp Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 2,1977, pp. 611-613.
* The bin was not enacted into law until Mar. 1978.
* Ante, pp. 219-220.
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tional policy decisions included in this fact sheet, are key components 
of the administration’s nuclear non-proliferation policy. The Presi
dent’s policy decisions include:

— n̂ew conditions we will require for the granting of nuclear export 
licenses;

—additional new conditions we will require in new U.S. Agree
ments for Cooperation. These agreements are the formal, bilateral un
dertakings which form the basis for civil nuclear interactions with 
other nations;

—policies the executive branch will follow in making recommenda
tions to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on the export of sensitive 
items such as plutonium and highly enriched uranium (the weapons 
usable form of uranium, known as H E U );

—policies the executive branch will follow in deciding whether to 
approve a request by another nation to retransfer U.S.-supplied fuel 
to a third nation for reprocessing;

—policies to improve U.S. reliability as a nuclear fuel supplier by 
introducing greater clarity and predictability into the export licensing 
process.

Together, all these policies will place the United States in a leader
ship position among nuclear suppliers, and will establish a strong 
and effective non-proliferation policy. These policies have been de
veloped, and must be evaluated, as a complete package. They are 
intended as a delicately balanced blend o f :

—Denials for those items, such as reprocessing plants, which we be
lieve create such a large risk that their export should be avoided when
ever possible;

—Controls over those items and technologies, required by ongoing 
programs, where improved safeguards and conditions for physical 
security will substantially reduce the risk. These controls will be 
backed up by stiff sanctions which would be imposed on violators;

—Incentives— t̂he United States fully recognizes that there is no 
such thing as an effective unilateral non-proliferation policy. We must 
gain the support of other nations— b̂oth suppliers and recipients—if  
we are to reach our common goal of limiting the spread of nuclear 
weapons. Hence the administration's program includes substantial 
elements of incentives, particularly in the areas o f : uranium resource 
assessment; guaranteed access to non-sensitive, low enriched uranium 
(LEU) nuclear fuel; and spent fuel storage.

The following are key features of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Policy Act of 1977, and related administration policies.

1. The bill establishes for the first time a statutory requirement for
bidding the independent Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
from granting a license to export nuclear materials or facilities until 
it has been notified by the executive branch of its judgment that the 
issuance of a license ^Svill not be inimicable to the common defense
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and security.” This judgment will be reached by the Departments of 
State, Defense, Commerce, the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, and the Energy Research and Development Administration.

In arriving at these judgments, the executive branch will adhere to 
the following policies not detailed in the act:

—continue to embargo the export of enrichment and reprocessing 
plants;

—avoid new commitments to export significant amounts of separated 
plutonium except for gram quantities for research and analytical uses;

—avoid new commitments to export significant quantities of highly 
enriched uranium (HEU) except when the project is of exceptional 
merit and the use of low enriched fuel or some other less weapons 
usable material is clearly shown to be technically infeasible;

—require direct Presidential approval for any supply of HEU  
greater than 15 kilograms (the approximate amount needed for a 
bomb);

—undertake efforts to identify projects and facilities which might 
be converted to the use of LEU instead of H E U ;

— t̂ake steps to minimize inventories of weapons usable uranium 
abroad.

2. The bill defines the immediate nuclear export conditions which 
we can reasonably expect other nations to meet while we negotiate 
stricter agreements for cooperation. These conditions include:

— Â requirement for International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
safeguards on all exported items and on any other plutonium or en
riched uranium that might be used in the exported facility or produced 
through its use.

— Â requirement that no U.S. export be used for research or produc
tion of any nuclear explosive device.

— Â requirement that no U.S. export be retransferred by a recipient 
nation to any other nation without the prior approval of the United 
States.

—A requirement that no fuel exported from the United States be 
reprocessed without the prior approval of the United States.

These criteria differ from proposals currently before Congress 
which include criteria that could force an immediate moratorium on 
U.S. nuclear exports. Such a moratorium would seriously damage U.S. 
relations with certain allies whose cooperation is essential if we are to 
achieve our non-proliferation objectives.

3. The bill defines additional nuclear export conditions which will 
be required in new agreements for cooperation. These include:

— Â requirement, in the case of non-nuclear weapons states, that 
IAEA safeguards cover all nuclear materials and equipment regardless 
of whether these have been supplied by the United States. Fulfillment 
of this requirement will be a condition of continuing U.S. nuclear 
supply.
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The President has also directed that this requirement be viewed only 
as an interim measure, and that the United States’ first preference, and 
continuing objective, is universal adherence to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.^

—The stipulation that United States cooperation under the agree
ment shall cease if the recipient detonates a nuclear device or ma
terially violates IAEA safeguards or any guarantee it has given under 
the agreement.

— Â requirement for IAEA safeguards on all U.S.-supplied material 
and equipment for indefinite duration, whether or not the Agreement 
for Cooperation remains in force.

—The U.S. right of approval on retransfers extended to all special 
nuclear material produced, through the use of U.S. equipment.

—The U.S. right of approval on reprocessing extended to all special 
nuclear material produced through use of U.S. equipment.

4. For the near future, the bill proposes to tighten the conditions for 
U .S. nuclear cooperation through the renegotiation of existing agree
ments to meet the same standards as those we will require for new 
agreements (as specified in 3 above). This approach will better meet 
U.S. non-proliferation objectives than would an attempt to impose 
unilaterally new export licensing conditions.

5. The bill provides the flexibility needed to deal with the many 
'different situations and nations involved. For example, it makes the 
necessary exceptions for licenses under existing multilateral agree
ments. It also establishes an efficient mechanism for the President and 
Congress to review cases where the executive branch and the independ- 
ent NEC differ on the granting of a proposed export license. And it 
permits the President to gi’ant exceptions from the stiff new conditions 
required for new agreements for cooperation, if  he considers that this 
is in our overall non-proliferation interest.

6. The bill creates sanctions against the violation of nuclear agree
ments by providing that no nuclear export shall be granted to any non
nuclear weapons state that, after enactment of this legislation:

—detonates a nuclear explosive device;
— t̂erminates or abrogates IAEA safeguards;
—is found by the President to have materially violated an IAEA 

agreement or any other guarantee it has given under an agreement for 
cooperation with the United, States;

unless the President determines that such a cutoff would hinder the 
achievement of U.S. non-proliferation objectives, or would jeopardize 
the common defense and security.

7. The legislation proposes the establishment of an international 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation Program, aimed at furthering the de
velopment of alternative, nuclear fuel cycles which do not provide

*The text may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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access to weapons usable material, as announced by the President in 
his April 7 statement.

8. As an essential element of the international evaluation program, 
the legislation proposes a number of policies to assure that adequate* 
nuclear fuel supply will be available to all nations as a non-prolifera-  ̂
tion incentive. These include:

— Â policy to assure adequate U.S. uranium enrichment capacity;:
— Â policy assuring that nuclear exports will be licensed on a timely  ̂

basis once statutory requirements are met;
—U.S. initiatives to promote international consultations to develop- 

multilateral means for meeting world,wide nuclear fuel needs.

The bill further requires the President to report to the Congress on̂  
the progress of these discussions and to propose any legislation he may 
consider necessary to promote these objectives.

9. The bill commits the United States to work with other nations to 
strengthen the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
through: contribution of technical resources, support and funding; 
improving the IAEA safeguards system; and, by assuring that IAEA  
receives the data needed for it to administer an effective, comprehen-  ̂
sive international safeguards program.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Van der Klaauw)^ 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: 
Chemical Weapons, April 28, 1977^

Today, I  would like to introduce working paper CCD/533 which* 
I  hope will contribute to the solution of one of the many verification' 
problems with respect to a CW-ban.^ Our working paper deals with 
the verification of the presence of nerve agents, their decomposition 
products or starting materials downstream of chemical production  ̂
plants.

Before describing the technical contents of it in some detail I would 
like to recall what the Netherlands State Secretary, Dr. Kooijmans, 
said some weeks ago in this Committee:

I  think that we aU agree that the verification of a ban on the development, 
production, and stockpiling of chemical weapons is  very diflacult The need- 
for international verification is bound up with the risks for national security 
should the ban be evaded. The degree of verification asked for depends on, 
inter alia, national perceptions of the CW -threat (including the differentr 
dangers which different agents present), the practicability of internationar 
verification procedures, the possibilities of collecting relevant information by 
other means (which mainly depends on the amount of openness of a society), 
mutual trust and other factors. For example, I  could imagine that countries^ 
would like to see an effective international verification system with respect

" CCD/PV. 748, pp. 21-23.
* Not printed here.
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to the production of single-purpose highly toxic nerve agents but would be 
more relaxed w ith respect to m ilitarily less effective agents, which would be 
difficult to verify in any case since they are used in great quantities in the 
civilian chemical industry.®

I would like to dwell upon this last aspect a bit more. The military 
threat of the highly toxic single-purpose agents seems to be consider
ably higher than the threat of other chemical weapons, including the 
dual-purpose agents. The most important class of such highly toxic 
single-purpose agents are formed by the nerve agents. Apart from 
very small quantities used in medicine, these compounds do not, in 
our view, have legitimate use. One could therefore argue that inter
national verification measures with respect to the production of chem
ical warfare agents would be concentrated on the possible illegal 
production of nerve agents and comparable chemicals, including pre
cursors for binary weapon systems.

Just saying this does not mean we wish to exclude national and in
ternational verification procedures with respect to other CW-agents, 
but these questions are not dealt with here. I  noted that the United 
States representative recently also concentrated his attention on the 
single-purpose highly toxic agents, in particular the nerve agents.

In developing verification methods we must try to make them po
tentially acceptable for all States. This means, inter aliâ  that we must 
try to develop methods which are non-intrusive in character.

One of the possible methods to tackle the problem of verification 
of a ban on the production of nerve agents was described by the Neth
erlands expert, Dr. Ooms, during our last informal meetings on CW. 
Dr. Ooms is the Director of the Chemical Laboratory of the Nether
lands Defence Eesearch Establishment. This laiboratory is mainly 
engaged in developing protection measures against chemical warfare 
and in a number of purely civilian projects. In this laboratory, a re
search group worked several years on a method of detecting very minor 
quantities of nerve agents, their decomposition products or starting 
materials in waste water. This highly sensitive method is based on an 
analysis of waste water downstream of chemical production plants. 
As the possible presence of the compounds at issue may also be due 
to the natural or industrial background, a reference sample upstream 
of the chemical production plant should be analyzed in addition to a 
downstream sample. The first stage of this research project has now 
been concluded and the results are described in working paper CCD/ 
533, just circulated.

The advantages of the system are obvious. The method is not intru
sive. It gives a simple ŷes’ or ‘no’ answer to the question whether a 
suspected plant could be engaged in nerve agent production. Although 
more research in this field has to be done, certain precursors of binary 
weapons could be caught also. The chemical analyses of the waste 
water can be performed by many laboratories in the world.

* CCD/PV. 741, p. 19.
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We would be interested to hear from other Governments whether 
'they could achieve comparable results with the method described. In 
the meantime our research in this field will continue.

Of course, my Government does not claim that the described method 
solves all verification problems with respect to the illegal production of 
nerve agents. However, it seems to us a valuable tool which, together 
with other verification methods, could create sufficient confidence that 
parties are living up to their obligations under a CW-ban.

'Press Interview With President Carter: Nuclear Proliferation 
[Extract], May 2, 1977"

Question, Yes, Mr. President, I would like to ask you some questions 
îbout that. Your new nuclear program can be seen in Europe as an 

American pressure in order to prevent the European people from 
getting more independence in terms of energy, in terms of nuclear 
fuel or exports. What’s your answer to this reaction that you have in 
Europe, especially in France and in Germany?

The President. The sharp distinction that needs to be drawn, which 
hasn’t been adequately understood yet, is that we favor the supply of 
adequate nuclear fuel to nations for power production and we will 
rapidly increase our own capability in this country to manufacture 
and to distribute enriched uranium. That is compatible, I  think, 
among all nations.

We also are heavily committed to the prevention of the capability of 
non-nuclear nations from developing explosives, atomic weapons. 
We think the key to that is whether or not these non-nuclear countries 
sign the non-proliferation treaty  ̂ on the one hand and forgo the op
portunity to reprocess spent nuclear fuel or used nuclear fuel into 
•explosives, as was done by India just a few years ago.

This creates a disharmony among us, but I think the basic principle 
is compatible between us and the Federal Republic of Germany, 
between us and France.

Question, You have been condenmed today by the 59-nation energy 
conference in Salzburg by the chairman, who is saying that at a time 
when atomic energy is needed, what you have done is made it harder 
than ever to get it.

The President, I think that is an incorrect statement on his part, 
because as I pointed out, we will substantially increase our production 
of nuclear fuels. We are very eager to sell our own nuclear powerplants. 
We are very eager to see other nations do the same.

'  Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 9,1977, pp. 633-634.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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"What we don’t want to do is to give these non-nuclear countries the' 
capability of making weapons. And I don’t think these two thrusts of' 
our policy are incompatible.

Question. Could you perhaps, Mr. President, explain in some more- 
detail the conditions and criteria under which the United States will 
in the future reliably supply nuclear fuel ? Could nuclear fuel elements 
originally supplied by the United States be reprocessed in third: 
countries ?

The President. Yes. They are now. And they would be permitted to>' 
be reprocessed in the future.

Question. Now, the German Federal Government has said it is in* 
no position to retreat from the nuclear exports. Do you consider this  ̂
still as a deal concluded with Brazil-----

Question. Or France with Pakistan?
The President. I understand.
Question. as a major impediment to your desire to curb prolifera

tion?
The President. We have expressed ourselves publicly in this ad

ministration—and my predecessor. President Ford, and Secretary 
Kissinger did the same—in deploring the sale of the reprocessing 
plants both to Pakistan and to Brazil. This is a decision, though, for 
France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Brazil, and Pakistan to 
make themselves. We hope that our objection to this sale, which has« 
been openly expressed, will curb or prevent future sales of this kind 
being consummated regardless of the action of the nations on these 
two particular sales.

I don’t know what’s going to happen in Brazil or Pakistan about 
these purchases. My understanding is that the Brazilians are quite 
determined to go through with their reprocessing capability. But we 
did object to it. We do object to it. We are not going to try to impose 
our will on other countries. And we believe that our opposition wiir 
prevent similar sales in the future.

Stafement by ACDA Director Warnke Before Subcommittees of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: Security Assistance 
Authorization, May % 1977^

As I say, I  do not have a prepared statement. You, Senator Glenn, 
are familiar with my position on these amendments, inasmuch as I

^Security Assistance Authorization: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on' 
Foreign Assistance, Butcommittee on Africa, and Suhcommittee on Arms Control, 
Oceans, and International Environment of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
Vnited States Senate, 'Ninety-fifth Congress, First Session, on S. 1160, To Amend’ 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms Export Control Act, and for- 
Other Purposes, pp. 217-218.
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testified before your subcommittee last week.* I testified that in my 
personal view the amendments should be passed. I think that they are 
‘entirely consistent with the President's position on reprocessing as 
enunciated in his statements on April 7,̂  and that accordingly it would 
implement our recognition of the fact that reprocessing equipment 
does contribute to the proliferation of nuclear weapons materials, and 
that as a consequence the world should have a pause. It should have 
thinking time in which it could determine whether there are some less 
dangerous ways of meeting the energy needs of the next several 
decades.

We feel that this sort of a study should be conducted. As a con
sequence, we are refraining from reprocessing activity, and it seems 
to me entirely consistent and compatible with our decision to take the 
position that, as you put it, Senator Glenn, we would not aid directly 
or indirectly the efforts of other countries to develop rej)rocessing 
systems.

Elimination of Ambiguities and Inconsistencies in Existing Act

We think also that the amendment would eliminate certain ambi
guities and inconsistencies in the existing act. At the present time, it 
provides that if there is a transfer of reprocessing equipment, the 
cutoff of aid is not required if the recipient country agrees with the 
IAEA to place its nuclear fuel and facilities under IAEA safeguards, 
and if the supplier and recipient agree to place the imported items 
under multilateral auspices and management when available, that, I 
think, reflects the view that existed at that time, which was that 
reprocessing should be conducted as a multinational activity.

We have since changed our position in that regard. We are by no 
means sure that we want to see the establishment of multinational 
reprocessing facilities. Accordingly, this condition is no longer con
sistent, I feel, with American policy. I believe that we should have a 
clear statement of a policy which is not subject to circumvention by 
any means, and that that statement ought to be to the effect that there 
will be a termination of either economic or military assistance in the 
event of any transfer of reprocessing equipment, materials, or 
technology.

Certainly also as you will recall. Senator Glenn, you raised the 
question with me last week as to what my view would be of our con
tinued provision of assistance to a nonnuclear weapons state which 
exploded a nuclear device. I  said that I thought that our aid should 
cease in that event. I believe that that is the policy that should be 
followed, that given the risks of proliferation which are now pre
sented, certainly we should not put ourselves in a position in which 
we are still providing assistance to a country which engages in the 
kind of act which we regard as being of the most fundamental danger, 

-not only to our own national security but to the security of the world.

 ̂Ante, pp. 245-250. 
^Ante, pp. 219-220.
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Address by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for 
Security Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye) at the 
International Conference on Nuclear Power and Its Fuel Cycle: 
U.S. Policy on Nuclear Technology, May 2, 1977 ^

The future of nuclear energy is today at a crucial point. For the 
past 30 years, we have viewed it as the ultimate solution for the world’s 
energy needs. The energy crisis of 1973 and the subsequent large in
crease in oil prices accentuated this belief. However, in the past few 
years, hard questions have been asked about the effects of nuclear 
power on the environment, on human health and safety, and on 
national security. Public opinion is concerned about the issue of nu
clear wastes, the potential sabotage of nuclear facilities, terrorist theft 
of nuclear materials, and the risks of nuclear weapons proliferation. 
Our governments must answer these questions.

For our part, the United States has just completed a comprehensive 
review of our energy policy, including nuclear policy. I would like 
to review the principal features of this policy, in particular our 
policy with regard to nuclear proliferation.

President Carter has made it clear that the United States remains 
committed to the use of nuclear energy at home and to peaceful nuclear 
cooperation abroad. The President’s energy program envisages a sub
stantial increase in our nuclear power-generating capacity. Moreover, 
he has explicitly recognized the considerations that have led other 
nations to consider nuclear energy to be important in their own energy 
plans.2

To those countries who rely on our nuclear cooperation to meet their 
energy needs, the President has pledged that the United States will 
remain a reliable supplier of nuclear equipment and resources. To 
that end, we have taken steps to enhance our own enrichment capacity 
in order to be able to meet our own needs and the needs of other 
nations. With those countries, particularly those adhering to the Non
proliferation Treaty (NPT),^ with whom we have not previously 
engaged in nuclear cooperation and who share our nonproliferation 
objectives, we remain prepared to undertake negotiation of bilateral 
agreements for cooperation under which the United States can assist 
in their use of nuclear power. Finally, the United States for a number 
of years has contributed fund's, technology, equipment, materials, and 
expertise through the IAEA to assist nations, particularly developing 
nations, in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. We pledge to continue 
this assistance. In short, we remain firmly committed to assist other 
nations in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The current generation 
of commercial nuclear reactors does not pose a major proliferation 
hazard.

^Department of State Bulletin, May 30, 1977, pp. 550-554. Mr. Nye spoke in 
Salzburg, Austria.

 ̂ See ante, pp. 219-224.
* The NPT has been printed in Documents on Diaarmamenty 1968, pp. 461-466.
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However, we are left with the key question of how we can reconcile 
the next stage of nuclear power development with the increased threat 
of nuclear weapons proliferation. This is a question for the entire in
ternational community, and one of the most important challenges fac
ing us all. Clearly the solution to this problem cannot be achieved 
by one country or even a number of countries working alone. We need 
an international solution. For its part, the United States stands 
prepared to work with other countries in searching for such a common 
solution. Indeed, I believe that unless governments are able to show 
their citizens that the governments have been able to work together 
to maintain the distinction between the peaceful and nonpeaceful uses 
of the atom, we will find increasing public reluctance to accept this 
energy source.

Nuclear proliferation is a matter of real public concern. The spread 
of nuclear explosives capabilities to an increasing number of countries 
would present a serious danger to the world community from which no 
single nation would be immune. A multiproliferated world would not 
be a stable world. It would increase the prospect that nuclear weapons 
might once again be used in war. It would adversely affect the ability 
of our governments to control international events and expose all of 
us to new risks. It would have a dissolvent effect on international 
relationships and increase the prospect of terrorist nuclear attacks.

Given these threats to security, a failure to contain proliferation 
would inevitably result in serious curtailment of the continued appli
cation of peaceful nuclear power. Hence, I  believe that nonprolifera
tion is an objective upon which all of us who are interested in the 
peaceful use of nuclear energy agree. Indeed, this is the fundamental 
premise of the NPT and of the important Agency that is our host 
at this conference.

There are two crucial elements of the proliferation problem: (1) 
the motivation to acquire nuclear explosive devices, and (2) the tech
nical capability to do so. Neither dimension can be ignored.

First, we must diminish the political and security motivations that 
lead states to acquire an explosives capability. This means reducing 
the role of nuclear weapons in world politics. In his inaugural address, 
President Carter stated a longrun goal of eliminating nuclear weapons, 
and he has taken steps to reduce nuclear weapons force levels and to 
move toward halting nuclear tests. The Nonproliferation Treaty pro
vides another important way to diminish the role of nuclear weapons 
in world politics. It creates an essential framework for reassurances 
that one’s neis:hbors are confining their nuclear activities to peaceful 
purposes and that, in the event of diversion to explosives purposes, 
the safeguards system provided for by the treaty would give timely 
warning for diplomaw to work. For these reasons, it is essential that 
we continue to seek the widest possible adherence to the NPT and 
to support measures which strengthen the international safeguards 
system of the IAEA.
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The second element of the proliferation problem—technical capa
bility—presents us with a different set of challenges. For if a sudden 
:sense of insecurity should happen to coincide with a capability to pro
duce nuclear explosive devices, further proliferation is all but in- 
.evitable. To avoid such situations, we must pay attention to capabilities 
as well as motivations.

We all agree on the need for safeguards and controls on peaceful 
nuclear activity. The IAEA safe^ards system has been successful 
in the case of the current generation of reactors in that it provides 
an alarm that would ring early enough for diplomacy to work in the 
event of deliberate diversion. But for certain facilities such as re
processing, a safeguards system, even if technically perfect, does not 
prevent the spread of direct weapons-usable material that results from 
normal operation. Therefore, technical perfection of safeguards does 
not solve the central problem of providing timely warning for 
diplomacy to work. In other words, our present dilemma is how to 
cope with developments in commercial nuclear energy which threaten 
to empty safeguards of their central political meaning.

It was in response to this dilemma that the United States decided 
to defer domestically, and not to export, commercial reprocessing 
facilities. I would emphasize categorically that this decision does not 
mean that the United States has failed to support article IV of the 
NPT. On the contrary, we recognize that, as a nuclear-weapons state, 
the United States has a special responsibility to share with others the 
benefits of nuclear energy. Our policies are aimed at fulfilling this 
responsibility, while directed against those activities proscribed in 
articles I and II of the treaty. But in doing so, we must not imperil 
the objectives of articles I  and II. When, for such reasons, we decide 
to deny ourselves commercialization of reprocessing, it hardly seems 
required to export it. If anything, as I  will describe shortly, our pro
posal of a fuel cycle evaluation program is designed to enhance the 
type of peaceful nuclear cooperation which is really envisioned in 
article IV.

The United States position on reprocessing facilities has sometimes 
been misunderstood. President Carter’s April 7 statement did not 
prejudge the question of whether some form of reprocessing would 
be necessary if we enter a breeder economy. Rather he said that we 
have a responsibility to search for alternatives that will meet our 
energy needs while reducing security risks. In short, he opposed the 
premature entry into a plutonium economy. Studies done for our Nu
clear Regulatory Commission indicate that reprocessing in relation 
to recycle is premature. They predict a total discounted benefit of 
$3.2 billion (in 1975 dollars, discoimted at 10 percent) over the period 
1976-2000 from uranium and plutonium recycle when this option is 
compared with that of disposing of spent reactor fuel without recovery 
of uranium and plutonium. This corresponds to a reduction of about 
8 percent in the average nuclear fuel cycle cost. This is much smaller
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than the uncertainties in the cost estimates on which the analysis is 
based. Moreover, since fuel costs are only about 15 percent of bus bar 
electricity cost,  ̂and less than 10 percent of consumer electricity price, 
the possible reduction in electricity price would be less than 1 percent.

At the same time, we fully recognize the concern of other countries 
for security of fuel supply. To accommodate this need, we will be 
embarking on a wide-ranging program to provide assured supply of 
nonsensitive nuclear fuels on a timely, adequate, reliable, and economic 
basis. Specifically, we will expand U.S. enrichment capacity and re
open our order books. In addition, we will go beyond a strictly 
bilateral approach. We invite others to join us in exploring:

—^Multilateral arrangements designed to substantiate guarantees; 
and

—^International arrangements such as stockpiles which might serve 
as a contingency reserve.

I  should emphasize that these concepts are still in their formative 
stages and need further investigation. The important point, however, 
is that the fuel assurances we envisage should be designed to provide 
real multilateral incentives for countries to forgo the costly and 
dangerous acquisition of sensitive facilities. To be credible, such in
ternational incentives must be nondiscriminatory and they must not 
increase the dependency of recipient nations on any one supplier.

The problems related to the back end of the fuel cycle, notably the 
need to insure adequate spent fuel and nuclear waste storage, are 
equally urgent. We are presently studying a wide range of solutions 
which would, as is the case with fuel assurances, alleviate the pres
sure for acquisition of reprocessing capabilities. These include an 
-expansion of domestic U.S. storage capacity for spent fuel; the pos
sibility of making storage capacity available for the interim storage 
of foreign spent fuel; and international spent fuel storage arrange
ments, including regional centers.

As we pursue these programs designed to meet the world’s nuclear 
energy needs while at the same time advancing the cause of non
proliferation, the logical question that arises is whether there is still 
time to ajffect the next generation of nuclear technology. Our conclusion 
is that we do have time to examine future fuel cycle alternatives that 
present fewer proliferation and health risks. This was the basis for 
the President’s April 7 decision to restructure the U.S. breeder reactor 
program. I  should emphasize that our intent is not to turn the clock 
“back or to deprive any. other nation of required energy sources, but 
to explore whether we are able to shape the future of nuclear tech
nology to serve our broader social purposes while at the same time 
deriving the benefits of its energy potential.

The bus bar electricity cost includes all costs up to the point the electric  
power is  transmitted from the generating plant, but not transmission and dis
tribution costs (footnote in  original).

277-084— 79------21
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Particular technologies always reflect certain social ajssumptions 
prevalent at the time of their origin. For example, the objective of 
embarking on the Purex process some 30 years ago was to derive 
plutonimn in as pure a state as possible. As time passes, social assump
tions dhange. Today, our societies are more concerned about non
proliferation, and we must look again at alternative technologies that 
may have been rejected as suboptimal in the past but which may today 
be preferable because of changed social assumptions.

Options and alternatives to reprocessing and recycle that have 
long been overlooked or forgotten because they were out of line with 
past policies should be closely examined to assure that failure to de
velop them was based on teclmical judgments that are not altered by 
changes in the parameters which society set for such judgments. These 
include the tandem fuel cycle, various coprocessing schemes, homo
geneous reactors, lihe spectral shift reactor, and the thorium-uranium 
cycle. All of these possibilities have the potential to extract additional 
energy from a nuclear fuel cycle while making it more proliferation- 
resistant. There is no guarantee, of course, that any of them will prove 
technically and economically viable, but the dangers of nuclear prolif
eration demand that they be explored while we still have time.

It is in this spirit that the United States has embarked on a major 
program to examine fuel cycle alternatives. In fact, we will be spend
ing some three-quarters of a billion dollars on that objective in fiscal 
1978 alone. We invite other countries to join us in this endeavor. Tliis 
is the point of the President’s call for an international nuclear fuel 
cycle evaluation program open to all interested countries. We envision 
that this evaluation program would study urgent problems associated 
with the current operation of the fuel cycle, such as reliable fuel 
supply and means of storing spent fuel, as well as studying alterna
tive future fuel cycles, including future generation reactors and in
stitutional arrangements for reducing proliferation risks.

Among the specific technical studies envisaged in this proposed 
multinational effort are: (1) uranium and thorium supply; (2) en
richment availability; (3) institutional arrangements related to fuel 
assurances; (4) spent fuel storage including study of the technology 
for long-term retrievable and permanent disposal in international/ 
multinational repositories as well as near-term capacity options; (5) 
methods to increase once-through uranium utilization in light water 
reactors; and (6) advanced reactors and breeder options. This in
cludes studies of alternative forms of and institutional means of man
aging reprocessing to reduce proliferation risks in a possible breeder 
economy.

We will be consulting with many nations— b̂oth nuclear suppliers 
and consumers—on our proposed evaluation program in the weeks 
and months ahead. We invite all nations to join us in this effort to 
the extent they are interested.

The precise form of organization will be decided upon following dis
cussions with interested countries. The basic concept would be to es-
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tablish a number of coordinated research and study programs for 
existing reactor fuel cycles and future fuel cycle alternatives. The 
efforts in some of these areas are related to ongoing programs and 
could start immediately. In any event, efforts in each major area would 
start as soon as possible with as many countries as are interested in 
that area. International institutions, as appropriate, could also be 
major participants. Each aspect would be coordinated as appropriate 
by interested comitries; in other words, a lead-country approach 
might be utilized. Countries interested in participating in research 
and evaluation in that particular area would work together on both a 
bilateral and multilateral basis. Lead countries and institutions would 
meet as a steering group to coordinate the overall program. There 
would be no single agreed product of the program. The purpose would 
be mutual education and voluntary harmonization of policies. In this 
spirit, the results of studies would be made broadly available, for ex
ample, through IAEA symposia and other means. While no specific 
duration is envisaged, periodic collective assessments would be carried 
out as appropriate.

In conclusion, let me reiterate that we are not trying to stem the 
progress of science and technology. Quite the contrary, we are invit
ing others who will be working with nuclear energy to join us in 
shaping the most advanced work in nuclear technology in a way that 
reflects our shared social purposes of combining energy and security. 
In short, we must work together to maintain the vital distinction be
tween the peaceful and nonpeaceful uses of the atom for the next 
generation—of reactors and of people.

House Bill To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
May 3, 1977^

A BILL

To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal year 1978, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted iy  the Senate and Home of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress asserribled̂

S h o r t  T it l e

Section 1. This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Arms Control and Disarm
ament Act Amendments of 1977”.

S p e c ia l  E e p r e s e n t a t iv e  fo r  N e g o t ia t io x s

Sec. 2. (a) Title II  of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
(22 UiS.C; 2561-2566) is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section:

 ̂H.R. 6179, 95th Cong., 1st sess. The Administration bill can be foxind
p. 128; the Senate bill, post, pp. 363-366; and the final act, post, pp. 523-526.
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“ S p e c ia l  R e p r e s e n t a t iv e  f o r  N e g o t ia t io n s

‘‘Sec. 27. The President may appoint, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, a Special Representative for Arms Control and 
Disarmament Negotiations who shall perform such duties and exercise 
such powers (under the direction of the President and the Secretary 
of State, acting through the Director) as the Director may prescribe 
with respect to international arms control and disarmament negotia
tions and matters relating thereto.”.

(b) Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(114) Special Representative for Negotiations, United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.”.

U s e  o f  F o r e ig n  R e s e a r c h  I n s t i t u t io n s

Sec. 3. Section 31 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22 
U.S.C. 2571) is amended by striking out “United States” in clause
(2) of the second sentence.

V e r if ic a t io n  o f  A r m s  C o n t r o l  A g r e e im e n t s

Sec. 4. Title III of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section:

“ V e r if ic a t io n  o f  A r m s  C o n t r o l  A g r e e m e n t s

Sec. 37. (a) It is the sense of Congress that effective verification of 
compliance is an indispensable factor in any international arms con
trol agreement. In recognition of that fact and in order to assure that 
all arms control proposals made or accepted by the United States can 
be adequately verified, the Director shall report to the Congress, on 
a timely basis or upon a request by an appropriate conunittee of the 
Congress—

“(1) in the case of each element of any arms control proposal 
made to a foreign country by the United States, the judgment of 
the Director as to the degree to which sudh element can be verified 
by existing national technical means;

“(2) in the case of each element of any arms control proposal 
made to the United States by a foreign country, the judgment of 
the Director as to the degree to which sudh element can be verified 
by existing technical means;

“(3) in the case of any arms control agreement and treaty that 
has entered into force, any significant degradations or alterations in 
the capacity of the United States to verify the various components 
of such agreement or treaty;

“ (4) the number of professional personnel assigned by Govern
ment agencies on a full-time basis to analyze arms control verifica
tion; aiid
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“(5) the amount and percentage of research funds expended by 
Government agencies for the purpose of analyzing issues relating 
to arms control verification.

“(b) For purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a), 
in assessing the degree to which specific elements of any arms con
trol proposal can be verified by national technical means, it should 
be assum^ that all measures of concealment not expressly prohibited 
could be employed and that ‘standard practices’ could be altered so 
as to impede verification.”.

S e c u r it y  E e q u ir e m e n t s

Sec. 4. Section 45(c) of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
(22 U.S.C. 2585 (c )) is amended to read as follows:

“ (c) The Energy Research and Development Administration and 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission may authorize any of their 
employees, or employees of any of their contractors, prospective con
tractors, licensees, or prospective licensees or any other person author
ized by them to have access to restricted data under section 145 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, to permit the Director or any officer, 
employee, consultant, person detailed from other Government agen
cies, member of the General Advisory Committee or of an advisory 
board established pursuant to section 41(f) of this Act, contractor, 
subcontractor, prospective contractor, or prospective subcontractor, or 
officer or employee of such contractor, subcontractor, prospective con
tractor, or prospective subcontractor, to have access to restricted 
data which is required in the performance of his duties and so certified 
by the Director, but only if (1) the Director has determined, in accord
ance with the established personnel security procedures and standards 
oi the Agency, that permitting such individual to have access to such 
restricted data will not endanger the common defense and security, 
and (2) the Director finds that the established personnel and other 
seeurdty procedures and standards of the Agency are adequate and 
in reasonable conformity to the standards established by the Energy 
Research and Development Administration and the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission under section 145 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954. Notwithstanding section 41(g) of this Act, the responsibility of 
the Director under clause (2) of the preceding sentence may not be 
delegated. Any individual granted access to such restricted data pur
suant to this subsection may exchange such data with any individual 
who (A) is an officer or employee of the Department of Defense, or 
any department or agency thereof, or a memter of the Armed Forces, 
or an officer or employee of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, or a contractor or subcontractor of any such depart
ment, agency, or armed force, or an officer or employee of any such 
contractor or subcontractor, and (B) has been authorized to have 
access to restricted data under the provisions of section 143 of the
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Atomic Energy Act of 1954 or section 304(b) of the National Aero
nautics and Space Act of 1958.”.

A u t h o r iz a t io n  o r  A p p r o p r ia t io n s

Sec. 5. Section 49(a) of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
(22 U.S.C. 2589(a)) is amended by inserting in the second sentence 
immediately after ‘‘and other nondiscretionary co s t s ) t h e  following: 
‘‘and for fiscal year 1978 the sum of $14,600,000 (and such additional 
amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, 
other employee benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary 
costs)

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Vance: 
Limitations on the Range of Aircraft Missiles [Extract], 
May 4, 1977"

Q, Can you explain what modifications  ̂ if  anŷ  were made in the 
American 'proposal while the delegation was in Moscow  ̂specifically 
referring to this question of nonheavy homhers carrying cruise 
missiles?

Secretary Vance: I would be glad to talk to that.
This relates to the question of whether or not there should be a 

limitation on the range of missiles that could be carried by tactical 
aircraft.

One of the elements of the proposal which we made to the Soviets 
m Moscow was that any missile, air-launched cruise missile, with a 
range over 600—in other words, between 600 kilometers and 2,500 
kilometers—could only be carried on heavy bombers.

The reason for that was to meet the problem created by the “Back
fire” bomber, which the Soviets maintain is an intermediate bomber. 
But if one were to be able to hang long-range missiles on it, it could, as 
you can obviously see, change the characteristics of that bomber.

Now, coming to the specifics of how that provision came into being, 
the provision with respect to taetical aircraft not being able to carry 
air-launched cruise missiles with ranges over 600 kilometers was first 
developed in 1975.

When this Administration came into office, we reviewed those 
studies. In the discussions in the NSC subsequently, one of the options 
which was considered was that option. The reason for its consideration 
is as I have indicated. It is a very important aspect of limiting or 
constraining the Backfire so that it cannot become an intercontinental 
bomber. And it was determined in the NSC and approved by the 
President that this would be a provision.

 ̂Depai'tment of State Bulletin, May 23,1977, pp. 514-515.
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That provision was not contained specifically in the very brief 
general instructions which I took with me to Moscow. But when we 
got to Moscow and put down on paper the specific proposal in all its 
detail, it was clear that that had to be spelled out so that there would 
be no ambiguity in dealing with the Soviet Union, and it was there
fore included in the specific proposal which was put before the Soviets.

Communique of the French High Council on Foreign Nuclear 
Policy: Uranium Enrichment Process, May 5, 1977^

TAe Gonseil de politique nucleaire exterieure examined France’s 
nuclear policy in the light of recent international deyelopments. It 
confirmed the general principles worked out at the meetings of Octo
ber 11  ̂ and December 16  ̂ which emphasize France’s determination 
not to encourage the proliferation of atomic weapons, while conducting 
an independent nuclear policy and responding to energy supply needs, 

Mr. Giraud, Director of the Commissariat for Atomic Energy, in
formed the Council that, following several years of work, France has 
developed a new uranium enrichment process which has the advantage 
of permitting the production of slightly enriched uranium suitable for 
fueling nuclear power plants but which cannot in practice be used for 
production of highly enriched uranium employed for weapons*

At the Salzburg conference, the Directors of the CEA will describe 
the conditions in which this process could be the subject of interna
tional cooperation.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of Defense Brown: 
Cruise Missiles and Charged Particle Beams [Extracts], 
May 6, 1977"

• • • • • • •

Q: Mr. Secretary, in looking back on MIEV, fornier Secretary Kis
singer said that he wished maybe we hadn’t taken this road,. Former 
Arms Control Director Ikle said much the same thing. My question is, 
is this trip down the road on the cruise missile necessary in your view 
from a military standpoint ? I f  so, why ? And if  not, what would be 
wrong with a mutual complete ban either on flight tests or on hard
ware between U.S. and Soviet cruise missiles ?

 ̂Le Monde, May 7,1977. D ep t of State translation. 
® See Documents on Disarmamenty 1976, p. 669.
* Ibid., pp. 943-945.
 ̂Department of Defense transcript, pp. 5-8.
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A : 1 would draw a distinction between the MIRV and the cniise 
missiles. We often draw analogies that are not completely apt, and I 
have done it enough in my time so that I am not accusing anybody else 
of doing so. The MIRV clearly was important and has a substantial 
capability as a first strike weapon, a counterforce weapon. It can knock 
out hardened missiles because it is accurate and because it has large 
numbers and because it arrives in a very short time. And that poses a 
particular problem to land-based missiles, as I say, silo-based missiles^ 
fixed missiles, and also something of a problem to bombers, although 
since bombers can be taking ojff on warning, it poses less of a problem 
to them. The cruise missile is not going to have that effect because it 
takes many hours to arrive at its target. The cruise missile technology 
is also probably somewhat easier for any country to achieve than is the 
MIRV technology. That probably makes it harder to control both in 
terms of verification with respect to the Soviet Union, for example  ̂
and also with respect to other countries than the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union. I  think that the cruise missile and its limitation is a legitimate 
subject for discussion if one talks about cruise missiles in their strate
gic role, but I  don’t think that we should draw the conclusion that 
whatever should, have been done with MIRVs, and that is not easy to 
tell even in retrospect, although it is easier in retrospect than it was at 
the time, that the same thing should be done with respect to cruise mis
s ile . In particular, I  think that to select out one item of strategic 
forces or potential strategic forces and say that our problems can be 
solved by controlling that item is a mistake. I think it is even more of 
a mistake from the U.S. point of view when it is a weapons system 
which the Soviets have more reason to be concerned about than we 
have to be concerned about simply because we happen to be ahead at 
the moment, and because given the Soviet substantial advantage in 
fixed land-based missiles, any turn of the competition to something in 
which we have an advantage is likely to help us more than it helps 
them.

Q: 1 know that you put out a statement earlier this week about this 
charged particle beam weapon. The question is, how much of a threat 
is this ? Are they really doing it ? Do we have anything to worry about 
on this?

A : The alleged capability of the Soviets to shoot down ballistic 
missiles with a charged particle beam, I think, has no basis in available 
evidence. It is an idea that is not a new one. I  am aware of having heard 
about it at least 20 years ago and probably more. And, you know, very 
intense beams of charged particles are something that we know some
thing about. We also know the difficulties of producing them, and the 
even greater difficulties of making them propagate through the air in 
a very controlled fashion [sic]. To turn the concept of a charged parti
cle beam that destroys ballistic missiles into a technology that is work-
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able, let alone an operational system, requires that each of a number of 
theoretically conceivable but practically very difficult steps be carried 
out. From what we can see of the evidence, and I have seen all the 
evidence there is, a number of those remain far from achievement both 
by us and by the Soviets. And, therefore, I don’t think that there is 
such a weapons system in prospect in the foreseeable future.

Q: Does that apply to laser beams as well ?
A : Different specific things apply to laser beams, but the same 

conclusion applies to laser beams. There are some things that are easier 
about them and other things that are more difficult.

Statement by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for 
Security Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye) Before a 
Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Governmental 
Affairs: Nonproliferation and Nuclear Export Policies, 
May 6, 1977"

I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify on our nonprolifera
tion and nuclear export policies on behalf of the Department of State.

Let me say at the outset, speaking for the President and Secretary 
Vance, that we very much appreciate the patience of this subcommittee 
in awaiting the results of the Presidentially directed nuclear policy re
view. I  know you had hoped to receive substantive testimony from 
Deputy Secretary Christopher when he appeared before you earlier 
[April 1], but as he emphasized at the time. Presidential decisions on 
key elements of our new policies were still pending. Since then, we have 
seen the President’s statements of April 7  ̂ and 27  ̂ and the Admin
istration’s proposed nonproliferation bill submitted to Congress on 
April 27.̂  I  should note at this juncture that we have much work still 
ahead of us in fleshing out the details of our strategy and that some 
Presidential decisions are still needed on selected issues.

Today, I would like to share with you the progress we have made 
thus far. Specifically, I w ill:

— Outline for you the conceptual basis of the approach we took to 
the Presidentially directed nuclear policy review;

— Elaborate on some of the key decisions made to date by the Presi
dent; and

— Provide you with general comments on executive branch legisla
tive recommendations.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ May 30,1977, pp. 558-564. Mr. Nye was address
ing the Subcommittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Federal Services. 

Ante, pp. 219-224.
^Ante, pp. 274-275.
" Cf. ante, pp. 275-279.
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As the President has made clear, the problem of nuclear prolifera
tion is One of the most crucial and complex issues we face, and he 
directed the Interagency Group that I chair to conduct a very com
prehensive review of our nonproliferation and nuclear export policies.

As we approached this review, we recognized two basic objectives; 
namely, that nuclear power should be available to meet legitimate en
ergy needs, but that this must be done in a way that avoids the pro
liferation of nuclear explosives capabilities. Proliferation of such 
capabilities to an increasing number of countries carries with it an 
inordinate cost in terms of our overall foreign policy and national 
security objectives. It would increase the prospect that nuclear weapons 
would once again be used in war. It would reduce our ability to con
trol international crises, expose our nation to new risks, and have a 
seriously detrimental effect on our alliances.

In considering an optimum nonproliferation strate^, one must 
identify two crucial elements of the problem: a given nation’s motiva
tion to seek to acquire or not to acquire nuclear explosive devices, and 
its technical capability to do so. Both elements are critically impor
tant, and we must be careful not to adopt policies to deal with one ele
ment of the problem that might have serious adverse effects on the 
other element.

With regard to motivation, our policies should reduce incentives to 
acquire nuclear weapons capabilities.

For example, the security assurances provided by the United States 
in the context of the NATO Treaty and our bilateral security agree
ment with Japan reduce the incentives of these states to seek nuclear 
weapons even though they have the technical capability to acquire 
them. In fact, lest we overlook the obvious, I  would say that the se
curity guarantees implicit in our alliance relationships are some of 
the most important instruments of our nonproliferation policy.

Similarly, the Nonproliferation Treaty ® (NPT) provides an essen
tial framework for affecting motivation. In general terms, the NPT 
represents an international regime in which states agree that their 
security interests would be better served by avoiding the further spread 
of nuclear weapons capabilities. In specific terms, the treaty provides 
reassurances that potential adversaries are confining their nuclear ac
tivities to peaceful purposes and that in the event of diversion to mili
tary purposes the safeguards system provided for by the treaty would 
give timely warning. This also diminishes the motivation of NPT 
parties to seek the nuclear explosives option. For this reason and be
cause it is an indispensable framework for effective nonproliferation 
efforts, we continue to seek the widest possible adherence to the NPT.

The NPT is a delicate international arrangement in which states 
have accepted an explicitly discriminatory status in the military area. 
But it is imperative that our nuclear policies not discriminate among 
NPT adherents with regard to civil nuclear cooperation. The essence

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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of the treaty is a compromise in which, discrimination is accepted in 
the military sphere—between nuclear-weapons and non-nuclear- 
weapons states— în return for the energy benefits of the atom in the 
civil sphere. For nuclear-weapons states to adopt discriminatory 
policies on the civil side would destroy the very fabric of the NPT 
and, with it, one of the key nonproliferation institutions.

In sum, therefore, we must be acutely sensitive to the political and 
security motivations that lead states to acquire nuclear explosive de
vices. This will necessitate insuring the credibility of existing security 
guarantees; making progress in achieving meaningful and verifiable 
arms control agreements that reduce nuclear weapons force levels and 
limit or prohibit nuclear testing; strengthening our alliances; and de
valuing the prestige identified with a nuclear weapons capability.

The other element of the proliferation problem— t̂echnical capa
bility—presents us with a very different set of challenges of a more 
immediate nature. For if motivations coincide with a capability to 
produce nuclear explosive devices, further proliferation is all but in
evitable. As nuclear capabilities spread, particularly the sensitive 
facilities of enrichment and reprocessing that can produce weapons- 
usable material, the number of states near the nuclear weapons thresh
old increases. In a sense, we have innocent progress toward a bomb. 
Then, if a state suddenly changes its motivation—for example, be
cause of a change of government or sudden action of a neighbor—it 
can quickly go nuclear. We must therefore seek to avert the further 
spread under national control of facilities and materials capable of 
quick or easy conversion to weapons purposes, while meeting our ob
ligations under the NPT. We need to strengthen the NPT and IAEA  
[International Atomic Energy Agency] safeguards ® to insure that 
we have as much time as possible for diplomacy to work in the event 
of deliberate diversion and to help to deter such diversion.

In the past, particularly before 1974, we focused our nonprolifera
tion efforts on reinforcing the international system of controls to in
sure that civil nuclear supply was used only for peaceful purposes. 
This included upgrading the IAEA safeguards system and improving 
physical security measures to deter unauthorized use of nuclear ma
terials and facilities.

Since 1974, we have realized that safeguards, however important, 
are not always sufficient. Thus, we adopted a policy of encouraging 
supplier countries to exercise self-restraint in the transfer of sensitive 
facilities and technologies, particularly enrichment and reprocessing, 
so as to delay the spread of weapons-usable materials and the facilities 
that produce them. We believe that this second approach of self-re
straint is necessary while the international community develops ways 
to shape the future of nuclear energy so as to reduce proliferation 
risks.

® For the IAEA safeguards as revised under the NPT, see iMd.y 1971, pp. 218-244.
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Both approaches—^safeguards and restraint—are still crucial to our 
efforts, but each has inherent limitations.

For example, a policy based on safeguards alone could prove in
adequate in the case of reprocessing facilities. The central concept of 
safeguards is adequate warning of diversion that would provide suffi
cient time for diplomatic efforts to cope with the problem. But the very 
nature of Purex reprocessing technology means that the timely-warn
ing function of safeguards would all but vanish. Even with the most 
effective of safeguards administered by angels, there would be a stock
pile of pure plutonium at the end of the process. The dangers are clear 
when one considers the possibility of a nation with sensitive facilities 
suddenly abrogating a safeguards agreement. It can build an explosive 
device within a matter of weeks— t̂oo little time for diplomacy to work.

On the other hand, it is important to realize the limitations of a 
policy of denials. A program that consists primarily of denials not 
onlĵ  would engender severe political resentments but also would not 
necessarily prevent a nation intent on acquiring a nuclear explosives 
capability from doing so through indigenous means.

Thus, we believe that a third key element is required for a success
ful long-term non-proliferation policy—one based on the principle 
of incentives set forth in bilateral and multilateral arrangements. 
These incentives would include our being able to provide assured sup
ply of nonsensitive nuclear fuels on a timely, adequate, reliable, and 
economic basis at the front end of the fuel cycle, and to insure there is 
sufficient spent fuel and nuclear waste storage capacity at the back end 
of the fuel cycle.

On the question of assured fuel supply, we believe a successful pro
gram must assure access to adequate supplies of natural uranium and 
enrichment services at reasonable prices. In this connection, as the 
President announced on April 7, we will increase U.S. production 
capacity for enriched uranium. Another essential feature of such a 
program is that there should be parallel policies among suppliers so 
as to avoid placing any reactor exporter at a commercial disadvantage. 
And finally, we must be able to assure the prompt and predictable 
issuance of export licenses to those nations willing to abide by our 
export conditions.

In analyzing the elements of an attractive fuel assurance program, 
we have concluded that a strictly bilateral approach would not be 
sufficient. We therefore believe we should explore a three-tiered ap
proach based on the following components:

—Bilateral fuel supply commitments, which must serve as the 
bulwark of international cooperation. However, major fuel exporters 
should follow parallel policies to avoid comimercial competition that 
might be damaging to their common nonproliferation interests.

— ÎMultilateral arrangements designed to substantiate guarantees to 
consumers by fuel suppliers backing up of each other’s fuel contracts
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as well as to assure access to fuel supply by reactor exporters having 
no indigenous fuel capabilities and resources.

—International arrangements, such as an “international fuel bank” 
along the lines of the International Nuclear Fuel Authority you, 
Mr. Chairman [Senator John Glenn], proposed in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 17, which might serve as a contingency reserve for the 
other supply arrangements.

We are moving on all of these approaches. We will be investigating 
them further and consulting with other nations. The important point, 
however, is that an effective and credible international fuel assurance 
system must have three characteristics: It must seek to remove what 
incentives exist for the acquisition of full fuel cycles; it must be non- 
discriminatory to consumers that are in fulfillment of their nonpro
liferation obligations; and it must not increase the dependency of 
recipient nations upon possibly capricious supplier nations.

The problems related to the back end of the fuel cycle, notably the 
need to insure adequate spent fuel and nuclear waste storage, are 
equally urgent. We are presently studying a wide range of solutions 
which would, as is the case with fuel assurances, alleviate the pressure 
for acquisition of reprocessing capabilities. Among others, these con
cepts imder study include the possibility of making storage capacity 
available for the interim storage of foreign spent fuel and international 
spent fuel storage arrangements, including regional centers.

Thu« far, I have been discussing our policy in relation to the current 
generation of nuclear technology. "When we look further to the future 
and the next generation of nuclear technology, our policy is necessarily 
more tentative. But we have begun by reexamining some basic assump
tions that have been widely held in the nuclear industry in this 
country and others for the past quarter century. We have heretofore 
proceeded on the assumption that reprocessing would begin when there 
were sufficient light water reactors to justify the large-scale facilities 
needed for economic operation and that plutonium would be recycled 
in light water reactors until the fast breeder reactors are introduced. 
Foreign nations without our fossil fuel and natural uranium resources 
are even more strongly wedded to the belief that reprocessing would 
be needed to reduce long-term risks from nuclear wastes and that 
plutonium stockpiles would be needed at an early date to achieve 
energy independence through the use of breeder reactors.

We have come to realize that a second look is required at these as
sumptions of the past. Legitimate questions are now being raised 
about the proliferation implications of separated plutonium and the 
possibility that terrorists might steal plutonium for weapons pur
poses. Additional concerns are also being raised about the health 
hazards of plutonium. There are substantial grounds for challenging 
the previous assumption that recycling plutonium in light water 
reactors is economically advantageous; and at most any such advantage 
would be minor. Such recycle does not provide independence, and
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there are other potential ways of stretching uranium resources. There 
is also evidence that waste disposal problems could be exacerbated, 
rather than alleviated, by reprocessing.

The question is whether we have come too far down the plutonium 
road or is there still time for a second look. Our conclusion is that we 
do have time to examine fuel cycle alternatives that minimize prolifera
tion and physical protection risks. This was the basis for the President’s 
April 7 decisions to defer indefinitely the commercialization of re
processing and to restructure the U.S. breeder reactor program. I  
should emphasize that our intent is not to turn the clock back or to 
deprive any nation of required energy sources, but to explore whether 
we are able to shape the future of nuclear technology to serve our 
broader social purposes while at the same time deriving the benefits 
of its energy potential.

There are a number of things that the United States can do imme
diately to reexamine the assumptions to which I referred, and these 
are already reflected in the ERDA budget. Over the longer term, 
however, for a second look at a plutonium economy to be meaningful, 
we must engage other nations in the venture. This is the objective of 
the President’s call for an international nuclear fuel cycle evaluation 
program. We envision that this evaluation program would study cur
rent generation reactors, including ways of assuring a reliable sup
ply of nuclear fuel and means of solving the spent fuel storage problem, 
as well as studying future generation reactors and fuel cycles with 
emphasis on cycles that utilize nonsensitive fuels and on institutional 
arrangements for reducing proliferation risks.

Specific technical elements of this proposed multinational effort 
would include work on uranium and enrichment availability; insti
tutional arrangements related to fuel assurances; spent fuel storage 
including study of the technology for long-term retrievable and perma
nent disposal and international/multinational repositories as well as 
near-term capacity options; methods to increase once-through uranium 
utilization in light water reactors; and advanced reactors and breeder 
options, including nonplutonium breeders.

Another aspect of our nonproliferation policy for the longer term 
future has to do with nonnuclear technologies. We recognize that 
cooperation and assistance in the development of nonnuclear energy 
resources, including appropriate technology, forms an important ele
ment in any nonproliferation strategy. We are therefore exploring how 
such cooperation might best be carried out, keeping in mind the need 
to integrate our nonproliferation goals with the overall economic and 
development objectives of the countries whom we might assist.

The potential role of nonnuclear energy technology in delaying, 
changing the scope of, or substituting for nuclear is also under review. 
We are especially interested in those technologies which draw on essen
tially renewable resources.
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The eventual impact of alternative technologies depends on indi
vidual country situations; however, there is little doubt that accelera
tion in the development and utilization of nonnuclear energy tech
nologies could influence the future energy mix and therefore the 
proliferation risk in countries not now firmly committed to major 
nuclear programs.

I have reviewed for you thus far the conceptual underpinning and 
key elements of our new nonproliferation policy. I would like to turn 
now to the issue of legislation in the nonproliferation field, as well as 
related policy decisions made by the President.

As you realize, the President sent to the Congress on April 27 the 
Administration’s nuclear nonproliferation policy bill. Two days 
■earlier, Paul Warnke, the Director of ACDA, testified before this 
committee and presented the Administration’s position regarding S. 
897 and gave a preview of the Administration’s bill.  ̂ This bill was 
accompanied by a section-by-section analysis, and a White House fact 
sheet released on the same day contained additional Presidential de
cisions. Earlier this week the executive branch also delivered to this 
committee a detailed section-by-section commentary on S. 897. These 
•comments clarified the differences between the Administration bill 
and S. 897.1 shall be happy to discuss points contained in that analy
sis at the end of my testimon^  ̂However, I would first like to make a 
number of points with regard to the Administration’s proposal.

First, I  would like to emphasize that we favor prompt passage of 
nonproliferation legislation. We submitted a separate Administration 
bill because certain major substantive differences in approach could 
not in any workable fashion be incorporated by amendment in S. 897. 
These differences are highlighted in the Pre^dent’s message to the 
Congress transmitting the Administration bill, and they are set forth 
in detail in the section-by-section analysis of S. 897 that we have 
^Iso provided for you. However, I would like to emphasize another 
part of the President’s message. He recognized that the bill he was 
submitting “relies heavily upon work which the Congress has already 
done.” He conmiended Congress for these valuable initiatives and 
said, “I look forward to working with the Congress to establish a 
strong, responsible legislative framework from which we can con
tinue to strengthen efforts to halt the spread of nuclear weapons.” 
Thus, our purpose is to work together toward a common objective.

Second, let me stress an additional point. Certain additional policy 
decisions made by the President were set forth in the fact sheet re
leased by the White House on April 27. The bill must be considered 
in the context of these policies. Taken together, the Administration’s 
legislation and the policy decisions form a tough, new, workable policy 
which fulfills the campaign pledges the President made.

I  would like to take a moment to review the new policy decisions 
set forth in the fact sheet. Like S. 897, the Administration bill would

"^Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1977: Hearings Before the Su'bcommittee on 
Energy, Nuclear Proliferation^ and Federal Services . . .  on S. 897 . . .  pp. 104r- 
139.
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require that, prior to the issuance of the license for the export of nu
clear material or facilities, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission must 
have been notified by the executive branch of its judgment that the 
issuance of the license will not be inimical to the common defense and 
security of the United States. In making this judgment, the executive 
branch will adhere to the following policies:

— Ŵe will continue to embargo the export of enrichment and re
processing plants from the United States.

— Ŵe will avoid new commitments to export significant amounts of 
plutonium except for gram quantities for research and analytical uses.

— Ŵe will avoid new commitments to export significant quantities 
of highly enriched uranium except when the project is of exceptional 
merit and the use of low enriched fuel or some other less weapons- 
usable material is clearly shown to be technically infeasible.

— Ŵe will not approve any supply of highly enriched uranium 
greater than 15 kilograms unless the President has himself approved 
the export.

— Ŵe will undertake efforts to identify projects and facilities which 
might be converted to the use of low enriched uranium from highly 
enriched uranium.

—Wq will take steps to minimize inventories of weapons-usable 
uranium abroad.

These policies represent a significant tightening of U.S. nuclear 
export policy. Presidential and congressional nonproliferation policies 
should be mutually reinforcing. The new Presidential policies, taken 
together with the provisions of the Administration’s bill, will enable 
the United States to assume a leadership position in the world in pre
venting the proliferation of nuclear explosive devices.

Finally, I would like to focus on the four particular points of dif
ference in the Administration bill which were pointed out in the Presi
dent’s message on April 28 [April 27] :

— Ŵe are concerned that S. 897 would impose immediate export 
criteria that could force a moratorium on our nuclear exports, ad
versely affecting certain allies whose cooperation is needed if we are 
to achieve our ultimate nonproliferation objectives. The Administra
tion bill has therefore redefined the immediately applicable nuclear 
export conditions so that they reflect commitments we can reasonably 
ask other nations to meet while we negotiate stricter arrangements.

—S. 897 does not focus on strengthening the requirements for 
new agreements for cooperation, which the Administration bill would 
incorporate in section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act. The Adminis
tration bill defines additional nuclear export conditions which will 
be required in new agreements for civil nuclear cooperation. A corner
stone among these is our proposal to require, as a continuing condition 
of U.S. supply, that recipients have all their nuclear activities under 
IAEA safeguards. Moreover, the President has announced that he
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shall “make it clear to potential recipients and to other nuclear sup
pliers that our first preference, and continuing objective, is universal 
adherence to the Nonproliferation Treaty.”

—S. 897 employs the technique of trying unilaterally to impose 
new export-licensing conditions after 18 months. We are concerned 
that the negative international reaction to this would be severely 
counterproductive to our nonproliferation objectives. Enactment of 
such a measure could drive recipient nations to other suppliers or 
toward the development of indigenous facilities to meet their nu
clear fuel needs. Therefore, the Administration bill focuses on tight
ening the conditions for U.S. nuclear cooperation through the rene
gotiation of existing agreements to meet the same standards as we 
will require in new agreements.

—The Administration bill is designed to give the President the 
ability to deal with the extremely complex problem of proliferation 
in a manner which will best suit the circumstances of particular cases. 
For example, instead of requiring countries that want our nuclear 
exports to foreswear fuel enrichment and reprocessing for all time, 
it allows us to draft new agreements using incentives to discourage 
countries from acquiring such facilities. It also permits the Presi
dent to make exceptions when doing so would further our basic aim 
of nonproliferation. Of course, we expect Presidential actions to be 
the subject of congressional scrutiny.

Finally, I  would stress that we do not live in a world where the 
United States alone can dictate the policies of other nations. We 
simply do not have the leverage to exact compliance with sweeping 
new provisions, insistence on which could be seen by many of our 
nuclear partners as a breach of our supply commitments. They could 
decide to take the route of developing their own indigenous facilities. 
As the nuclear proliferation and safeguards report of the [congres
sional] Office of Technology Assessment, prepared under the auspices 
of tliis committee, perceptively noted, “Solutions to the proliferation 
problem will have to be found primarily, though not exclusively, 
through multilateral actions . . . the extent of U.S. influence will 
vary from country to country.” Or as Paul Wamke ably expressed 
the same point before you, the most effective nonproliferation policy 
is not necessarily the one that appears to impose the most stringent 
restrictions.

In closing, I would like tx> compliment the committee for the work 
it has done in addressing, over the past two years, the crucial issue 
of proliferation. During your lengthy and complicated hearings, you 
and your witnesses addressed many of the substantive issues we still 
face today. The auxiliary materials produced from the hearings are 
now part of the necessary reading materials for any policymaker on 
nonproliferation. I  believe it fair to say that, in large measure, you 
are responsible for raising the level of public consciousness to the 
dangers with which we are jointly coping. Be assured that in this
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most important endeavor, our two branches of govenmient are of 
one mind. We must succeed, for failure could be catastrophic to all 
mankind.

Interview of French President Giscard d’Estaing by Le Monde: 
Energy and Nuclear Proliferation [Extract], May 7 ,1977 ^

You are going to be meeting with President Carter in London 
and you will certainly discuss with him and your colleagues some of 
the initiatives taken by the new American administration, especially, 
I suppose, its nuclear program and perhaps its energy program and 
the human rights question.

A. On the energy program, I wrote to President Carter very soon 
after his inauguration to draw his attention to the fact that the lack 
of an active U.S. energy policy was ruining our own efforts aimed at 
restoring better balance to the energy market. You are familiar with 
the figures for the growth of U.S. petroleum imports. They are so large 
that, so far as the general balance of the petroleum trade is concerned, 
our own efforts to restrict consumption are more tlian canceled out by 
the growth in American imports.

I received a reply from President Carter in March, in which he in
dicated that he shared that view and that he was preparing a compre
hensive program. We are not going to discuss his program, especially 
now that it is going to be gone over by all the authorities concerned, 
particularly the Congress, but the fact that there is a determination 
to develop new energy sources and to slow down consumption by every 
means meets our concern. We are pleased with this effort. And I  
would say that at present there are two coimtries that have an active 
energy policy, the United States and France, each in its own way.

The second point is the nuclear question, or more exactly the ques
tion of nuclear proliferation. There, I  know, we have a major prob
lem in informing French intellectual and political circles about the 
facts of French nuclear policy. I have noted it in the reactions in the 
newspapers which pass judgment on individual decisions we make. 
I realized that there was no appropriate body among our government 
agencies and that until last summer decisions were made in an un
coordinated manner. We did not have a central decision-making body.

We have defined our position in two stages, in September-October ̂  
and in December,® and it is essential that you see its lines clearly. Our 
position rests on three cardinal points: (1) France ha& a national 
atomic energy policy which it decided on by itself, and it will continue

 ̂Le Monde, May 7,1977. Dept, of State translation.
® See Documents on Disarmament^ 1976y  p. 669.
® pp. 943-945.
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to  retain control of its nuclear policy; (2) world energy needs are 
.-such that a large number of countries are going to have to develop 
nuclear power production facilities, and that is a legitimate need as 
far as they are concerned; (3) the energy uses of the atomic industry 
must be developed so as to avoid to the utmost nuclear proliferation, 
which France considers to be a scourge of our age.

United States policy consists in first indicating what the United 
States is going to do. What isn’t clear is whether it is doing that for 
itself or for the world at large. The United States indicates, for ex
ample, that it is going to halt construction of reprocessing plants and 
progress on breeder reactors. Does that mean that it is waiting for 
other countries to adopt the same line, or is it a contribution that it 
is making nationally to the world non-proliferation effort? That has 
to be clarified.

France has clear-cut views on each of these questions. As far as 
reprocessing is concerned, you know that we have an industrial re
processing capability and, for a nation like France and for the coun
tries with which we work, our reprocessing has nothing proliferating 
about it since we are already a nuclear power. We intend to continue 
our reprocessing. Moreover we do not see how any group of countries 
in the future can cope with the nuclear waste problem without re
processing. The advantage of reprocessing is that the extent and dan
ger of nuclear waste are reduced concurrently. Hence, when it comes 
to the idea of having certain regions of the world where there would 
he active nuclear waste and where there would be no reprocessing, we 
do not see how this is physically possible.

As for breeder reactors, their purpose is not, as is believed, to 
reproduce fuel, because that would be a sort of perpetual motion, 
but to allow complete utilization of all the uranium found in natural 
uranium. Compared with conventional uses, the energy which can be 
extracted from the same quantity of natural uranium is multiplied 
by about fifty. But the problem of supplying the world with natural 
uranium is one which is going to arise very quickly, starting in about 
1985 to 1990. Can we renounce out of hand the use of techniques which 
multiply by fifty the available energy potential ? Such a decision can
not be made without weighing all the consequences, and for a country 
like France, which has limited quantities of natural uranium and 
which will therefore be dependent on external sources, it goes with
out saying that we intend to continue with our breeder reactor 
technique.

Will siich decisions make it possible to deal with proliferation dan
gers better than in the past? I  would say yes, because I think that 
fin approach which consists of considering the available techniques, 
the various safeguards which enable us to meet nuclear power needs 
while reducing or eliminating proliferation risks, is a positive ap
proach. Let me cite an example concerning enrichment which we have 
just announced. As you know, enrichment produces a certain amount 
of plutonium or of highly enriched uranium suitable for military use.
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With the technique which has been used by France—and other coun
tries are conducting comparable research— ît is possible to produce 
uranium that is sufficiently enriched to produce electricity in the power 
plants but is in practice useless for applications requiring greater en
richment, that is, for military use. Similarly, with regard to the ques
tion of reprocessing, it is no doubt possible to identify reprocessing 
methods, or at least post-reprocessing procedures, which would render 
the resulting plutonium useless. This would remove risks such as the 
theft of nuclear weapons by terrorist groups or their production by 
small groups. There are techniques to make plutonium unfit for such 
uses.

Thus, rather than taking a stand on global prohibitions which are 
contradicted by the probable economic needs of the times, and hence 
gotten around because of those same economic needs, one can seek a 
positive approach designed to define techniques which will lessen or 
eliminate the risks of nuclear proliferation.

Q. And has the United States taken a very firm position on that?
J.. It is not clear. It has taken a very &m position as far as the 

United States itself is concerned, but up to now it has not indicated 
what its attitude would be toward existing international arrangements.

Q. Does the Soviet Union say much about non-proliferation ?
A. It has had a lot to say up to now and has participated, as you 

know, in the work of what is called the London Group. Since President 
Carter’s recent statement, we have had no indication of Soviet reactions 
on nuclear problems.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extract], May 11, 1977  ̂
• ■ • • • • •

At the same time, the Allies reaffirm their conviction that security 
in Europe and in the world, without which detente could not produce 
its beneficial effects, cannot be achieved by statements of intent, but 
requires concrete efforts to reduce the level of armaments through 
realistic measures of disarmament and arms control. They will con
tinue to move towards this goal in a manner consistent with Allied 
security, while recognizing that progress also depends on a constructive 
attitude on the part of the Soviet Union and East European states.

The Allies warmly welcome the efforts of the United States to negoti
ate with the Soviet Union an agreement to limit and reduce strategic 
arms which takes into account Allied interests.

With respect to MBFR, the participating Allies emphasize the im
portance they attach to these negotiations, the goal of which is to

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, June 6,1977, p. 601.
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contribute to a more stable relationship and to the strengthening of 
peace and security in Europe. They call for a positive response to the 
additional offer they made to the Warsaw Pact countries in December 
1975,2 and reaffirm their overall objective of establishing approximate 
parity in ground forces in the form of a common collective ceiling for 
ground force manpower and the reduction of the disparity in tanks, 
which would ensure undiminished security at a lower level of forces.

Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report on Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act Amendments of 1977, May 16, 1977^

The Committee on Foreign Eelations, to which was referred the 
bill (H.E. 6179) having considered the same, reports favorably 
thereon with an amendment and recommends that the bill (as 
:amended) do pass.

P urposes of t h e  B il l

The principal purpose of H.K. 6179, as reported by the committee, 
is to authorize appropriations of $16.6 million to fund operations of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) for fiscal year 
1978.

The bill also authorizes the President to appoint, with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, a Special Eepresentative for Negotiations, 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, as an Executive Level IV  
position.

The bill also eliminates the requirement that all research funded 
h j  ACDA be carried out by United States institutions and persons.

The bill excepts the Agency from the appointment and classiSca- 
tion provisions of the Civil Service system.

The bill authorizes the Agency to be reimbursed directly for travel 
and subsistence costs of employees performing public affairs functions 
for the Agency.

The bill allows the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency to 
grant employees and contractors access to Energy Eesearch and 
Development Agency or Nuclear Eegulatory Commission Eestricted 
Data on the same basis as the Department of Defense and the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Com m ittee  A ction

On March 10, 1977, the President transmitted to the President of 
the Senate, draft legislation providing for a two-year authorization

* See the NAG communique of Dec. 12, 1975, pubUshed in Documents on Dis- 
nrmament, 1975, pp. 815-817.

 ̂S. rept. 95-193, cal. 167; 95t]i Cong., 1st sess, pp. 1-12. The appendix is not 
printed here.
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of appropriations for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
and amendments to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, to
gether with a letter from the Acting Director of the Agency in sup
port of this legislation.^

The Presidential communication was referred to the Committee' 
on Foreign Eelations. On March 18, Senator Sparkman introduced ,̂ 
by request, the draft legislation as S. 1042. This legislation was re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Eelations and, in turn, to the 
Subcommittee on Arms Control, Oceans and International Environ
ment. On April 20, the Subcommittee held a hearing on S. 1042 with 
the Honorable Paul C. Warnke, Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency.^ At the conclusion of that hearing, the Sub
committee met in open session to mark up S. 1042. The Subcom-  ̂
mittee amended S. 1042 and recommended its approval to the full 
Committee.

On May 3,1977, H.E. 6179, a bill to amend the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1978  ̂
and for other purposes, was approved by the House of Eepresenta- 
tives.  ̂ On May 4, H.E. 6179 was referred to the Senate and, in turn, 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Eelations. On May 11, the 
Committee on Foreign Eelations considered the recommendations of 
the Subcommittee on Arms Control, Oceans and International Envi* 
ronment. The Committee then substituted the language of the Sub
committee recommended bill for the text of H.E. 6179, and then 
ordered the bill favorably reported by voice vote.

C o m m it t e e  C o m m e n t s

The Committee believes that the changes made in the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Act, together with the moderate increase in 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency authorization, will tend 
to strengthen the Agency’s work in its fields of endeavor, and will 
enhance the Agency’s effectiveness within the Executive Branch. 
This, coupled with earlier developments, should help ensure that the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency plays a central role in the 
search for arms control measures which will be in the national interest.

A reinvigorated quest for effective arms control in conventional and 
nuclear weapons will help the United States to play a leading role 
in international attempts to achieve arms control, will help preserve 
our own security and allow us and other nations to apply more of 
our resources to other urgent, peaceful needs.

Earlier this year, the Senate confirmed Mr. Paul C. Wamke as 
Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, as well as 
Ambassador to serve as Chairman of the United States Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) delegation. At the time of Mr. 
Wamke’s confirmation, most Members of the Committee were con
vinced that a man of Mr. Wamke’s ability and experience could serve

 ̂Ante, pp. 127-128. 
® Ante, pp. 245-250. 
'Ante, pp. 289-292.
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effectively in both posts. Most members concluded that having the 
Director of the Agency conduct the very important SALT nego
tiations would make it certain that the Agency would play a central 
role in SALT and other arms control negotiations.

The executive branch requested, and the Committee agreed, to the 
creation of a special position of Special Eepresentative for Negotia
tions, to make certain that Mr. Warnke would have a qualified senior 
deputy to back him on the negotiations side of his dual responsibilities. 
The position is equivalent with that of Deputy Director of the Agency.

The Committee has been following closely the performance of the 
Executive Branch in carrying out the provisions of Section 36 of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, which requires that the Execu
tive Branch submit with requests for authorization, arms control 
impact statements on major programs.® The provision became law 
in late 1975, and the fi,rst submissions in 1976 were considered by most 
Members to be of little value. The second submissions by the Execu
tive Branch in February of this year showed improvement, but as 
Senators Sparkman and Case wrote to Mr. Warnke on March 25, 
1977, “the latest statements still do not comply with the law and are 
unacceptable as a model for future submissions. The submitted state
ments are neither complete nor adequately analytical.” ®

On April 18, Mr. Warnke responded:

Anns control impact statements must be comprehensive and analytical as 
they are to comply with the law and be of any value to the Congress, as you 
have pointed out in your letter. I  fuUy agree that the ACDA Director must play 
a central role in the interagency process pursuant to which the statements are 
prepared. As the ACDA Director, I can assure you that this Agency's specific 
responsibilities under the law will be carried out. In addition, I  will make 
every effort to see that the inter-agency process is properly undertaken so that 
future statements will comply with the letter and the spirit of the law.*'

The Committee was encouraged by the forthcoming attitud,e of 
Mr. Warnke in regard to the arms control impact statements. Mr. 
Wamke’s testimony before the Subcommittee on April 20 ® offers 
further evidence that the Agency is attempting to deal effectively with 
such matters as nuclear export controls, alternate nuclear technologies, 
a nuclear test ban. Mutual and Balanced Force Eeductions, the 
activity of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, con
ventional arms transfers and technology transfers, and other arms 
control negotiations and forums. Eecent Executive Branch initiatives 
to explore with the Soviet Union the possibility of further agreement 
in these areas will involve a number of Agency personnel.

Its numerous responsibilities will tax the energies and abilities of 
the personnel of this very small Agency. (The Arms Control and

® P.L. 94-141. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 706-710. 
'’Analysis of Arm  ̂ Control Impact Statements Submitted in Connection With 

the Fiscal Year 1978 Budget Request Prepared for the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate and the Committee on International Relations, 
United States House of Representatives . . .  (Jt. Com. p r t.; 95th Cong., 1st 
sess.), p. V. This publication also contains the 1976 and Feb. 1977 impact state
ments along with Library of Congress Congressional Research Service evalua
tions.

Ihid., p. VI.
® Ante, pp. 245-250.
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Disarmament Agency has only 230 people authorized by the Office of 
Management and Budget, of these 179 are permanent Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency personnel and the remainder are detailed, 
from the State Department, the Department of Defense, and the 
Coast Guard). The Committee hopes that the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency will demonstrate, as it has in the past, that a 
small number of people can perform in a very effective way with a 
relatively modest budget. In deciding upon monetary support for the 
Agency, the Committee has tried to strike a medium between short 
funding that would hamper the Agency’s activities and funding which 
would go beyond the Agency’s demonstrated needs.

S e c t io n -b y - S e c t io n  A n a l y s is

SECTION 1— ^SHORT TITLE

Section 1 provides that this bill may be cited as the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act Amendments of 1977.

SECTION 2— ^SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR NEGOTIATIONS

This section creates a new Executive Level IV position in the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, that of a Special Eepresentative 
for Negotiations, equivalent in rank to the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency’s Deputy Director. This Eepresentative is to 
perform such duties as the Director may prescribe with respect to 
international arms control negotiations, and matters relating thereto. 
The Executive Branch plans for this official to serve as Alternate 
Chairman of the United States SALT delegation, but the Special 
Eepresentative could also be used for other important arms control 
and disarmament negotiations.

Since the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Director cannot 
deal exclusively with SALT or other negotiations for expanded period,s 
of time, it was thought by the Committee that a senior Deputy would 
serve to ease the demands upon the Director and provide depth of 
leadership and continuity to the SALT delegation’s efforts.

SECTION 3— ^USE OP FOREIGN RESEARCH

This section removes the requirement that all of the Agency’s 
contracts and grants be with United States institutions and persons. 
On February 18, a letter to the President from the Acting Director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Eobert M. Behr, made 
the point that, “The Agency is increasingly encountering instances 
where this restraint interferes with important national objectives.” 
Mr. Behr cited an example of an “urgent need” for research in al
ternate uses of spent fuel. In that case, the Agency could have made 
use of contracts with Canadian organizations in regard to the utiliza
tion of Canadian-type heavy water reactors. A further example of an 
instance in which it is not practical to rely on domestic capabilities is in 
field-testing of safeguards techniques and equipment developed for 
the Agency.
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The Members agreed that useful knowledge could be gained from 
contracts with non-United States sources. However, the Members 
approved this provision on condition that foreign contractors would, be 
used only when there was a clear need to do so, Mr. Warnke told the 
Subcommittee, “the instances would not be because there were some 
better experts abroad, but because the particular application involved 
foreign technology, as, for example, the specific problems of the 
Canadian reactors.

Now, as we go on with further safeguard research, there may be instances 
in which a particular type of safeguard would be oriented toward a particular 
type of foreign facility, and therefore we would need the particular knowledge 
with regard to that foreign facility. But, as I say, the instances would be quite 
infrequent. But when it does come up, we cannot really effectively do our job 
(Without utilizing some foreign contractors.®

Mr. Warnke agreed to inform the Committee and provide an ex
planation on each occasion when a non-United States contractor was 
used.

SECTION 4— ^EXCEPTION FROM CIVIL SERVICE AND GIFT PROVISION

This section allows the Agency an exception from the appointment 
and classification provisions of the competitive Civil Service system 
“to the extent the Director deems such action necessary to the dis
charge of his responsibilities . .

The purpose of this change is to allow the Agency to be competitive 
with other Executive Branch agencies in seeking employees. No 
present Agency employee would be involuntarily deprived of any 
rights normally granted under Civil Service. A number of other 
agencies have been granted statutory exceptions to the appointment 
and classification provision, including the Central Intelligence Agency, 
the Energy Research and Development Administration, and the 
Nuclear Eegulatory Commission. The Arms Control and Disarm
ament Agency must compete with all three for qualified employees. 
Mr. Warnke told the Committee that he estimated that about eight 
professional-level vacancies would be filled under this authority 
in a year.

Section 4 would also permit any officer or employee of the Agency 
in connection with activities of the Agency to accept reimbursement 
for travel and expenses. The .reimbursement would be retained by 
such officer or employee to cover expenses or be deposited to the 
credit of the Agency, whichever is appropriate. Mr. Warnke told the 
Subcommittee that no honoraria would be involved and that re
imbursement would be strictly limited to expenses. At the suggestion 
of Senator Griffin, the staflF looked into the authority granted other 
agencies, and the Subcommittee and Committee accepted a narrowly 
drawn authority for reimbursement which grants less authority to 
the Agency than to some other Executive Branch departments such 
as the Department of State.

® S. rept. 95-193, cal. 167; 95th Cong., 1st sess., p. 60.
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SECTION 5— SECUiaTY REQUIREMENTS

This section allows the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
the same access to restricted data as the Department of Defense and 
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. This section 
will expedite the granting of clearances to contractors, consultants, 
and prospective employees who already have access to Eestricted 
Data through NASA, DOD, or other government agencies. At 
present, these individuals or organizations have to be recleared 
through the Energy Eesearch and Development Administration or 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. This procedure involves a 
duplication of effort. In carrying out the responsibility under this 
section, the Director must certify that such access is required in the 
performance of duties, that to permit such an individual access to 
Eestricted Data will not endanger the common defense and security, 
and that the established procedures and standards of the Agency 
are adequate and in reasonable conformity to the standards estab
lished by the Energy Development and Eesearch Administration and 
the Nuclear Eegulato.ry Commission.

SECTION 6— ^AUTHORIZATION OP APPROPRIATIONS

This section authorizes the appropriation of $16,600,000 for ACDA 
for fiscal year 1978.

The Executive Branch had requested an authorization of 
$13,600,000. This compares with a two-year authorization of 
$23,400,000 for fiscal years 1976 and 1977. Authorizations, appropria
tions, obligations and outlays are set forth below as presented by the 
Agency:

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D i s a r m a m e n t  A g e n c y  A u t h o r i z a t i o n s , 
A p p r o p r i a t i o n s , O b l i g a t i o n s , a n d  O u t l a y s  

^ ____________________  [In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year 197T Fiscal year Fiscal year
 ______   1976 1977 1978

Authorizations..................................  (1.2) (3) (2.8) 2,4 1 3 ^ 0 0 0
Appropriations:

Initial.............................................  10,500 2,700 12, ODD M 3,255
Pay supplemental......................... 230 80 * 200 * 345
Other supplemental......................  950 250

T otal..........................................  6 11,680 «3, 030 M2, 200 U 3, 600

Obligations:
Program operation.......................  9, 735 2, 355  ̂9, 840  ̂11, 050
External research.......................... 1, 440 1, 158  ̂2, 360 ^2, 550

T otal..........................................  11,175 6 3,513 M2,200 M 3,600

Outlays..............................................  10,704 2,642 M l, 880 M2,595

1 $23,440,000 for the 2-yr period of fiscal years 1976 and 1977.
* Plus such additional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employe© 

benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary costs.
* Such sums as may be necessary.
< Requested or estimated.
« Pursuant to sec. 204 of Public Law 93-554, funds appropriated for fiscal year 1976 remained available for 

•obligation during the transition quarter.

’®197T denotes the transition period between the end of fiscal year 1976 
(June 30, 1976) and the beginning of fiscal year 1977 (Oct. 1, 1976).
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AODA had intended to spend a total of $2,550,000 on external re
search, broken down as follows:

Category
Approved fiscal 

year 1977
Proposed fiscal 

year 1978

Nuclear nonproliferation...........................
SALT and strategic policy.......................
MBFR and conventional arm s................
Nuclear test lim itations............................
•Other............................................................

............  $1, 220, 000

............  420,000

............  600,000

............  120,000

............  100,000

$1, 140, 000 
480, 000 
670, 000 
150, 000 
110, 000

T otal........................................................ ............  2, 360, 000 2, 550, 000

On April 29, Mr. Warnke sent Senator Pell a memorandum dis
cussing possible uses by the Agency of additional funds. According 
to the Agency, the principal need is to conduct additional external 
research in the methods of preventing nuclear proliferation. The Com
mittee was told that the Agency will need independent research both 
lo  aid in policy formulation and to assess the non-proliferation effec
tiveness of alternative technologies and their safeguards. In addi
tion, the Agency cited the need for re^arch in new seismic discrimi
nation techniques and the effectiveness of unmanned seismometers 
for use in a possible comprehensive nuclear test ban.

The Agency would also like to further expand the activities of the 
Office of Public Affairs—a goal the Committee strongly supports.

The Agency stated that an additional $500,000 could be used effec
tively for public affairs in fiscal year 1978, and between $1,000,000 and 
$2,000,000 more than was budgeted could be used for external research. 
In the course of Committee consideration on May 11, Senator Pell 
noted that, at the present time, ACDA has 15 people in public affairs 
with estimated expenditures of $581,000 in fiscal year 1977 and $636,- 
000 budgeted for fiscal year 1978. By comparison, the Defense De
partment has 1,300 public affairs personnel and is requesting a $2.4 
million budgetary increase from $25.6 million in fiscal year 1977 to 
$28 million in fiscal year 1978. He then suggested that an additional 
$1,000,000 be provided to be divided between expansion of the public 
affairs program and additional external research. This suggestion 
was accepted by the Committee.

This section also earmarks $2,000,000 of the authorization for a 
broad range of purposes related to International Atomic Energy 
Agency safeguards programs and related activities. The addition^ 
funds are to be used to supplement planned efforts in furtherance of 
International Atomic Energy Agency nuclear safeguards programs 
and related activities.

Appropriate uses include procurement of safeguard devices, ex
ternal research projects conducted under ACDA direction, and tech
nical assistance provided to the IAEA by ACDA personnel, including 
travel and transportation expenses.
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The breakdown of the funds recommended for the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency in F Y 1978 follows:

Recommended authorizations
Thousands

Program operation........................................................................................... $11,050'
External research............................................................................................  2, 550

T o ta l ..........................................................................................................  13,600'
Additional funds for public affairs and external research recommended

by the Committee..........................................................................................  1, 000
Additional funds for furtherance of IAEA safeguards, programs and 

activities recommended by the Committee...............................................  2, 000

Grand to tal................................................................................................  16, 600

C o st  E s t im a t e

The committee estimates that, assuming the full appropriation o f  
the amounts authorized in tliis bill, the total cost of carrying out the 
provisions of H.E. 6179 will be approximately $16.6 million plus such 
additional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay,, 
retirement, other employee benefits authorized by law, and other non- 
discretionary costs. The fiscal year allocation of the total cost is set 
forth in the Congressional Budget Office estimate and projection be
low. The committee agrees with the projected cost estimate of thê  
Congressional Budget Office.

C o n g r e s s io n a l  B u d g e t  O f f ic e — C ost  E s t im a t e

M a y  12, 1977.

1. Bill number: H.R. 6179.
2. Bill status: As ordered reported by the Senate Foreign Eelations; 

Committee.
3. Description of b ill: This legislation amends the Arms Control and 

Disarmament Act, as amended, to :

Create the position of Special Representative for Arms Control 
and Disarmament Negotiations; and

Authorize to be appropriated for fiscal year 1978 $16.6 million, 
plus such sums as may be necessary for non-discretionary pa}" and 
employee benefit increases, to carry out the purposes of the Act in 
fiscal year 1978, including $2 million for furthering the nuclear safe
guards and physical protection activities of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency.

4. Budget impact:

Function 150
Fiscal year 1978:

Authorization amount..........................................
Estimated costs......................................................

Fiscal year 1979:
Authorization amount..........................................
Estim ated costs......................................................

M i l l i o n s  

. $17.0 

. 13.2

2.7
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J'iscal year 1980:
Authorization amount.............. ......................................................................
Estimated costs................................................................................................  1.1

Piscal year 1981:
Authorization amount.....................................................................................
Estimated costs................................................................................................

Piscal year 1982:
Authorization amount.....................................................................................
Estimated costs................................................................................................

5. Basis for estimate: This estimate assumes enactment of this legis
lation and subsequent appropriations on or before September 30,1977. 
Funds required for nondiscretionary pay and benefit increases, esti
mated to equal $0.4 million in fiscal year 1978, are based on the CBO 
economic assumptions of April 1977. Estimated costs are derived by 
applying historical outlay rates to authorization amounts.

6. Estimate comparison: None.
7. Previous CBO estimate: An estimate was prepared for this bill 

as ordered reported by the House International Eelations Commit
tee. The House bill contained an authorization for appropriation of 
$14.6 million.

8. Estimate prepared by: Joseph Whitehill.
9. Estimate approved by:

J a m e s  L . B l u m , 

Assistant Director for Budget Analysis,

E eg tjlato rt  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t

The committee does not believe that H.E. 6179 would have a meas
urable regulatory impact.

C h a n g e s  i n  E x is t in g  L a w

In compliance with paragraph 4 of rule X X IX  of the Standing 
Eules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D is a r m a m e n t  A c t

^  H: ♦  He 9i<

TITLE II—OKGANIZATION
He

GENERAL ADVISORY COMMnTEE

Sec. 26. The President, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, may appoint a General Advisory Committee of not to exceed 
fifteen members to advise the Director on arms control and disarma
ment policy and activities. The President shall designate one of the
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members as Chairman. The members of the committee may receive 
the compensation and reimbursement for expenses specified for con
sultants by section 41(d) of this Act. The Committee shall meet at 
least twice each year. It shall from time to time advise the President, 
the Secretary of State, and the Disarmament Director respecting  ̂
matters affecting arms control, disarmament, and world peace.

Special Representatwe for Negotiations

Sec. 27. The President may appoint  ̂ by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate  ̂a Special Representative for Arms Control and 
Disarmament Negotiations who shM perform such duties and exercise 
such powers {under the direction of the President and the Secretary 
of State  ̂acting through the Director") as the Director w^y prescribe 
with respect to international arms control m d  disarrrwment negotia
tions and matters relating thereto,

 ̂  ̂  ̂ 4c

TITLE III—FUNCTIONS
Hi ^  4c si:

RESEARCH

Sec. 31. The Director is authorized and directed to exercise his 
powers in such manner as to insure the acquisition of a fund of theo
retical and practical knowledge concerning disarmament. To this end, 
the Director is authorized and directed, under the direction of the 
President, (1) to insure the conduct of research, development, and 
other studies in the field of arms control and disarmament; (2) to 
make arrangements (including contracts, agreements, and grants) for 
the conduct of research, development, and other studies in the field of 
arms control and disarmament by jfUnited States] private or public 
institutions or persons; and (3) to coordinate the research, develop
ment, and other studies conducted in the field of arms control and 
disarmament by or for other Government agencies in accordance with 
procedures established under section 35 of this Act. In carrying out 
his responsibilities under this Act, the Director shall, to the niaximum 
extent feasible, make full use of available facilities. Government and 
private. The authority of the Director with resp^t to research, 
development, and other studies shall be limited to participation in the 
following insofar as they relate to arms control and disarmament;

* * * * * * : ( :

TITLE IV—GENEEAL PROVISIONS
* * * ♦ * 4;

GENERAL AUTHORITT

Sec. 41. In the performance of his functions, the Director is author
ized to—
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(a) utilize or employ the services, personnel, equipment, or facil
ities of any other Government agency, with the consent of the agency 
concerned, to perform such functions on behalf of the Agency as may 
appear desirable. It is the intent of this section that the Director rely 
upon the Department of State for general administrative services in 
the United States and abroad to the extent agreed upon between the 
Secretary of State and the Director. Any Government agency is au
thorized, notwithstanding any other provision of law, to transfer to 
or to receive from the Director, without reimbursement, supplies and 
equipment other than administrative supplies or equipment. Transfer 
or receipt of excess property shall be in accordance with the provisions 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended;

(b) (1) appoint officers and employees, including attorneys, [for 
the Agency in accordance with the civil service laws and fix their 
compensation in accordance with the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended;] arid fix their com'pemation. Such ofjicers and employees 
shall he appointed in accordance with the promsions of title 5, United 
States Codê  governi/rig appointments in the competitive service  ̂ and 
their compensation f^ed in accordance with chapter 51 and with 
subchapter III of chapter 63 of title 5, except that—

“(J.) to the extent the Director deems such action necessary to 
the discharge of his responsibilities^ personnel may he employed and 
their compensation fixed without regard to such provisions; and

“(5 ) no officer or employee employed or compensated v/nder 
paragraph {1) {A) shall he paid a salary at a rate in excess of the 
rate payable under such provisions for such positions of equi/valent 
difftmlty or responsibility except such officers and employees whose 
compensation is fixed hy la/ŵ  and scientific and technical personnel 
at a rate not to exceed the rate of grade 18 of the General Schedule.

(^) The Agency shall mahe adequate provision for administrative 
review of any determination to suspend or dismiss any personnel em
ployed or compensated under paragraph ( i ) (Z ).

“ (5) Any officer or employee of the Agency serving under a career 
or career conditional appoimlment on the date of enactment of this 
section shall not he invdluntarily deprived^ while employed hy the 
Agency  ̂or [sic] any rights normally granted such officer or employee 
in the competitive s e rv ice ;

*  *  *  «  «  :fe ^

permit  ̂under such terms and conditions as he may prescribe  ̂
any officer or employee of the Agency  ̂in connection with the attend
ance hy such officer or employee at mjcetings or in performing advisory 
services concerned with the functions or activities of the Agency  ̂ to 
accept payment^ in cash or in hind  ̂from any individual affiliated with 
such agmcy. or orgmization^ for travel arid subsistence expenses  ̂
to he retained by such officer or erriployee to cover the cost thereof  ̂or to
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he deposited to the credit of the appropriation from which the cost 
thereof is paid;".

C(g)3 (^) delegate, as appropriate, to the Deputy Director or other 
officers of the Agency, any authority conferred upon the Director 
by the provisions of this Act; and

C (h)l (*) make, promulgate, issue, rescind, and amend such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary or desirable to the exercise of 
any authority conferred upon the Director by the provisions of this 
Act.

:{: :fe ♦

SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

Sec. 45. (a) * * *
♦  4c ♦  *

(c) [The Atomic Energy Commission may authorize any of its 
employees, or employees of any contractor, prospective contractor, 
licensee, or prospective licensee of the Atomic Energy Commission 
or any other person authorized to have access to Restricted Data by 
the Atomic Energy Commission under section 2165 of title 42.J The 
Energy Research and Development Administration and the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission may authorize any of their employees  ̂or em- 
ployees of any of their contractors  ̂prospective contractors  ̂ licensees  ̂
or prospective licensees or any other person authorized hy them to have 
access to Restricted Data umder section 11̂ 5 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1951p̂  to permit the Director or any officer, employee, consultant, 
person detailed from other Government agencies, member of the Gen
eral Advisory Committee or of any advisory board established pur
suant to section 41(f) of this Act  ̂contractor, subcontractor, prospec
tive contractor, or prospective subcontractor, or officer or employee of 
such contractor, subcontractor, prospective contractor, or prospective 
subcontractor, to have access to Restricted Data which is required in 
the performance of his duties and so certilfied by the Director, but 
only if (1) the [Atomic Energy Commission] Director has deter
mined, in accordance with the established personnel security proce
dures and standards of the [Commission] Agency  ̂ that permitting 
such individual to have access to such Restricted Data will not en
danger the common defense and security, and (2) the [Atomic En
ergy Commission] Director finds that the established personnel and 
other security procedures and standards of the Agency are adequate 
and in reasonable conformity to the standards established by the 
[Atomic Energy Commission under section 2165 of title 42, including 
those for interim clearance in subsection (b) thereof] Energy Research 
and Development Administration and the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission wader section 1^6 of the Atomic Energy Act of 195 .̂ Notwith- 
standing section i l {g )  of this Act  ̂ the resporisihility of the Director
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under clause {2) of the preceding sentence may not he delegated. Any 
individual granted access to such Restricted Data pursuant to this 
subsection may exchange such data with any individual who (A) 
is an officer or employee of the Department of Defense, or any depart
ment or agency thereof, or a member of the Armed Forces, or an offi
cer or employee of the National Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, or a contractor or subcontractor of any such department, agency, 
or armed force, or an officer or employee of any such contractor or 
subcontractor, and (B) has been authorized to have access to Ke- 
stricted Data under the provisions of [sections 2163 or 2465 of title 
42.] section lJf3 of the Atomic Energy Act of 195It. or section 30Ii.{h) 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958.

Dfc :1c «

APPROPRIATION

Sec. 49. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated noL 
to exceed $10,000,000 to remain available until expended, to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. In addition, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the fiscal years 1964 and 1965, the sum of $20,000,000, 
and for the three fiscal years 1966 through 1968, the sum of 
$30,000,000, and for the two fiscal years 1969 through 1970, the sum of 
$18,500,000, and for the two fiscal years 1971 and 1972, the sum of 
$17,500,000, and for the two fiscal years 1973 and 1974, the sum of 
$22,000,000, and for the fiscal year 1975, the sum of $10,100,000, and 
for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 the sum of $23,440,000, and for the fiscal 
year 1978, the sum of $16,600,000 (and such additional amounts as 
may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other em
ployee benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary costs), 
to remain available until expended, to carry out the purposes of this 
Act. Of the sum authorized to he appropriated for the fiscal year 1978̂  
not less than $2fi00fi00 shall he used only for the purpose of furthering 
the nuclear safeguards programs and activities of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this 
Act, not more than $7,000,000 of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
the preceding sentence for fiscal years 1969 through 1970 may be used 
for the purpose of research, development, and other studies conducted 
in whole or in part outside the Agency, whether by other government 
agencies or by public or private institutions or persons: Provided^ 
That this limitation shall not apply to field test activities conducted 
pursuant to the authority of this Act.

4: 4! «  4s 4:

SECTION 5315 OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE

§ 5315. Positions at level IV
Level IV of the Executive Schedule applies to the following posi

tions, for which the annual rate of basic pay shall be the rate deter

277- 084— 79------------ 23
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mined with respect to such level under chapter 11 of title 2, as adjusted 
by section 5318 of this title:
( ' (1) * * *
'  ̂ * H* * * * *

(113) Deputy Administrator for Administration of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Special Representative for Negotiations^ United States 
Arm^ Control and Disarmament Agency.

Address by General Secretary Brezhnev [Extract], 
May 17, 1977"

Speaking of thiB international situation as a whole, the main area 
of the struggle for the consolidation of detente and for lasting peace 
remains the problem of curbing the arms race and shifting to real 
arms reduction. Iii this respect, progress in the talks oh these questions 
between the USSR and the US can be of considerable importance, 
of course.
. At present, we are continuing talks aimed at concluding a new, 
second agreement on the limitation of offensive strategic arms. The 
basis for such an agreement was determined by the well-known Vla
divostok accord of 1974.̂  The successful completion of this important 
work would be of fundamental importance, from the standpoint of the 
overall climate of Soviet-American relations and because it would im- 
doubtedly serve as a stimulus to new and more far-reaching, interna
tional actions to check the arms race.

We, are confident that this would help, in particular, in solving 
such important problems as banning all types of nuclear weapons tests, 
banning new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, and 
limiting the development and testing of certain other types of weapons.

, I think that we should make an attempt to discuss thoroughly and 
. resolve, on a mutually acceptable basis and to the great benefit of tlie 
cause oi peace Md the peoples’ security, such questions as the dis
mantling of foreign military bases in the Indian Ocean and the 
withdrawal of Ships carrying nuclear weapons from the Mediterranean 
Sea.

In short, there are prospects here, as you see, and serious prospects 
at that. We believe that they are completely realistic, if all participants 
in the talks show a sincere desire to consolidate peace and an honest 
readiness to seek solutions that are not detrimental to the interests of

' Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIX, no. 20 (June 15, 1977), p. 11. 
■ See Documents on Disarmament, 191 If, pp. 746-747.
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some states, and do not provide unilateral advantages for others. The 
Soviet Union will act along precisely these lines.

For the Soviet Union, the struggle for the consolidation of peace 
is not a policy of the moment. It is our principled course. When we 
make proposals aimed at consolidating detente in today’s conditions, 
we are also thinking constantly about its future and working to ensure 
its long-range prospects for many years to come, even decades.

It is necessary to pool our efforts so that the pointer of the barometer 
of political weather in the world will not fluctuate continually but will 
point steadily to “clear.” This imposes a great responsibility on all 
those who were the initiators of detente, who protected its first steps 
and who today are promoting this policy in the broad arena of inter
national life. . . .

United States-Soviet Communique: Bilateral Consultations on 
Radiological and Chemical Weapons, May 17, 1977^

Pursuant to agreement reached in the course of the talks during the 
visit of United States Secretary of State Cyrus Vance to Moscow in 
March 1977,̂  bilateral consultations on some questions of arms limi- 

>< i t̂ation and disarmament were held in Geneva from 9 to 13 May be
tween delegations of the USA and the USSR.

In the course of the consultations, questions of the proliibition of 
the development and production of new types and new systems of 
weapons of mass destruction were considered. In particular, the ques
tion of the prohibition of radiological weapons was examined. The 
sides discussed certain aspects and identified areas of agreement on 
questions under discussion.

The sides continued the consideration of questions related to a pos
sible joint initiative in the CCD with respect to the conclusion ,of an 
international convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal 
means of chemical warfare as a first step toward complete and effec
tive prohibition of chemical weapons. The negotiations on this issue 
were held on the basis of the summit agreement between the USA and 
the USSE of July 3,1974,^ and were a continuation of the US-Soviet 
consultations on lethal and other highly toxic means of chemical war
fare conducted in Geneva in August 1976 and in April 1977. The dis
cussion of these matters provided a useful basis for the continuation 
of the work with a view to preparing the text of an appropriate 
document which would be a practical implementation of the joint 
initiative.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, June 13,1977, p. 634. 
" Ante, p. 179.
 ̂Documents (in.Disarmament, 191
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The two sides agreed to meet in the near future to continue con
sideration of all the matters which had been under discussion.

Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, 
May 18, 1977"

The States Parties to this Convention^
Guided by the interest of consolidating peace, and wishing to con

tribute to the cause of halting the arms race, and of bringing about 
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective inter
national control, and of saving mankind from the danger of using 
new means of warfare,

Determined to continue negotiations with a view to achieving effec
tive progress towards further measures in the field of disarmament, 

Recognizing that scientific and technical advances may open new 
possibilities with respect to modification of the environment.

Recalling the Declaration of the United N’ations Conference on the 
Human Environment, adopted at Stockholm on 16 June 1972,̂  

Realizing that the use of environmental modification techniques for 
peaceful purposes could improve the interrelationship of man and 
nature and contribute to the preservation and improvement of the 
environment for the benefit of present and future generations, 

Recognizing^ however, that military or any other hostile use of such 
techniques could have effects extremely harmful to human welfare, 

Desiring to prohibit eft'ectively military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques in order to eliminate the 
dangers to mankind from such use, and affirming their willingn.ess to 
work towards the achievement of this objective,

Desiring also to contribute to the strengthening of trust among na
tions and to the further improvement of the international situation 
in accordance with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations,

Have agreed as follows:

Article I

1. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage 
in military or any other hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the 
means of destruction, damage or injury to any other State Party.

2. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to assist, 
encourage or induce any State, group of States or international or-

 ̂Dept, of State files.
 ̂UN Monthly Chronicle, vol. IX, no. 7 (July 1972), pp. 86-90.
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ganization to engage in activities contrary to the provisions of para
graph 1 of this article.

Article II

As used in article I, the term “environmental modification tech
niques’’ refers to any technique for changing— t̂hrough the deliberate 
manipulation of natural processes—the dynamics, composition or 
structure of the earth, including its biota, lithosphere, hydrosphere 
and atmosphere, or of outer space.

Article III

1. The provisions of this Convention shall not hinder the use of 
environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes and shall 
be without prejudice to the generally re îognized principles and ap
plicable rules of international law concerning such use.

2. The States Parties to this Convention undert^ake to facilitate, and 
have the right to participate in, the fullest possible exchange of scien
tific and technological information on the use of environmental modifi
cation techniques for peaceful purposes. States Parties in a position to 
do so shall contribute, alone or together with other States or interna
tional organizations, to international economic and scientific co-opera
tion in the preservation, improvement and peaceful utilization of the 
environment, with due consideration for the needs of the developing 
areas of the world.

Article IV

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to take any meas
ures it considers necessary in accordance with its constitutional proc
esses to prohibit and prevent any activity in violation of the provisions 
of the Convention anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.

Article Y

1. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one j 
another and to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in A/ 
relation to the objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of,
the Convention. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this article 
may also be undertaken through appropriate international procedures 
witliin the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its 
Charter. These international procedures may include the services of 
appropriate international organizations, as well as of a Consultative 
Committee of Experts as provided for in paragraph 2 of this article.

2. For the purposes set forth in paragraph 1 of this article, the 
Depositary shall, within one month of the receipt of a request from 
any State Party to this Convention, convene a Consultative Committee 
of Experts. Any State Party may appoint an expert to the Committee 
whose functions and rules of procedure are set out in the annex, which
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constitutes an integral part of this Convention. The Committee shall 
transmit to the Depositary a summary of its findings of fact, incor
porating all views and information presented to the Conmiittee during 
its proceedings. The Depositary shall distribute the summary to all 
States Parties.

3. Any State Party to this Convention which has reason to believe 
that any other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving 
from the provisions of the Convention may lodge a complaint with 
the Securit}  ̂Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should 
include all relevant information as well as all possible evidence sup
porting its validity.

4. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in 
carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may initi
ate, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the TTnited 
Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The 
Security Council shall inform the States Parties of the results of the 
investigation.

5. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or 
support assistance, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter 
of the United Nations, to any State Party which so requests, if the 
Security Council decides that such Party has been harmed or is likely 
to be harmed as a result of violation of the Convention.

Article VI

1. Any State Party to this Convention may propose amendments 
to the Convention. The text of any proposed amendment shall be sub
mitted to the Depositary, who shall promptly circulate it to all States 
Parties.

2. An amendment shall enter into force for all States Parties to 
this Convention which have accepted it, upon the deposit with the 
Depositary of instruments of acceptance by a majority of States 
Parties. Thereafter it shall enter into force for any remaining State 
Party on the date of deposit of its instrument of acceptance.

Article VII

This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.

Article VIII

1. Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, a con
ference of the States Parties to the Convention shall be convened by 
the Depositary at Geneva, Switzerland. The conference shall review 
the operation of the Convention with a view to ensuring that its pur
poses and provisions are being realized, and shall in particular examine 
the effectiveness of the provisions of paragraph 1 of article I  in elimi
nating the dangers of military or any other hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques.
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2. At intervals of not less than five years thereafter, a majoritylof 
the States Parties to this Convention may obtain, by submitting a 
proposal to this effect to the Depositary, the convening of a conference 
with the same objectives.

3. I f no conference has been convened pursuant to paragraph 2 
of this article within ten years following the conclusion of a previous 
conference, the Depositary shall solicit the views of all States Parties 
to this Convention, concerning the convening of such a conference. I f  
one third or ten of the States Parties, whichever number is less, respond 
affirmatively, the Depositary shall take immediate steps to convene the 
conference.

Article IX

1. This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. Any 
State which does not sign the Convention before its entry into force 
in accordance with paragraph 3 of this article may accede to it at any 
time.

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification or accession shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

3. This Convention shall enter into force upon the deposit of in
struments of ratification by twenty Governments in accordance with 
paragraph 2 of this article.

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification or accession 
are deposited after the entry into force of this Convention, it shall 
enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of 
ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding 
States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instru
ment of ratification or accession and the date of the entry into force 
of this Convention and of any amendments thereto, as well as of the 
receipt of other notices.

This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary in accordance 
with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article X

This Convention, of which the English, Arabic, Chinese, French, 
Eussian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations, who shall send duly 
certified, copies thereof to the Governments of the signatory and 
acceding States.

I n witness whereof, the undersigned, being duly authorized there
to by tjieir respective Governments, have signed this Convention, 
opened for signature at Geneva on the eighteenth day of May, one 
thousand nine hundred and seventy-seven.
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Done at Geneva May 18,1977

Byelorussian S.S.E. 
Canada
Czechoslovakia

German Democratic Eepublic 
Federal Eepublic of Germany
Hungary
Iceland
Iran

Denmark
Ethiopia
Finland

Bel^um
Bolivia
Bulgaria

Liberia
Luxembourg
Mongolia
Morocco
Netherlands
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Eomania
Spain
Turkey
Uganda
Ukrainian S.S.E. 
USSE

Lebanon
Italy
Ireland United Kingdom 

United States 
Yemen

Annex to the Convention
CONSULTATIVE COMMriTEE OF EXPERTS

1. The Consultative Committee of Experts shall undertake to make 
appropriate jfindings of fact and provide expert views relevant to any 
problem raised pursuant to paragraph 1 of article V of this Convention 
by the State Party requesting the convening of the Committee.

2. The work of the Consultative Committee of Experts shall be 
organized in such a way as to permit it to perform the functions set 
forth in paragraph 1 of this annex. The Committee shall d,ecide pro
cedural questions relative to the organization of its work, where pos
sible by consensus, but otherwise by a majority of those present and 
voting. There shall be no voting on matters of substance.

3. The Depositary or his representative shall serve as the Chairman 
of the Committee.

4. Each expert may be assisted at meetings by one or more advisers.
5. Each expert shall have the right, through the Chairman, to re

quest from States, and from international organizations, such infor
mation and assistance as the expert considers desirable for the 
accomplishment of the Committee’s work.

Statement by Secretary of State Vance at the Signing of the 
Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, 
May 18, 1977"

On behalf of the United States of America, I  am pleased to sign 
the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, June 13, 1977, pp. 633-634. The signing took 
place in Geneva.
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Use of Environmental Modification Techniques.^ It is especially signi
ficant that this ceremony is taking place here in Geneva where, for a 
decade and a half, dedicated officials have labored to bring the goal of 
disarmament closer to reality. This convention was negotiated in this 
city by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and is an 
achievement to be added to other significant arms control agreements, 
such as the nonproliferation treaty,  ̂ seabed arms control treaty,  ̂and 
the biological weapons convention.®

'While the intentional modification of the environment at present can 
be done only on a local and small scale at best, we scarcely need remind 
ourselves that in our era technology can advance to make possible ac
tions which would cause hitherto inconceivable environmental con
sequences. So we believe it wise to outlaw what is commonly called 
‘‘environmental warfare” before it has a real chance to be developed 
significantly for military purposes, with potentially disastrous 
consequences.

The convention does not prohibit research on and development of, 
or the use of, environmental modification techniques for peaceful pur
poses. The United States earnestly desires that all research and de
velopment, as well as use of environmental modification techniques, be 
dedicated solely to peaceful ends. To this end, as we have made clear 
in the past, we have no secrets in this area: All of our activities in the 
area of environmental modification are carried out on an open basis 
and the information is shared with others.

In the view of the United States, the effect of the convention should, 
be to eliminate the danger of environmental warfare because it pro
hibits all significant hostile use of environmental modification tech
niques. According to the present terms, the convention limits the 
prohibition to those uses having “widespread, long-lasting or severe 
effects.” The United States will be prepared to reexamine this limita
tion on the scope of the convention at the review conference or possibly 
before.

I wish to express the gratitude of the United States, as well as my 
own personal satisfaction, for the presence of the Secretary General 
of the United Nations on this occasion. For the first time in the history 
of our arms control endeavors, the Secretary General has been desig
nated the depositary for an international convention; moreover, he has 
an important role to play if a question arises for which the factfinding 
committee of experts must be convened. The United States welcomes 
this new evidence of confidence and trust which nations have demon
strated in the Secretary General and in the United Nations.

In signing this convention, I hope that all other states do likewise.

 ̂Supra,
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂TUd,, 1971, pp. 7-11.

pp. 133-138.
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Statement by President Carter on Conventional Arms Transfer 
Policy, May 19, 1977^

The virtually unrestrained spread of conventional weaponry 
threatens stability in every region of the world. Total arms sales 
in recent years have risen to over $20 billion, and the United States 
accounts for more than one-half of this amount. Each year, the weap
ons transferred are not only more numerous but also more sophis
ticated and deadly. Because of the threat to world peace embodied 
in this spiralling arms traffic and because of the special responsibili
ties we bear as the largest arms seller, I believe that the United States 
must take steps to restrain its arms transfers.

Therefore, shortly after my inauguration, I directed a compre
hensive review of U.S. conventional arms transfer policy, including 
all military, political, and economic factors. After reviewing the results 
of this study and discussing those results with Members of Congress 
and foreign leaders, I have concluded that the United States will 
henceforth view arms transfers as an exceptional foreign policy im
plement, to be used only in instances where it can be clearly demon
strated that the transfer contributes to our national security interests. 
We will continue to utilize arms transfers to promote our security and 
the security of our close friends. But in the future the burden of 
persuasion will be on those who favor a particular arms sale, rather 
than those who oppose it.

To implement a policy of arms restraint, I  am establishing: the 
following set of controls, applicable to all transfers except those to 
countries with which we have major defense treaties (NATO, Japan, 
Australia, and 'New Zealand). We will remain faithful to our treaty 
obligations and will honor our historic responsibilities to assure the 
security of the State of Israel. These controls will be binding unless 
extraordinary circumstances necessitate a Presidential exception, or 
where I  determine that countries friendly to the United States must 
depend on advanced weaponry to offset quantitative and other disad- 
vantas:es in order to maintain a regional balance.

1. The dollar volume (in constant FY  1976 dollars) of new commit
ments under the Foreign Military Sales and Military Assistance Pro
grams for weapons and weapons-related items in FY 1978 will be 
reduced from the FY 1977 total. Transfers which can clearlv be 
classified as services are not covered, nor are commercial sales, which 
the U.S. Government monitors through the issuance of export licenses. 
Commercial sales are already significantly restrained by existing legis
lation and executive branch policy.

2. The United States will not be the first supplier to introduce into 
a region newly developed, advanced weapons systems which would

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 23, 1977, pp. 756-757.
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create a new or significantly higher combat capability. Also, any 
commitment for sale or coproduction of such weapons is prohibited 
imtil they are operationally deployed with U.S. forces, thus removing 
the incentive to promote foreign sales in an effort to lower unit costs 
for Defense Department procurement.

3. Development or significant modification of advanced weapons 
systems solely for export will not be permitted.

4. Coproduction agreements for significant weapons, equipment, and 
major components (beyond assembly of subcomponents and the fabri
cation of high-turnover spare parts) are prohibited. A limited class 
of items will be considered for coproduction arrangements, but with 
restrictions on third-country exports, since these arrangements are 
intended primarily for the coproducer’s requirements.

5. In addition to existing requirements of the law, the United States, 
as a condition of sale for certain weapons, equipment, or major com
ponents, may stipulate that we will not entertain any requests for re
transfers. By establishing at the outset that the United States will not 
entertain such requests, we can avoid unnecessary bilateral friction 
caused by later denials.

6. An amendment to the international traffic in arms regulations will 
be issued, requiring policy level authorization by the Department of 
State for actions by agents of the United States or private manufac
turers which might promote the sale of arms abroad. In addition, em
bassies and military representatives abroad will not promote the sale 
of arms and the Secretary of Defense will continue his review of Gov
ernment procedures, particularly procurement regulations which may 
provide incentives for foreign sales.

In formulating security assistance programs consistent with these 
controls, we will continue our efforts to promote and advance respect 
for human rights in recipient countries. Also, we will assess the eco
nomic impact of arms transfers to those less-developed countries re
ceiving U.S. economic assistance.

I am initiating this policy of restraint in the full understanding 
that actual reductions in the worldwide traffic in arms will require 
multilateral cooperation. Because we dominate the world market to 
such a degree, I  believe that the United States can and should take 
the first step. However, in the immediate future the United States will 
meet with other arms suppliers, including the Soviet Union, to begin 
discussion of possible measures for multilateral action. In addition, 
we will do whatever we can to encourage regional agreements among 
purchasers to limit arms imports.
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Address by British Foreign Minister Owen Before the Royal 
Institute of International Affairs: Nuclear Proliferation 
[Extracts], May 19, 1977^

It is a measure of the size of the problem that, despite these efforts, 
the present situation is unsatisfactory and unacceptable. We must 
constantly strive to make the international safeguards system as water
tight as possible. New thinking is needed if we are to achieve our dual 
purpose of promoting non-proliferation and building up mutual con
fidence between nuclear and non-nuclear powers. This is why for the 
past two years the UK has advocated the general application of full 
fuel cycle safeguards. A model agreement has been drawn up by the 
IAEA, at Britain’s instigation, to enable nations who are not party 
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty  ̂to accept full fuel cycle safeguards. 
We welcome the American Government’s recent endorsement of this. 
It is a significant change in their position and we hope that others will 
follow their example.

The new American Administration’s proposals are wide-ranging and 
complex arid go far further than anything proposed hitherto. Their 
purpose is to remove the incentive for more countries to acquire their 
own enrichment and reprocessing capability, which could be used for 
military purposes; to offer them instead assured supplies of enriched 
fuel to meet all their power needs; and so to seek their acceptance of 
what is coming to be called the “throw away” fuel cycle, which would 
dispense with commercial reprocessing and plutonium based fuel 
cycles altogether. These proposals merit the most detailed and careful 
evaluation before we reach any final conclusions on the best means 
of achieving non-proliferation objectives and at the same time satisfy
ing the energy requirements of countries other than the United States. 
This evaluation has only just begun. In Britain we will approach it 
urgently, with an open mind and a firm commitment to non-prolifera
tion; but it is too early to pass definitive judgments on President 
Carter’s proposals. There are a number of questions which we shall 
ha VO to take into account.

The first is whether there will be sufficient uranium available to 
meet the world’s energy demands without plutonium. Are uranium 
reserves in non-Communist countries sufficient to meet the demands 
of reactors planned for construction by the mid-1990s ?' I f so, for how 
much longer? The Ford Mitre Study thought that at projected rates 
of demand there would be no difficulty about fulfilling requiremtots for 
uranium up to the turn of the century. Other authorities take a dif
ferent view. Either way what happens after the turn of the century ? 
Will uranium ore follow the same general history as most other min

 ̂British Embassy press release, pp. 9-15.
* The treaty text may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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erals ?' That is, with foreseeable advances in technology and changed 
economic conditions, will it be possible to exploit ores and reserves of 
progressively lower grade and lesser accessibility ? Once upon a time 
no-one would have touched copper below a yield of 20%. Today V2 
percent copper is economic in some parts of the world. In the latter 
half of the nineteenth century no-one would have touched the low- 
grade iron ore which we now mine in the UK. How mucli difference 
will higher prices (and what prices?) make to the availability of 
uranium and the economies of nuclear power generation ? The answers 
to these questions will greatly affect the policy conclusions we draw.

Assuming the existence of sufficient uranium worldwide, there is 
still anxiety as to whether it would be safe for any country to depend 
on supplies from others. The United States and Canada alone among 
Western countries are in a position to meet their needs into the next 
century from their own resources. To rely heavily on uranium imports 
raises serious questions. It can be argued that reprocessing and the 
eventual use of fast breeder reactors would lessen, or eliminate, de
pendence on possibly uncertain uranium supplies for those countries 
with none of their own. We need to ask ourselves whether there is a 
qualitative difference between dependence in the case of uranium and 
dependence in the case of food, let alone oil. We need also to ask our- 
selves whether, if tJiere are countries who cannot do without reprocess
ing, they will not be driven to develop their own facilities from ex
isting technology, should countries like Britain and France withdraw 
the reprocessing services they now offer to others. The example of 
Brazil and Pakistan have shown that the incentive to have reprocess
ing facilities exists. There are strong arguments for urging, on pro
liferation grounds, that reprocessing, if it is to take place, should do 
so in as few countries as possible.

The same considerations apply to enriching uranium. Uranium has 
to be treated, and slightly enriched, before it is usable as fuel for most 
civil nuclear power stations. We must remember—and we must not 
allow it to be overlooked in the present discussions—that a nuclear 
bomb can be made from highly enriched uranium as easily, if  not more 
easily, than from plutonium.

Assuming we can find satisfactory ansAvers to these problems, there 
are still important political and technical questions about the “throw 
away” cycle and whether it contributes to non-proliferation objectives 
as much as is claimed.

—What kind of system, for example, should be devised for storing 
spent fuel, bearing in mind that it would still contain large quantities 
of plutonium, which could be separated at any time, and which woiild 
in logic require the same degree of international controls as apply to 
rejprocessing?

—Can a satisfactory disposal route be identified for spent fuel ele
ments and, if not, can they be stored indefinitely from a teclmical point 
of view? Our own Magnox fuel elements, for example, must be re
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processed. Would the indefinite storage of unreprocessed spent fuel 
elements be acceptable environmentally ? Densely populated countries 
in Europe and Japan will inevitably be concerned about the safety 
problems.

—^̂ Vhat are the economic and energy implications of the American 
proposals? Will a throw-away cycle be more expensive, counting stor
age and fuel costs? If an alternative to the “throw-away'' cycle can be 
shown to be equally effective on non-proliferation grounds and cheaper 
in terms of energy cost and consumption, it would clearly be prefer
able. So we cannot make these judgements without any economic 
assessment. We should not shrink from paying higher costs if this 
would achieve greater safety and reduce the risks of proliferation. 
Non-proliferation objectives must not be sacrificed to the application 
of narrowly based cost-effective criteria.

—In sum, what fuel cycle would most effectively contribute to non
proliferation objectives while taking into account environmental and 
energy supply considerations? This is the central issue. This is the 
starting point for the American proposal for an International Fuel 
Cycle Evaluation Programme. At the Downing Street Summit the 
seven nations represented agreed to form a study group as part of the 
wider iatemational effort which will be needed to launch the Pro
gramme; and which will require the support of many nations, sup
pliers and customers alike.

• • • • • •

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of Stafe Vance: Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks [Extract], May 2 \ ,  1977^

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. We completed our talks yes
terday, as you know, with the Soviet Union, and I believe you prob
ably all now have a copy of the joint communique which we have 
issued today.^ Let me say a few words about SALT and then a few 
words about the Middle East, and then we will open it up for 
questions.®

On the SALT issue, in our judgment the talks have been both nec
essary and useful and also constructive. Progress has been made.

We have reached general agreement on a common framework for 
the SALT II agreement. This consists of three elements: First, a 
treaty; second, a protocol to the treaty; and third, a statement of gen
eral principles which would govern the conduct of SALT III. All of 
these parts are interdependent, and I want to make that point very 
strongly. This is an interdependent whole made up of these different

^Department of State Bulletin^ June 13, 1977, p. 628. The news conference 
took place in Geneva.

 ̂Infra.
® The first SALT agreements can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1912,

pp. 197 ff.
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parts. The treaty would run until 1985, the protocol would be for a 
period of three years, and the statement of general principles would 
be, as I said, a statement of general principles which would govern 
the conduct of SALT III. This framework provides a method of 
blending the three proposals which have been on the table since our 
discussions in Moscow.

Differences remain, substantial differences between the sides on a 
number of issues. They break down into several categories. One cate
gory is whether certain items should be included in the treaty or in 
the protocol. Another set of items raises questions as to whether they 
should be included at all in either the protocol or the treaty. And the 
third set is the precise nature of all of the items which would be in
cluded in a statement of general principles.

United Sfates-Soviet Communique: Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks, May 21, 1977"

In the course of the discussions between Cyrus E. Vance, Secretary 
of State of the USA, and L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU, and A. A. Gromyko, Member of the 
Politburo of the CPSU, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, 
held in Moscow at the end of March, 1977, Cyrus E. Vance and A. A. 
Gromyko meit in Geneva on May 18-20.

They examined in detail the situation regardmg the preparation 
of a new agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms based 
on the Vladivostok Accord  ̂ and taking into account the results of 
subsequent discussions. Both sides agreed that the discussions in 
Geneva were necessary and useful and that progress had been made 
in developing a common framework for further negotiations. As a 
result of the exchange of views, the differences between the two sides 
on several of the previously unresolved questions have been narrowed. 
It is agreed that the discussions of all unresolved questions will be 
continued with the aim of an early conclusion of a new agreement that 
will replace the interim agreement on certain measures with respect 
to the limitation of strategic offensive armaments.

Cyrus E. Vance and A. A. Gromyko also had a thorough exchange 
of views on the problem of the settlement in the Middle East.

Both sides proceed on the premise that elimination of the continu
ing source of tension in the Middle East constitutes one of the primary 
tasks in ensuring peace and international security. They are convinced 
that in achieving this goal an important role belongs to the Geneva 
Peace Conference on the Middle East, an international forum spe

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, June 13, 1977, p. 633.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1974, PP. 746-750.
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cifically set up to negotiate a settlement of the Middle East problem in 
the interests of all the parties concerned.

Having confirmed that mutual efforts of the US and the USSR, 
who are co-chairmen of the Geneva Conference, are of substantial 
importance for achieving a just, durable and stable peace in the Middle 
East, the sides agreed to direct their joint efforts toward resuming 
the work of the Conference during the fall of 1977, while recognizing 
the importance of careful preparation before the Conference meets. 
For these purposes, the US and the USSR will be conducting monthly 
consultations at the level of ambassadors in Washington or Moscow. 
They agree, too, that they will be working in this direction also in 
their contacts with the parties immediately involved in the Middle 
East conflict.

Final Communique of the Eighth Islamic Conference of 
Foreign Ministers [Extract], May 22, 1977^

29. The Conference recalled its Resolution of last year on the estab
lishment of Nuclear Weapon Free Zones in Africa, the Middle East 
and South Asia  ̂ and noted the dangers posed to the security of the 
Islamic countries as a result of the non-acceptance of these proposals 
by certain States and parties outside the Islamic world. The Conference 
called upon these States and parties to reconsider their positions 
and give credible undertakings not to acquire nuclear weapons. It 
also called upon the nuclear powers to undertake the obligations 
devolving on them in the denuclearization of these regions. The Con
ference furthermore called for the transformation of the Indian Ocean 
as a Zone of Peace, free of military bases and nuclear weapons.

30. The Conference having considered the question of strengthen
ing the security of non-nuclear weapon States, welcomed the adop
tion of the Resolution of the thirty-first session of the United Nations 
General Assembly in this matter  ̂and called upon the nuclear weapons 
States to respond positively to the security concerns of the non-nuclear 
weapon States and accept not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear States. The Conference also requested the member 
States to seek from nuclear weapon States binding and effective secu
rity assurances for non-nuclear weapon States in particular, at the 
forthcoming Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly 
on Disarmament and other relevant fora.

 ̂A/32/133, July 7, 1977, pp. 17-18. The conference was held in Tripoli.
® The seventh conference was held in Istanbul, May 12-15,1976. For a brief sum

mary of its communique, see Keesing's Contemporary Archives^ vol. XXII, (1976), 
p. 27900.

® Documents on Disarmament^ 1976, pp. 948-949.
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Statement by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for 
Security Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye) Before 
a Subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
May 23, 1977"

Since some of you have heard my prepared testimony in a similar 
version before and because it is available in writing, I thought I might 
avoid going over the testimony, and instead say a few things infor
mally. I f that meets with your approval, I would then submit my 
written testimony for the record.

Senator Pell. Indeed, that would be preferred.
Mr, Nye, Our general goal is to limit the number and rate of spread 

of nuclear explosive capabilities. To achieve that goal we essentially 
have two dimensions with which to work: The motivations which 
States have to gain such explosive capabilities, and their technical ca
pacity to do so. It is critical that we remember that there is a balance 
to be achieved in nonproliferation policy which has to address both of 
those dimensions.

Z7./S'. Nonprolifemtion Policy for Past 20 Teurs

For more than 20 years, between 1954 and 1974, we had a policy 
which really was quite successful. It had two major accomplishments: 
the isolation of the commercial fuel cycle from nuclear weapons uses 
and the establishment of a general norm against the spread of nu
clear weapons capabilities. There are two particular instruments as
sociated with these achievements; the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) in Vienna and the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT).2 Underlying these two instruments was a basic bargain in 
which we would assist other countries in their nuclear energy needs in 
return for their accepting the intrusion of safeguards into their sover
eignty. Essentially these safeguards were a system analogous to a 
burglar alarm system. If there were a diversion of materials from the 
peaceful nuclear energy domain to the military range, the alarm would 
riiig and there would be time for diplomacy to work. Time would allow 
us and other countries to step in with diplomacy and make a strong 
representation to the country. Time would allow us to find other means 
of meeting its security needs while avoiding the spread of the nuclear 
weapons capability.

'^Nuclear Nonproliferation and Export Controls: Hearings Before the Suh- 
committee on Arms Control, Oceans, and International Environment of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, 'Ninety-fifth Congress, 
First Session, on S. 897 to Strengthen United States Policies on Nonproliferation 
and to Reorganize Certain Expott Functions of the Federal Government to 
Promote More Efficient Administration of Such Functions and S. X4S2 to Provide 
More Efficient and Effective Control over the Proliferation of Nuclear Explosives 
"by Amendments to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as Ammded; and for Other 
Purposes, pp. 25-28.

* For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.

277 - 084— 79------------24
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197  ̂ Policy Reassessment

Since 1974, we have had to reassess this basically successful policy 
that had worked for two decades. This reassessment was triggered 
partly by the Indian explosion of what they termed a “peaceful nu
clear device,” and partly by the substantial rise in oil prices. These in
creased oil prices led to a great increase in the projected demand for 
nuclear energy and led people to believe that there would be a shortage 
of uranium and that, therefore, we would have to move quickly from 
uranium to plutonium. With that challenge of 1974 came increased de
mand for a spread of full fuel cycles and the use of plutonimn tech
nology, both in relation to reprocessing for the current generation of 
light water reactors, and in relation to the next generation of breeder 
reactors.

Current Pvdblem

Now the trouble with this change of technological generations— 
as the world considers moving from low enriched uranium teclinology 
to the plutonium technology—is that the new plutonium teclmology 
threatens to empty safeguards of their central political meaning, which 
is time for diplomacy to work. In other words, the key aspect of safe
guards, the key dimension of what has made the system workable for 
the previous two decades, threatens to be eroded by the change in 
generation of technology. AVhat we will be faced with will be stockpiles 
of pure plutonium available to States as well as the flow of mixed ox
ide fuel, which, if diverted, is easily chemically separable. Thus coun
tries would be able to creep closer to the threshold of a nuclear weapons 
capability. This evolution would leave less time for diplomacy to work.

Let me point out what we do not assume in our approach to this 
problem.

We do not assume that the commercial fuel cycle is the only path 
to a nuclear weapons capability, nor do we assume that the commercial 
fuel cycle is the best path. We are assuming, however, that in situa
tions of extreme tension states may turn to second or third best instru
ments to get their hands on what they regard as essential to their 
security. The point is that with commercial plutonium readily avail
able, it may be turned to. What we are saying is that our system for 
keeping a distance between the commercial fuel cycle and the military 
uses of nuclear energy has to be adapted to the next generation of 
nuclear technology before we enter into the commercial competition 
of a plutonium economy. We have to know more than we dô  now 
before we take that step.

Administration's Three A'pproaches to Problem

In the administration policy, which is spelled out in some detail in 
my written testimony, there are essentially three approaches which 
deal with the problem. One is the approach of safeguards which, as I 
have indicated, is still essential but not sufficient by itself. The second
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is the approach of self-restraint, which is the path of avoiding the 
premature transfer of sensitive technologies. The third is the approach 
of incentives, which can be bilateral, multinational or international 
in their management. For example, international incentives could pro
vide ways for countries to achieve access to secure supplies of fuel 
for their reactors and to receive assistance with their problems of spent 
fuel storage. I might say that all three of these approaches are neces
sary. They need to be put into a balanced perspective for nonprolifera
tion policy to be successful.

This essentially is what lies behind the President’s approach. He 
basically reaffirmed the policy which prevailed for the previous 20 
years in the sense of reaffirming that the current generation of tech
nology—the light water reactors—and the safeguards associated with 
them under the rubric of the IAEA and NPT makes sense. He reaf
firmed our commitment to cooperate in that area.

But, on the other hand, he did ask for a reassessment before we 
enter into the next generation of technology, both in terms of re
processing and in terms of our breeder reactor program. Our inten
tion is to launch an international evaluation of the nuclear fuel cycle 
which would essentially speed up the flow of information between 
countries to enhance the prospects for voluntary harmonization of 
policy.

This is the heart of our efforts to deal with the problems where our 
policies and those of other coimtries may diverge.

Im'portance of Real Incentives

Let me point out that for this policy to be successful, it is important 
that the incentives be real. I would stress when we are talking about 
fuel assurances that we really must take seriously the needs of other 
countries in terms of their getting access to a secure fuel supply. 
Similarly, we must take seriously their problems with spent fuel 
•storage.

Conceptual Prohlem With Nuclear Export Policy

In this brief introduction, I would like to point out a conceptual 
problem with nuclear export policy. There is sometimes a tendency 
to treat export policy as the whole of nonproliferation policy when 
it is clearly only a part. Sometimes the efforts to be overly stringent 
in export policy may, in fact, interfere with what we are trying to 
achieve in other dimensions of the problem. It is our nonproliferation 
policy to convey the message that we have a joint concern with other 
countries about how we are going to maintain the system of safeguards 
on the next generation of nuclear technology, and that our actions con
cerning plutonium are an open-minded and good-faith effort that will 
be embodied in the international evaluation.

Some of the other countries with which we are dealing worry that 
we will tiT to coerce other countries into seeing things our ŵ ay.
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Frankly, I think that at this stage in the spread of the plutonium 
technology, persuasion is our best instrument. There is a problem as 
to how to relate export policy to the overall proliferation policy. W& 
feel that the approach represented in the administration bill gives 
us flexibility and conveys the message that we will be able to work 
together with other countries.

At the same time we do appreciate the work that has been done by 
the Congress in conveying a message to other countries that we are, 
indeed, on a path toward a more stringent policy and that our con
cerns in this area are to be taken seriously. I believe that there is an 
area here where working together we will have effective administra
tive and legislative compromise and an effective nonproliferation 
policy.

Those are just brief oral comments as a gloss on the written testi
mony which I have submitted to you.

Remarks by President Carter Upon Signing Protocol I of the 
Treaty of TIatelolco, May 26,  1977^

I am very pleased this afternoon to participate in what I believe 
is an historical occasion. This is a ratification [signing] by the United 
States of Protocol I of the TIatelolco Treaty,  ̂ the deliberations for 
which were begun in November of 1964 following the Cuban missile 
crisis, when Brazil and 10 other Latin American countries, through 
the United Nations’ auspices, began to evolve a commitment against 
the deployment or use of atomic weapons in the Latin American part 
of this hemisphere.

In 1971, our own country ratified Protocol II with the distinguished 
representative of our Government, Senator Hubert Humphrey, hav
ing signed that on behalf of the United States.^

The ultimate hope of this commitment by all the nations involved 
is a complete prohibition against the ownership, or deployment or use 
of nuclear weapons in the southern part of this hemisphere and com
plete international safeguards for all nuclear materials that are owned 
by all those coimtries.

So far, only two countries have not signed this treaty. One is 
Argentina and the other one is Cuba. France has not yet signed Pro
tocol I, which we are signing this afternoon, and the Soviet Union has 
not signed Protocol II.

This is a commitment of worldwide significance. As I said in my 
own Inaugural Address, our ultimate hope is that we can eliminate 
completely from the Earth any dependence upon atomic weapons,

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 30, 1977, p. 823.
**The treaty-and its-protocols inay be found in Documents on Disarmament^ 

1967, pp. 69-83.
1968, pp. 203-204.
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and I think it is significant and typical of our Latin American neigh
bors and those countries in the Caribbean that 10 years before that 
time they had already made this worthy commitment which sets an 
example for the world.

So, at this time I would like, on behalf of the American people, 
to sign Protocol I of the Tlatelolco Treaty, which means that we will 
not deploy nuclear weapons in the Caribbean or in the Central or 
Southern American Continents.

We are very proud of the leadership role that the nation of Mexico 
has played. Tlatelolco is in the suburbs of Mexico City, and if I had 
my preference I would have chosen a place that has a little bit easier 
pronunciation but— \lcmghteT\ —I have practiced, and with the help 
of many people I have now learned how to say it, I believe. The Mexi
can Foreign Office is in Tlatelolco.

Could Senator Humphrey, come up and stand here by me, if you 
don't mind?

The reason for signing four documents is that they are in four 
languages—^English, French, Spanish, and Portuguese.

Statement' by ACDA Deputy Director Keeny Before Subcom
mittees of the House international Relations Committee: 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Legislation, May 26, 1977^

The Congress has done a great service over the past 2 years in 
focusing public attention on the problem of nuclear proliferation and 
in contributing significantly to the public understanding of the many 
issues involved. As you know. President Carter attaches very high 
priority to halting the further proliferation of nuclear explosives. 
This was the subject of the first major foreign policy address during 
his campaign. This objective was one of the principal reasons behind 
the domestic nuclear policy decisions he announced on April 7  ̂ and 
the legislation he sent to the Congress on April 27.̂  Thus, the adminis
tration and the Congress share the same goal and are in a position to 
work together on this difficult and complex problem,

H.E. 6910, the administration’s legislative program for implement
ing the President’s nuclear nonproliferation policy, has been developed 
only after the most careful consideration of the bills which had been 
earlier introduced to the Congress on this subject. These, of course, 
include H.R. 4409, sponsored by members of these subcommittees.

 ̂The Nuclear Antiproliferation Act of 1977: Hearings and Markup Before the 
Committee on Intei'national Relations, House of Representatives, and its Suh‘ 
<‘ommittees on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on International 
Economic Policy and Trade, Ninety-fifth Congress, First Session, on H.R, 8638, 
pp. 160-165.

- Ante, pp. 219-220.
pp. 274-279. ' ; «
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The administration has accepted many of the ideas and formula
tions in those bills; but, as you know, our approach has some clear 
differences. Before explaining the reasons for some of these differences,. 
I would like to set forth some essential considerations in developing an. 
effective nonproliferation policy.

Nuclear Proliferation Is a Political Prohlem

First, nuclear proliferation is at base a complex political problem,, 
with many facets, of which nuclear export controls are only one. 
Many nations, if sufficiently determined to do so, could acquire, or 
fabricate nuclear explosives with or without our help. A primary goal 
of our nonproliferation efforts therefore, must be to make it less likely 
that these nations will decide to do so.

This is primarily a matter of convincing them that their national 
interests are best served by not taking this step; of obtaining their 
agreement and that of their neighbors not to do so; and of minimizing 
the risk that such agreements will be broken or terminated. The latter 
objectives could be pursued by tightening the sanctions against such 
action, as the administration bill does, as well as by reducing the acces
sibility of weapons-usable nuclear materials. It is important that all 
these approaches be given due emphasis, and that we not lose sight o f  
any one of them in our efforts to pursue another.

Thus, I think it essential not to underrate the value of the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Xuclear Weapons,^ which is the most 
basic international agreement in this field, or of international safe
guards, and not to take actions that could undermine these existing  ̂
protections. I  am pleased to see that H.R. 4409 recognizes these 
objectives.

One must also not underestimate the importance of some broader 
elements to our nonproliferation goals, such as security commitments 
to reduce the perceived need for nuclear weapons, achievement of arms 
limitation agreements such as a comprehensive test ban, and a deem
phasis of nuclear weapons in military policy. In addition to their 
intrinsic value, successes with such programs would help demonstrate 
a greater balance of obligations between nuclear-weapon states and 
non-nuclear-weapon states.

Xuclear free zones in appropriate regions of the world can alsa 
make a significant contribution to the acliievement of our nonpro
liferation goals. In this connection, we are pleased to note that the 
President is scheduled to sign today a protocol giving further U.S. 
support to the treaty that creates such a zone in Latin America.®

Nonproliferation Policy Must Be Somewhat Flexible

Second, we must realize that, to be successful, a nonproliferation 
policy must be one with which other nations agree, since we are by no*

* Bocnmenfs on Disarmament, 19SS, pp. 461-465. 
® I.e., Prot. I. For text, see iJAd., pp. 69-83.
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means the only source of supply, and cooperation of other states is 
therefore essential. Our policy must have some flexibility, since both 
the context and the threat vary greatly from country to country, and 
our policy must build on what we have already achieved in this field,, 
rather than discard or undermine existing measures.

Energy Needs of Other States

Third, a nonproliferation policy must take into account and provide 
for the legitimate energy needs of other states involved. Only by satis
fying this requirement can we hope to persuade such states to cooper
ate with our efforts, since energy is so closely tied both to their 
national security and to their economic well-being.

For these reasons—and I am reiterating what Paul Warnke told 
Senator Glenn’s Government Affairs Subcommittee last month—the 
most effective nonproliferation policy is not necessarily the one that 
appears to impose the most stringent conditions on export. It is against 
this background that I would like to address some of the major points 
of agreement and difference, between the administration’s bill and 
H.R. 4409.

Com'parmg Administration a\nd Congressional Bills

A great many provisions in H.R. 4409 are highly constructive and 
are generally consistent with the administration’s views. In general,, 
we agree with the policy statement in section 2 and with major thrust 
of the statement of purpose set forth in section 3.

We strongly favor the earliest possible action to assure a reliable 
supply of nuclear fuel services, as contemplated in section 101 of the 
bill, for nations that adhere to acceptable nonproliferation policies.

We believe section 105, providing for a safeguards training pro
gram, is a constructive idea, as is the immediate criterion for export 
in section 205(a) that requires adequate physical security measures on 
exports and derived special nuclear material.

We also agree that tighter supervision is needed over subsequent 
arrangements, government-to-government transfers, technology trans
fers, retransfers, and exports of certain components.

We concur in the desirability of fuller Presidential reporting re
quirements on nonproliferation initiatives.

To the extent we have differences with regard to details of these or 
other provisions of the bill, they are the subject of a section-by-section' 
commentary previously submitted by the administration.

New Licensing CriteHa

Our greatest concerns with H.E. 4409 relate to the provisions of 
section 205, which would add new sections 112 and 112a to the Atomic 
Energy Act to provide for new licensing criteria for nuclear exports. 
In contrast, H.R. 6910 does not follow tliis approach, but rather re
quires tighter standards for agreements for cooperation, and enjoins
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the President to renegotiate existing agreements to adopt such higher 
standards. We are concerned about the general concept being embodied 
in section 205 of H.E. 4409, as well as some of the details of these 
provisions.

^lost of our agreements for cooperation in the civil uses of nuclear 
energy are umbrella agreements setting forth the basic intergovern
mental guarantee and conditions that will govern nuclear supply. The 
administration opposes the attempted use of the licensing process to 
make unilateral changes in existing nuclear supply contracts, such as 
tigreements to provide enrichment services.

The fact cannot be ignored that the other nations with which we 
deal in the nuclear field have engaged in substantial undertakings in 
reliance upon these binding legal commitments for supply which we 
have made. For example, before these nations could make the invest
ment of hundreds of millions of dollars in light water nuclear power 
reactors, they had to insure they would be provided with access to 
enrichment services to assure themselves adequate fuel to operate 
those reactors.

Accordingly, they entered into firm long-term agreements for en
richment services with the U.S. Government. If, 10 or 15 years later, 
we unilaterally tell these recipient nations that they cannot receive 
these services needed to provide the fuel to continue operating their 
reactors unless basic terms of the controlling agreements for coopera
tion are changed to meet our new requirements, we could be faced 
with claims that this was a material breach of an agreement relieving 
these countries of their reciprocal obligations to us. We would, of 
course, take the position that our legal rights over nuclear materials 
previously exported, such as control over retransfer, would not be 
affected; but we would hardly be in a position of control vis-a-vis the 
recipient nation which had possession of the materials.

Thus, rather than improving the situation, such unilateral action, in 
derogation of existing contractual supply commitments, could result 
in a net loss in the achievement of our nonproliferation objectives. Of 
equal importance, this approach would undercut our efforts to reestab
lish our reputation as a reliable supplier, a factor, I believe, we all 
agree is crucial to our ability to control proliferation.

It is for these reasons that the administration believes it would be 
far better to seek the tightening of our export controls through stricter 
conditions in new agreements and through an intense campaign of 
negotiation to upgrade existing agreements.

We have a number of differences with some of the specific conditions 
in new sections 112 and 112a of the Atomic Energy Act as proposed by 
section 205 of H.E. 4409. In view of the fact that you have the adminis
tration’s section-by-section analysis, I will simply give a few illustra
tions of some provisions we find troublesome.

Retransfer

New section 112 of the Atomic Energy Act, as proposed in H.E. 
4409, would adopt certain criteria to govern exports from the United
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States of sensitive nuclear technology and of nuclear materials and 
equipment intended for civil or peaceful uses. If enacted  ̂it could force 
the immediate termination of vital nuclear exports to key allies.

We do not believe that this is consistent with our nonproliferation 
objectives and would prefer to embark on a course of negotiation of 
tighter agreements for cooperation to accomplish our objectives. For 
example, subsection (4), requiring U.S. consent to retransfers of 
nuclear material, could cause serious problems with our allies in the 
European Community, because our agreement with the Community 
does not give us such a right of consent with respect to transfers among 
its member states, which by treaty are supposed to be free of legal 
restrictions.

Reprocessing

Our agreement with the European Community also gives us no 
right of consent over reprocessing. Thus, the imposition of a flat, per
manent prohibition on reprocessing as a condition of making deliv
eries under existing binding supply agreements would amount to a 
moratorium on exports to those important allies, whose cooperation 
we must have in any successful nonproliferation policy.

Cutoff Provision

H.K. 4409 provides that 18 months following its enactment, new 
section 112a of the Atomic Energy Act would come into force and 
establish additional export licensing criteria. These would require the 
recipient to enter into sweeping new agreements with us as a condi
tion of getting delivery of what we have previously contracted to 
supply.

While we seek safeguards on all of the recipient countries’ nuclear 
activities, we do not believe that the threat to cut off supplies in exist
ing agreements is the best way to secure these safeguards in the coun
tries which have not accepted the NPT.

With respect to the preclusion of nuclear explosions in non-nuclear- 
weapons states, we believe the approach in the administration bill, 
providing for a cutoff of further supply in the event of such an ex
plosion, is more feasible than requiring countries that have not been- 
willing to join the Non-Proliferation Treaty to agree not to carry 
out such explosions with purely indigenous materials.

Moreover, the requirement that all non-nuclear-weapon states agree 
to forgo reprocessing and national enrichment indefinitely would al
most certainly prove unacceptable to many key countries. Even coun
tries such as Canada that are in the forefront of the efforts to control 
nuclear proliferation would probably find it difficult to agree to such 
provisions.

^Vliile our international fuel cycle evaluation is designed to thor
oughly examine alternatives, other nations can hardly be expected to 
forswear permanently a significant possible future option on the 
assumption that such alternatives will be available.
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Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statements

A number of provisions in H.E. 4409 are designed to insure a prom
inent role for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in decision
making on nuclear exports. We appreciate the confidence shown in us 
ty  these provisions and will continue to do all we can to justify that 
confidence. Moreover, we will always be available to the Congress 
should it want our advice in this field. However, I would like to make 
-some comments on the provisions placing on this Agency the respon
sibility for providing nuclear proliferation assessment statements.

Our Agency has a small, though expert, staff working on the non
proliferation problem. They play an extremely active role in the for
mulation and implementation of policy in this field, in international 
consultations on this subject, and in the examination of new, more 
proliferation-safe nuclear technologies and safeguard teclmiques. 
They are already hard pressed to fulfill these tasks, and it is important 
not to reduce their availability to do so.

I believe, therefore, that the requirement for such statements should 
be confined to major international transactions such as the conclusion 
of a new, or amended, agreement for cooperation and should not be 
extended to the frequent and numerous export license proceedings and 
subsequent arrangements as H.E. 4409 provides. The marginal utility 
of such statements, in the latter cases, does not seem to me to warrant 
the major diversion of resources from other more productive non
proliferation efforts.

I would like to make one other point with regard to nuclear pro
liferation assessment statements. I f such a requirement is enacted 
into law, it is important to make it clear that no court should have 
jurisdiction to review the adequacy of any such statement. Such re
views would introduce new delays and uncertainties that could under
mine our efforts to establish in the eyes of the international community 
our position as an assured supplier of nonsensitive fuel. We intend, of 
course, to see that these statements are entirely adequate.

In conclusion, the administration is determined to deal effectively 
with the proliferation problem. I believe the administration bill, to
gether with the related policy decisions announced by the President 
on April 27 and the other approac'hes to the problem noted at the 
beginning of this statement, will achieve this goal.

^^Tiile this bill draws heavily on the earlier work of these commit
tees, it avoids the serious problems we have identified in H.E. 4409. I 
urge you to adopt the approach in the administration’s bill, since I am 
concerned that the alternative bills would be counterproductive to our 
•shared objectives.
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Responses by ACDA Deputy Director Keeny to Questions Sub
mitted by Subcommittees of the House International Relations 
Committee: Nuclear Nonproliferation Legislation, May 26, 
1977^

Nuclear 'Waste Storage
Question 1, If we do not go forward with the breeder reactor and 

plutonium recycling in the next 20 years, will the United States have 
sufficient capacity to store nuclear wastes generated by our light water 
reactors ?

Ansioer. Yes, if U.S. industry folloAvs through with its plans for de
velopment of near-term spent fuel storage facilities, and if funds are 
appropriated for the FY  1978 EEDA commercial waste management 
program as requested by the Administration.

Attacliment 1  ̂ . shows the near-term storage (less than 10
year old spent fuel) projections by Nuclear Assurance Co>rporation 
(XAC) in an April 1977 study for EEDA. The NAC projection of 

nuclear power growth is higher than the EEDA projection through 
1992 (as much as 30 percent higher in some years), so the requirements 
calculations are considered to be conservative. The NAC figures indi
cate that existing or “identified possible” sources of “away-from-reac- 
tor” (AFE) pond storage exceed the requirements until 1990. Since 
AFE facilities can be constructed within about 5 years of a decision to 
do so, there is adequate time to build additional facilities as required.

For long term storage facilities the EEDA conmiercial waste man
agement program, as now budgeted, would provide funds for develop
ing an adequate capacity to begin receiving spent fuel in 1985.

Question 2. I f we go forward with the tandem fuel cycle and/or 
sjoectral shift reactors, how will the waste and storage picture be 
affected ?

An.%%oer. Tandem or spectral shift fuel cycles could not be expected 
to  affect the volume of nuclear waste before the late 1980’s. Application 
of these cycles would extract the same amount of energy from less than 
75 percent as much nuclear fuel as is -used in today’s light water reac
tors—and without chemical processing. Consequently, these fuel cycles 
would reduce nuclear waste volume by at least 25 percent.

Question 3. 'What is the current worldwide nuclear waste storage 
capacity ?

Answer. Attachment 2  ̂ . . . shows the NAC projections for for
eign light water reactor spent fuel storage, developed for the same 
study as Attachment 1. The NAC estimates of foreign nuclear power 
growth are based on official foreign estimates and are 40 percent higher 
for 1985 and 50 percent higher for 1990 than EEDA estimates for 
those years. Tliis introduces a pessimistic bias into the figures demon

 ̂TTie Nuclear AntiproUferation Act of 1977: Hearings and Markup Before the 
Committee on International Relations  ̂ House of Representatives^ and Its Suh- 
•committees on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on Internatimal' 
Economic Policy and Trade, Ninety-fifth Congressj First Session, on H.R, 86S8, 
pp. 377-387.

- See p. 350, below.
* See p. 352, below.
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strating that new storage capacity would be required abroad by 1981. 
However, foreign storage facilities have generally not yet adopted the 
high density storage hardware now being installed by a majority of 
U.S. utilities which approximately doubles the storage capacity of a 
given pond and can be installed within about 2 years of a decision. 
Consequently, there is the prospect of existing and “identified pos
sible” storage facilities outside the U.S. serving into the mid or late 
1980’s.

Q,uestion If., How would it [i.e. worldwide nuclear waste storage 
ca]>acity] be affected by a decision on the part of the U.S. Government 
to forgo recycling and the breeder program ?

Answer. The effect would be different for near term (less than 10' 
years) and long term storage prospects. Near term storage would 
probably be accomplished, without reprocessing, in ponds— ŵith stor
age capacity increased by high density hardware—and, with reproces
sing, in high level liquid waste storage tanks and faxjilities for storing 
the other types of reprocessing waste (hulls, sludges, etc.) at the site of 
the reprocessing plant.

Without reprocessing, we would expect that the long term storage of 
spent fuel would at least initially be a retrievable arrangement so 
that—should it later be desirable to extract the available energy from- 
the spent fuel— t̂he option to do so would be feasible. Retrievable long 
term storage can be in near surface “dry” storage facilities (storage 
with retrievability for up to 100 yeai^s), but ultimately the spent fuel 
would be stored in geological formations (retrievability for at least 10 
years). With reprocessing, the high level and transuranic wastes would 
be stored in geological formations— ŝimilar to the long term storage of 
spent fuel without reprocessing.

There is a common perception that reprocessing/recycle alleviates 
the demands on storage facilities. This perception seems to be based on 
the fact that reprocessing/recycle would result in a packaging of high 
level waste in a stable glass or ceramic form that would only be about 
one-fifth of the volume of the spent fuel that would otherwise require 
storage. With respect to the volumes of nuclear waste. Attachment 3  ̂
. . ., adapted from ERDA Report 76-43, shows that the volume 
for spent fuel without reprocessing appears to be six times greater than 
high level waste from reprocessing. This is a narrow and incomplete 
basis for comparison however.

For example, there are many categories of waste, other than high 
level waste, resulting from reprocessing/recvcle—and most of the vol
ume of these wastes requires geologic storage. Attachment 4  ̂ . . ., 
drawn from the same source, displays this fuller picture. The volume of 
packaged reprocessiing/recycle waste requiring geologic storage is some 
12 times the volume of canistered spent fuel. Advanced waste handling 
techniques—not all of which have been developed and some of which 
may not be economically justified—could reduce this volume of waste. 
Attachment 5 ® based on an industry survey in the United

 ̂See p. 353, below.
® See p. 354. below.
® See p. 355, below.
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States, shows an estimate of the maximum volume reductions that 
could be achieved.

Thus, at best, the waste from reprocessing/recycle requiring geologic 
storage is twice the volume of canistered spent fuel. However, the size 
of a salt repository to store these wastes is determined more by heat 
generation than by physical volume; taking this into account, reproces
sing/recycle will still require slightly more repository space (see At
tachment 6  ̂ . . . derived from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
GESMO) than will be necessary for the geologic storage of spent fuel.

It should be noted that spent fuel is a stable ceramic. A  recent 
ERDA-sponsored research paper, “Leaching of Irradiated LWR Fuel 
Pellets in Deionized and Typical Ground Water” (Y. B. Katayama, 
Battelle-Northwest Pacific Northwest Laboratories, July, 1976), com
pared the leach rates of spent fuel irradiated to 54,000 AIWD/MTU 
with the leach rates for solidified reprocessing waste. The principal 
finding was that “the cesium based periodic leach rate for irradiated 
fuel fragments are similar to the cesium based leach rate for borosili- 
cate glass containing radioactive waste.” Moreover, even though spent 
fuel appears approximately as stable as vitrijfied reprocessing waste, 
the primary defense over geologic periods against waste release into 
the environment is not the form of the waste; rather it is the integrity 
of the geologic formation.

Coprocessing

Question 5. Some observers have suggested substituting coprocessing 
for reprocessing. For instance, the Barnwell plant in the U.S. and the 
Japanese facility at Tokai Mura might be modified to demonstrate the 
advantages of coprocessing.

Just how much safer is coprocessing from a proliferation stand
point ?

Answer, In the type of coprocessing most frequently discussed today 
(aqueous chemistry) most of the dijficult steps of reprocessing are per
formed, namely:

The fuel is (a) brouglit into a shielded area equipped for remote 
operations, (b) chopped and/or dejacketed, and (c) dissolved;

The resulting solution is decontaminated by a factor of 1000 (partial 
coprocessing) or by avfactor of,some 100 million (full coprocessing); 
and

In some concepts, the concentration of plutonium is raised from the 
initial 1 percent to as high as 20 percent.

After these steps are completed, the plutonium is in nitrate form in 
solution with uranium. The remaining steps to create weapons-usable 
material are:

The separation of uranium from the mix to bring the plutonium con
centration to a weapons-usable level;

 ̂See p. 356, below.
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Depending on the process (partial or full coprocessing) and the de
sign of the weapon and delivery vehicle, the removal of additional fis
sion products; and

The conversion of the nitmte to a weapons-usable chemical form.
Coprocessing has the advantage of making the nuclear material 

considerably less compact and accordingly, in some respects, more 
proliferation safe. Depending on the concentration of plutonium irt 
the coprocessing mix, up to 100 times as much material would need to 
be diverted to make a weapon than with full reprocessing. This pro
vides assurance against such acts as terrorist seizure; however, such 
increased volume would be less of an impediment in the case of 
national abrogation of pledges or contr ols accompanied by conversion 
of civilian materials and coprocessing facilities to military use.

Beyond this, an assessment of the proliferation resistance of co
processing depends on whether one is talking about:

Seizure of the product of a coprocessing plant or of the facility 
itself;

Partial or full coprocessing;
An unchanged plutonium concentration or a process that raises the 

concentration;
Facilities with room in the shielded areas for the introduction of 

additional equipment: or
Aqueous chemistry or some of the proposed coprocessing approaches 

(e.g., dry or pyro processing), which have yet to be thoroughl}  ̂
investigated.

Question 6. How much more difficult is it for terrorists to divert 
coprocessed material and to transform it into weapons ?

Ansioer. The time required for the terrorists to transform the mate- 
lial would be a function of the volume of material, i.e.. the extent to 
which the plutonium concentration had been raised above 1 percent. 
The expense and size of the facility that the terrorists would require 
would be a function, as well, of the degree of fission product decon
tamination in the coprocessed material. A recently published article 
(WohJstetter, ‘‘Spreading the Bomb Without Quite Breaking the 
Rules,” Foreign Policy, 150 et seq. (Winter 1976-1977)) examined the 
facilities necessary to produce plutonium metal from fully decontami
nated and fabricated mixed oxide fuel rods containing a plutonium 
concentration about 6 times as great as for the lowest concentration 
coprocessed material. The article estimated that in a facility costing 
less than $2 million and occupying less than 5000 square feet of space, 
one could produce one bomb’s worth of XDlutonium metal per day. Since 
the facility includes provision for dissolving fresh fuel elements, it is 
in some ways more complicated than the facility required for making 
we apons-usable material from coprocessed plutonium/uranium nitrate 
solution. However, the throughput of such a facility using a 1 percent 
plutonium solution would only be oiie-sixth as great, i.e., about one 
bomb per week.
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Question 7, Of even greater relevance, how much more difficult is it 
for nation states to do these things ?

Answer. A nation state would presumably have a higher confidence 
of technical success in extracting bomb material than would a terrorist 
group without adequate access to the necessary facilities.

Question 8, Can coprocessing plants be altered so as to produce 
weapons grade plutonium ? If so, how quickly could this be done ?

Amwer. Plans that fully decontaminate the product and raise the 
plutonium concentration would be the easiest for producing weapons- 
usable material; such material might be produced merely by adjusting 
the mass flows. Plants equipped only for partial decontamination 
without any raising of the plutonium concentration and with no easy 
AÂay to introduce new separation equipment into the shielded area 
would be more difficult to alter. The degree of these difficulties is now 
under study. In these more proliferation-resistant plants it is possible 
that batch processing coiild providfe additional decontamination; how
ever, batch processing would require makeshift storage tanks if the 
plant did not have the normal surge tanks or backup tanks for use in 
an emergency. With batch processing and small equipment to upgrade 
the plutonium concentration such plants might, hypothetically, pro
vide weapons-usable material in less than a few weeks, but presently

• there is no way of knowing for sure as these matters require further 
study.

Uranium Enrichment

" Question 9, I understand that the classical level of uranium enrich
ment at which a fast, unmoderated fission reaction can take place is 
somewhere between 5.7 percent and 5.9 percent. At that level of enrich
ment the unreflected critical mass becomes infinite:

Is it possible by any means at all to produce a device which uses 
lower enrichment material but which still disassembles violently and 
with perceptible nuclear yield ?

If so, what is the minimum enrichment at which this is possible ?
Answer, A nuclear reactor can, of course, be operated with less than 

^5 percent U-285 enriched uranium as fuel. A typical light water power 
: reactor utilizes uranium fuel which has been eniiched in U-235 to an 
' approximate level of 3 percent. The Cx\.NDtJ (heavy water) reactors 

operate by using natural uranium (0.7 percent of U-235) as fuel. In 
ji order to reach oriticality at these low enrichments such reactors must 
; use neutron moderatprs which thermalize the fission neutrons to take 

advantage of the high fission probabilities at thermal neutron energy.
, ■ Neutrons must be thermalized to become critical at low enriclmients, 

and accordihgjly, they would not be useful for producing significant 
explosive energy. Thermal neutrons are too sIot̂  to produce a large.

; amount of fissibn eiiergy release before disassembly of the critical 
mass. A good ̂ example is the KIWI-TNT test that was conducted at 
the Nevada Test Site in the Eover Program. The test was designed to 
see if a reactor,’containing over 100 Kg of highly enriched uranium, 
could be disassembled by a self generated n'uclear explosion. Tlie best'" 
yield that could be obtained from a super prompt critical excursion 
was 55 lbs. of liigh explosive equivalent.
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Notes:
(1) AFR-Away-From-Reactor discharged fuel storage facility.
(2) Unfilled GB capability a t Morris facility.
(3) Unfilled NFS capability a t West Valley (98 MTU) in 1977. AGNS initial 

capability a t Barnwell (360 MTU) in 1978. AGNS additional capability a t Barn
well (300 MTU) in 1979. GE additional capability a t Morris (1000 MTU) in 1980. 
Exxon initial capability a t Oak Ridge (3500 MTU) in 1983/1984. Exxon additional 
capability a t Oak Ridge (3500 MTU) in 1983/1984.

None of the above are known to have firm corporate commitment. AGNS has 
stated it will not provide storage without commitment for later reprocessing.

(4) Fuel moves to LTSF from AFR or from reactor basin ten years after dis
charge from reactor core, beginning in 1985. If LTSF does not exist, or is delayed 
past 1985, additional equivalent AFR capability would be required.

(5) All single-reactor plant basins retain one Full Core Reserve (FOR) dis
charge capability, all dual-reactor plants with common or interconnected basins 
retain one FOR discharge capability, and all dual-reactor plants with separate 
pools retain two FCR discharge capability.

(6) BNFL unfilled capability a t Windscale (500 MTU) and COGEMA unfilled 
capability a t La Hague (130 MTU) in 1977.

(7) BNFL additional capability a t Windscale (300 MTU) in 1977.
(8) Initial capacity * 1000 MTU, expands to 3500 MTU as needed.
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Attachment 3

INCOMPLETE PICTURE OF ALTERNATIVE 
WASTE VOLUMES

CUBIC METERS 
per 1,500 MTU

600 r-

REQUIRES
GEOLOGIC STORAGE

SPENT
FUEL

CANISTERS

HIGH LEVEL 
WASTE 

CANISTERS

NO REPROCESSING REPROCESSING/RECYCLE
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Attachment 4

COMPLETE PICTURE OF ALTERNATIVE 
WASTE VOLUMES

CUBIC METERS 
Per 1,500 MTU

6.000 I-

5.500

5.000

4.500

4.000

3.500

3.000

2.500

2.000

1.500

1,000

500

REQUIRES
GEOLOGIC STORAGE

DOES NOT REQUIRE 
GEOLOGIC STORAGE

Lli

^DECOMMISSIONING WASTE 

-FAILED EQUIPMENT

-NON-HIGH LEVEL 
SOUD WASTE

-HULLS

-HLW

MOX
SPENT REPROCESSING FABRICATION
FUEL WASTE WASTE

— "f---- ^  \   y ------------

EQUIPMENT

DECOM-
“ DECOM

MISSION-
^MISSION- ING I
ING w a s t e ;
WASTE i  ■' .4-

■NONCOM
t

BUSTIBLE m-' ' '■ - -SOLID ^
SOLID

w a s t e :
WASTE

1 K i'
U n o n c o m - K  ^

BUSTIBLE
TRASH S

NON-TRU
WASTE

NO REPROCESSING REPROCESSING/RECYCLE
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Attachment 5

BEST POSSIBLE VOLUME REDUCTIONS 
ACCORDING TO INDUSTRY SURVEY

CUBIC METERS 
per 1,500 MTU

6,000 r

REQUIRES
GEOLOGIC STORAGE

DOES NOT REQUIRE 
GEOLOGIC STORAGE

5,500 I 1

5,000

4,500

4,000

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

MOX
FABRICATION

WASTE
SPENT
FUEL

REPROCESSING
WASTE

NON-TRU
WASTE

NO REPROCESSING REPROCESSING/RECYCLE
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Attachment 6

EFFECTIVE WASTE VOLUMES IN A 
SALT REPOSITORY

VOLUME DETERMINED 
BY HEAT OUTPUT

CUBIC METERS 
per 1,500 MTU

300,000

275.000

250.000

225.000

200.000

175.000

150.000

125.000

100.000

75.000

50.000

25.000

ALL OTHER 
RECYCLING 
WASTE

HLW

,J-T',. . '

•••

SPENT

^   /
NO REPROCESSING

REPROCESSING 
AND MOX 

FABRICATION WASTE
N-------------------  ^

REPROCESSING/RECYCLE



BREZHNEV ADDRESS, MAT 29 357

Address by General Secretary Brezhnev on French Television 
tExtractl, May 29, 1977"

• • • • • • •

The importance of strengthening trust between countries in our time 
is clear to everyone. It is extremely important when we are talking 
about such a delicate sphere of relations as ensuring the security of 
each and every people. Here the fundamental task is to prevent a new 
upward spiral in the arms race.

Some people may say that a great deal has already been said on this 
subject. However, truth is not small change that wears out from fre
quent handling. What is more, a spiral is not simply a repetition of 
what has already taken place. As if it weren’t enough that the planet is 
already oversaturated with means of mass destruction, there is a real 
danger, growing every year, of the creation of new types and new sys
tems of weapons that will be many times more destructive. You may 
say: How much farther can they go? What more can there be ? That’s 
just the point: It’s time to stop! . . .

Frankly, our concern over the continuing arms race, including the 
race in strategic arms, has grown in view of the line the new Ameri
can administration has taken on these questions. This line is clearly 
aimed at obtaining unilateral advantages for the US. Needless to say, 
such a line is in no way conducive to the preparation and conclusion of 
a new, long-term strategic arms limitation agreement between the 
USSE and the US, an agreement whose drafting has already been 
dragged out to inordinate lengths.

It’s true that, as a result of the meeting between the USSR Minister 
of Foreign Affairs and the US Secretary of State in Geneva a few 
days ago, differences of position on some previously unresolved ques
tions have been narrowed somewhat. However, I must say bluntly 
that, because of the U S’s unconstructive line, no serious progress has 
been achieved as yet. Evidently great efforts will be required here. The 
main thing is that the American administration must take a fully 
realistic position and proceed from the principle of equality and equal 
security.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, I said this recently and I 
shall repeat it now: We shall spare no efforts in the struggle not only 
for limiting the arms race, both quantitatively and qualitatively, but 
also for disarmament on mutually acceptable, fair terms. I f  it proves 
impossible to remove the whole pile of related problems that has built 
up in the postwar years at one stroke, we are ready to take partial meas
ures. “Partial” is really a modest name for these measures; the im
plementation of each of them would to some extent push the danger of 
war farther off and would ease the burden of the arms race, which is 
borne by the masses of working people.

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIX, no. 22 (June 29, 1977), p. 19; 
Pravday May 30,1977; Izvestia, May 31,1977.
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Wliat do I have in mind ?
I shall begin with the problem of preventing the further prolifera

tion of nuclear weapons. Their spread from country to country will 
not increase the security of any country and will do nothing to facili
tate the preservation of the relative balance that exists at present. But 
it will increase the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear conflict, even if  
this happens accidentally. And then no “nuclear umbrellas” will afford 
protection from the lethal storm. That is why further efforts for an 
effective, universal solution to this problem are needed.

Furthermore, we propose that an agreement be concluded to ban 
the creation of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.^ 
Everybody will stand to gain from this.

Together with our Warsaw Treaty allies, we have suggested that 
the countries that participated in the Helsinki conference agree to re
nounce the first use of nuclear weapons against any other participant.® 
Negotiations on this question and its resolution would be important 
not only in and of themselves. I am confident that this would open new 
opportunities for the reduction of conventional arms in Europe, 
especially where there are large concentrations of them.

I  shall not run through everything that we have proposed' in the 
past few years to lessen the threat of war. Our proposals on this score 
are well known. We make them because the policy of building up 
military might is coming into increasingly sharper and more glaring 
conflict with the interests of international security. There is only one 
meaning to our initiatives: security through curbing the arms race, 
through disarmament.

Of course, the positive solutions I am talking about require joint 
efforts by many states and peoples. And each of them will find a broad 
field of activity. There is no doubt that such a power as France could 
make a substantial contribution to this endeavor. We paid attention 
to what President V. Giscard d’Estaing said in his Oct. 12,1976, inter
view on French television to the effect that France is devoted to the 
idea of general, complete and effective disarmament. This was an 
important statement.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 798-803; ibid., 1916, pp. 516-519. 
pp. 855-856.
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Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of August 12, 
1949, Relating to the Protection of Victims of International 
Armed Conflicts: Methods and Means of Warfare [Extract], 
June 8, 1977"

PART III

M e t h o d s  a n d  M e a n s  o f  W a r f a r e  

C o m b a t a n t  a n d  P r is o n e r -o f -W a r  S t a t u s

SECTION I

Methods and Means of Warfare 

Article 35 -  Basic rules

1. In any armed conflict, the right of the Parties to the conflict 
to choose methods or means of warfare is not unlimited.

2. It is prohibited to employ weapons, projectiles and material and 
methods of warfare of a nature to cause superfluous injury or unneces
sary suffering.

3. It is prohibited to employ methods or means of warfare which 
are intended, or may be expected, to cause widespread, long-term 
and severe damage to the natural environment.

Article 36 -  New weapons

In the study, development, acquisition or adoption of a new 
weapon, means or method of warfare, a High Contracting Party is 
under an obligation to determine whether its employment would, in 
some or all circumstances, be prohibited by this Protocol or by any 
other rule of international law applicable to the High Contracting 
Party.

 ̂ACDA files. The Protocol and Additional Protocol I I  were adopted in Geneva 
on June 8 by the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaflarmation and Development 
of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts. They were 
opened for signature at Bern on Dec. 12.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Aldrich) to the 
Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development 
of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed 
Conflicts: Nonapplicability to Nuclear Weapons of Additional 
Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of August 12, 1949 
[Extract], June 9, 1977*

• • • • • • •

. . . From the outset of the Conference, it has been our understand
ing that the rules to be developed have been designed with a view to 
conventional weapons. During the course of the Conference we did 
not discuss the use of nuclear weapons in warfare. We recognize that 
nuclear weapons are the subject of separate negotiations and agree
ments, and further that their use in warfare is governed by the present 
principles of international law. It is the understanding of the United 
States that the rules established by this Protocol were not intended to 
have any effect on and do not regulate or prohibit the use of nuclear 
weapons. We further believe that the problem of regulation of nuclear 
weapons remains an urgent challenge to all nations which must be 
dealt with in other forums and by other agreements.

United States Reply to the Secretary-General Pursuant to General 
Assembly Resolution 31/9: Conclusion of a World Treaty on 
the Non-Use of Force in International Relations, June 9 , 1977 ^

The United States remains firmly committed to the prohibition on 
the threat or use of force as set forth in the Charter of the United 
Nations. We actively support the principle of peaceful settlement of 
disputes and the role that the United Nations plays in the realization 
of that principle. We believe that initiatives to strengthen existing 
mechanisms for the prompt, efficient and just resolution of disputes 
deserve the most careful consideration.

The Charter of the United Nations reflects a solemn and shared 
commitment to the maintenance of international peace and the pre
vention of war. Every Member State has expressly pledged to uphold 
the provisions of the Charter, including Article 2, paragraph 3, which 
calls upon Members to “settle their disputes by peaceful means”, and 
Article 2, paragraph 4, which obligates all Members to “refrain in 
their international relations from the threat or use of force against

^ACDA files. For the Protocol, see supra, n. 1. The statement was reiterated 
a t the time the Protocol was opened for signature, Dec. 12.

 ̂A/32/181, Sept. 12, 1977, pp. 33-34. For text of res. 31/9, see Document a on 
Disarmament, 1916, pp. 753-754.
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the territorial integrity or political independence of any State”. These 
provisions represent more than a treaty obligation binding only on 
Member States; they enunciate a clear and direct rule recognized as 
a peremptory norm of international law binding on all States.

In the view (rf the United States, it is essential to preserve the 
fmidamental and authoritative nature of this obligation and to seek 
broad and consistent adherence to it. Precisely because the Charter’s 
provisions concerning the conduct of States are so clear and have such 
authoritative application, the United States views with concern any 
proposal for their restatement or revision.

For this reason, the United States abstained in the vote on resolution 
31/9 in the General Assembly and continues to have the serious res
ervations stated at that time with respect to the need for and purpose 
of a separate treaty on the non-use of force in international relations. 
We see no merit in paraphrasing existing obligations imder the 
Charter. On the contrary, we are concerned that restatement of the 
prohibition on the use of force would do no service to the primacy 
of the Charter and might in fact diminish the solemnity of the legal 
commitments undertaken therein through needless duplication or 
selective reiteration. Moreover, we believe the proposed treaty risks 
creating loopholes and confusion in the Charter structure, particularly 
with respect to the inherent right of self-defence. We believe it is 
essential that any attempt to modify that fundamental commitment 
be undertaken only in accordance with the provisions of the Charter.

In addition, we are concerned that the attempt to draft such a 
treaty would detract from continuing efforts to reach agreement on 
realistic solutions to concrete arms control problems. The United 
States places great importance on the prompt achievement of practical 
measures to achieve real control of arms. Adoption of vQgue declara
tions and generalities in whatever form must not be a substitute for 
effective efforts to settle international disputes peacefully, to reduce 
tensions, and to promote disarmament in the international commu
nity—efforts in which Members of the United Nations are now 
engaged.

The United States believes that it is a moral as well as pragmatic 
imperative that States undertake renewed and redoubled efforts to 
ensure the peaceful resolution of disputes and the elimination of the 
use of force in international relations. In this respect, what is needed 
is not a further gloss on the clear and established proliibition in the 
Charter against the threat or use of force. Rather, what is needed is 
greater will on the part of States to honor their existing obligations, 
to create more effective methods of peaceful settlement as an alterna
tive to the use of force, and to achieve agreement on arms limitation 
and reduction.

Any future consideration of ways and means to eliminating the use 
of force would require careful examination of these considerations 
and must be grounded on realism and legal expertise.
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Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs 
fHabib) Before Subcommittees of the House Committee on 
International Relations: Withdrawal of U.S. Ground Forces 
From South Korea [Extract], June 10, 1977^

«
General Brown and I appreciate the opportunity to appear before 

the committee to discuss plans for withdrawing U.S. ground forces 
from Korea.

As you know', the President has decided to withdraw U.S. ground 
forces from the Kepublic of Korea over a 4-5 year period in a manner 
which would not endanger the security of the Kepublic of Korea. This 
decision reflects our determination after careful study that, because 
of a combination of factors, we should now move to a careful, phased 
removal of our ground forces in a manner which assures continued 
peace and stability in northeast Asia.

The world today is a far different one from the 1950’s, particularly 
in East A^ia. The pattern of great-power interests in the area has 
dramatically changed. The broader pattern of relationships between 
the great powers is such that we believe that it is not in the interest of 
either the People’s Republic of China or the Soviet Union to encour
age or support actions which would raise the risk of war on the Korean 
Peninsula. Further, the Republic of Korea today is stronger, both 
econoniically and militarily, and is both able and willing to bear in
creasingly the burdens of its own defense. Given these considerations 
we believe that the time has come to move in a measured fashion to 
be^n the withdrawal of our ground combat forces over the next 4-5 
years.

The ground force withdrawal is a natural, proper development in 
our ongoing security relationship with the Republic of Korea. Both 
we and the Republic of Korea have understood that the presence of 
U^S. ground forces in Korea was related directly to our assessment of 
the military balance. Republic of Korea capabilities, and the interna
tional situation. There had been no intention to keep our ground forces 
indefinitely in Korea. As you know, the executive branch and Congress 
have had the question of ground force withdrawal under continuing 
study over the past years.

At this point, just as we moved to withdraw a division in 1971 when 
the Koreans were able to midertake a greater burden of their defense, 
so we believe that in the period we projected we should move to the 
further withdrawal of U.S. ground forces.

In arriving at our determination that the ground forces should be 
withdrawn, we have carefully weighed the military and international 
considerations involved. General Brown can address in more detail 
your questions on the military aspects of this decision. However, I

^Department of State Bulletin^ July 11, 1977, pp. 48-50. Under Secretary 
Habib spoke before the Subcommittees on International Security and Scientific 
Affairs and on Asian and Pacific Affairs.
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would note that the basic elements that have gone into our determina
tion with regard to the ground forces withdrawal were:

(a) Our recognition of Korea’s impressive economic growth over 
the past decade and the consequent growing capability of the Eepublic 
of Korea to defend itself;

(b) Our firm intention to maintain our basic security commitment 
to the Eepublic of Korea contained in the Mutual Defense Treaty, as 
well as to keep a significant U.S. force presence in Korea—consisting 
mainly of air and key support units— âfter the ground force with
drawal is completed. Additionally, our naval units will remain in the 
area. We believe these forces, coupled with the major U.S. forces 
remaining in the western Pacific, provide a clear, visible U.S. deter
rent to any possible North Korean miscalculation;

(c) Our readiness, subject to congressional consultations and ap
proval, to take appropriate actions to assure that the groimd force 
withdrawal does not weaken Republic of Korea defense capabilities; 
and

(d) Our assessment of the broader international context in which 
we operate, particularly the pattern of interrelationships between the 
great powers in the area.

Senate Bill To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
June 16, 1977^

A n  A ct

To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act to authorize appro
priations for fiscal year 1978, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and Home of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled^

SHORT TITLE

That this Act may be cited as the “Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act Amendments of 1977”.

SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE

Sec. 2. (a) Title II of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section:

“ s p e c ia l  REPRESENTATIVE

“Sec. 27. The President may appoint, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, a Special Representative for Arms Control

 ̂95th Cong., 1st sess. The Administration bill is printed ante, p. 128, the House 
bill, ante, pp. 28^292; and the final act, post, pp. 523-526.
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and Disarmament Negotiations who shall perform such duties and 
exercise such powers (under the direction of the President and the 
Secretary of State, acting through the Director) as the Director may 
prescribe with respect to international arms control and disarmament 
negotiations and matters relating thereto.”-

(b) Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

“ (114) Special Eepresentative for Negotiations, United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.”.

RESEARCH

Sec. 3. Section 31 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act is 
amended by striking out “United States” in clause (2) of the second 
sentence.

GENERAL AXTTHORPrY

Sec. 4. Section 41 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act is 
amended—

(1) by amending paragraph (b) to read as follows:

“ (b) (1) appoint officers and employees, including attorneys, for 
the Agency and fix their compensation. Such officers and employees 
shall be appointed in accordance with the provisions of title 5, 
United States Code, governing appointment in the competitive 
service, and their compensation fixed in accordance with chapter 51 
and with subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, except that—

“ (A) to the extent the Director deems such action necessary to 
the discharge of his responsibilities, personnel may be employed and 
their compensation fixed without regard to such provisions, except 
that the provisions of this paragraph shall be applicable only for 
a period of not to exceed two years; and

“ (B) no officer or employee employed or compensated under para
graph (1) (A) shall be paid a salary at a rate in excess of the rate 
payable under such provisions for such positions of equivalent diffi
culty or responsibility except such officers and employees whose 
compensation is fixed by law, and scientific and technical personnel 
at a rate not to exceed the rate of grade 18 of the General Schedule;

“ (2) the Agency shall make adequate provision for administra
tive review of any determination to suspend or dismiss any person
nel employed or compensated under paragraph (1) (A );

“ (3) any officer or employee of the Agency serving imder a career 
or career conditional appointment on the date of enactment of this 
section shall not be involuntarily deprived, while employed by the 
Agency, of any rights normally granted such officer or employee in 
the competitive s e r v ic e ;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (g) and (h) as paragraphs (h) 
and (i), respectively; and
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(3) by inserting immediately after paragraph (f) the following:

“ (g) permit, mider such terms and conditions as he may prescribe, 
any officer or employee of the Agency, in connection with the attend
ance by such officer or employee at meetings or in performing advi
sory services concerned with the functions or activities of the 
Agency, to accept payment, in cash or in kind, from any private 
agency or organization, or from any individual affiliated with such 
agency or organization, for travel and subsistence expenses, to be 
retained by such officer or employee to cover the cost thereof, or to 
be deposited to the credit of the appropriation from which the cost 
thereof is paid

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 6. Section 49(a) of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act is 
amended—

(A) by inserting in the second sentence thereof immediately after 
“the sum of $23,440,000” a comma and the following: “and for the 
fiscal year 1978, the sum of $16,600,000” ; and

(B) by inserting immediately after the second sentence thereof 
the following new sentence: “Of the sum authorized to be appro
priated for the fiscal year 1978, not less than $2,000,000 shall be used 
only for the purpose of furthering the nuclear safeguards programs 
and activities of the International Atomic Energy Agency.”.

VERIFICATION OF ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

Sec. 7. Title III  of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section:

“ v e r if ic a t io n  o f  a r m s  c o n t r o l  a g r e e m e n t s

“Sec. 37. (a) It is the sense of the Congress that adequate verifica
tion of compliance should be an indispensable part of any international 
arms control agreement. In recognition of such policy and in order to 
assure that arms control proposals made or accepted by the United 
States can be adequately verified, the Director shall report to the 
Congress, on a timely basis, or upon a request by any appropriate 
committee of the Congress—

“ (1) in the case of each element of any significant arms control 
proposal made to a foreign country by the United States, or made 
to the United States by a foreign country, the determination of the 
Director as to the degree to which such element can be verified by 
existing national technical means;

“ (2) in the case of any arms control agreement or treaty that has 
entered into force, any significant degradation or alteration in the 
capacity of the United States to verify the various components of 
such agreement or treaty;
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“ (3) the number of professional personnel assigned by each 
department or agency of the Government on a full-time basis to 
analyze arms control verification; and 

“(4) the amount and percentage of research funds expended by 
the Agency for the purpose of analyzing issues relating to arms 
control verification.

“(b) For purposes of paragraph (1) of subsection (a), the Direc
tor shall assume that all measures of concealment not expressly pro
hibited could be employed and that standard practices could be altered 
so as to impede verification.

“ (c) Nothing in this section requires the disclosure of intelligence 
sources or methods or persons employed in making the determinations 
required by paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a).”.

Interview of General Secretary Brezhnev by Le Monde [Extract]  ̂
June 16, 1977"

Question,—Mr. General Secretary, this will be your second visit to 
France since V. Giscard d’Estaing was elected President of the Repub
lic. Could you tell us what changes have taken place in relations 
between our two countries since the meeting at Rambouillet in Decem
ber 1974?

Amwer.—The time since the Rambouillet meeting is only part of a 
rather long path that the Soviet Union and France have jointly 
traversed. It began with the meeting between Soviet leaders and Gen
eral de Gaulle in 1966. It was then that a basic change took place in 
relations between the Soviet Union and France—a course was set 
aimed at the development of cooperation between the two countries in 
a great variety of spheres. Since that time, rather good results have 
been achieved, both in the field of bilateral relations and in matters 
involving our countries’ cooperation in international affairs.

I note with satisfaction that this positive process has continued since 
the Rambouillet meeting.

Among the whole series of agreements and protocols that our coun
tries have signed during this period, I would like to single out the 
agreement on preventing the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear 
weapons. .̂ . .

I have already had occasion to mention the successful development 
of Soviet-French economic ties. Such ties are a material foimdation of 
sorts for relations between countries. We have posed—and accom
plished—the task of doubling the volume of trade turnover. Now we 
are advancing still further— t̂oward tripling it. Judging from the 
results of the last two years, this too will be achieved.

Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIX, no. 24 (July 13, 1977), pp. 
17-18; Pravda, June 16, pp. 1-2.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635.
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However, I cannot fail to note that on the whole France’s share in 
the USSR’s foreign trade turnover and the Soviet Union’s share in 
France’s foreign trade still do not correspond to our countries’ 
possibilities.

Quite a few good words can be said about the scientific, technical 
and cultural ties between our countries. . . .

We in the Soviet Union take a positive view of the path that has 
been covered and believe that a good foundation has been laid for 
long-term and stable relations in the future. It is important now not to 
lose the dynamics of the development of our cooperation but to build 
it up. As far as the Soviet side is concerned, this is our sincere desire.

Q,—^Many events have occurred in the world during this time. The 
arms race is continuing. Stormy movements are shaking Africa. Do 
you expect a stabilization of international relations, or do you think 
that detente is threatened ?

A .—First of all, I want to emphasize that the past three years have 
shown that the process of detente, the development of multilateral and 
equal cooperation in the interests of all states and peoples and the 
affirmation of the principles of peaceful coexistence in international 
relations constitute a reality that to an increasing extent is determining 
the course and nature of events in the world arena.

Moreover, the atmosphere of detente is gradually extending to the 
daily life of people and becoming habitual.. . .

Nevertheless, we have never believed that everything has already 
been accomplished and that we can calmly reap the fruits of detente. 
We are only at the beginning of the restructuring of international re
lations that all of us together will have to carry out. . . .

You speak of the arms race. Unfortunately, it is continuing and 
even increasing. The latest NATO recommendations, aimed at increas
ing the military spending of this organization’s members, the steadily 
ballooning military budget of the US and that country’s constant 
efforts to create more and more new types of weapons—all this indi
cates that the ground is being prepared for a new upward spiral of the 
arms race. We are deeply convinced that the task of arms limitation is 
the most important factor in the preservation of peace and the further 
development of detente. If this dreadful race is not stopped, all of us 
may again find ourselves on the brink of the unpredictable, as in the 
cold war years. . . .

I  assume full responsibility for stating that we are ready to support 
any proposal that will actually lead to the termination of the arms 
race. But we resolutely refuse to support proposals that contain only 
words about arms reduction but in essence are nothing more than at
tempts to disturb the balance of power, to obtain unilateral military 
advantages, and thereby to jeopardize the security of other countries.

We are realists and, of course, have a clear idea of the difficulty of 
solving these problems. However, it is as realists that we assert that 
there are now strong preconditions in the world for making detente

277 - 084— 79------------26
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stable and irreversible, for concentrating the efforts of states on bring
ing about a radical change in the area of disarmament. . . .

Senate Delegation Report on American Foreign Policy and Non
proliferation Interests in the Middle East [Extracts], June 19, 
1977"

The possible sales of nuclear power reactors to Israel, Egypt, and 
Iran offer the United States an opportunity to cooperate with these 
countries in their energy and development programs and to advance 
our non-proliferation objectives. Israel, Egypt and Iran all present 
convincing need for additional electric power. Israel has virtually no 
energy resources of its own and wishes to increase its electricity 
capacity and reduce its dependence on a vulnerable supply of fossil 
fuels. Egypt needs power to supplement its energy resources to further 
industrial and agricultural development of a poor, developing nation. 
And Iran, although presently rich in petroleum, recognizes that its 
supply of these fuels is finite and that it will need new energy sources. 
AU three countries have nuclear programs of different sorts. And all 
three have decided to proceed with developing nuclear power facilities.

It is possible for the United States to help these countries respond 
to their energy development needs while helping to prevent the spread 
of nuclear explosives. Each country wants to obtain nuclear power 
plants from the United States and has expressed willingness to accept 
proliferation safeguards on those facilities as a precondition to the 
sales. The United States is but one potential supplier in the interna
tional market, and Iran has announced its plans to purchase nuclear 
power reactors from the Federal Eepublic of Germany and from 
France. The United States should be satisfied that any sales it licenses 
are proper and not compromised by competition. It is also true that 
remaining an active participant in international nuclear commerce 
enables the United States to exert leverage for the goals of non-pro
liferation. The most significant potential for diversion is associated 
not with power plants themselves, but with fuel cycle facilities, such 
as uranium enrichment and spent fuel reprocessing plants associated 
with the use of reactors.

The need to discourage development of national enrichment and 
reprocessing programs in the Middle East is tied to the supply of 
low enriched uranium fuel to purchasers of nuclear power plants. 
The United States and other supplier nations must recognize the im-

 ̂Senate Delegation Report on American Foreign Policy and Nonproliferation 
Interests i/n the Middle EorSt: Report Pursuant to Senate Resolution 167 of May 
10, 1911. (S. doc. 95-47; 9oth Cong., 1st sess.) June 1977, pp. 50-51, 54-55. S. res. 
523, 94th Cong., 2d sess., authorized the Senate to appoint a special delegation of 
its members “to visit certain countries in the Middle Bast, Europe, and other 
areas . . .  to conduct a study on United States security and foreign policy in
terests . . . with particular emphasis on worldwide nuclear proliferation
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portance of secure fuel supplies to purchaser nations. Actions to con
vince other countries that adequate supplies of fuel will be made 
available will add legitimacy and credibility to U.S. efforts to restrict 
national enrichment and reprocessing. One possible avenue worthy 
of further exploration is that of multinational fuel supplier 
arrangements.

The controls on the specific items requested for export to Israel and 
Egypt under the proposed Agreements for Cooperation are adequate. 
Nonetheless, the delegation supports efforts to strengthen controls, 
such as those pertaining to the disposition of spent reactor fuel. Israel, 
Egypt, and Iran all demonstrated needs for additional electrical gen
erating capacity. It appears that each of these countries has decided 
after serious planning to build nuclear plants. Congress will have a 
full opportunity to review the proposed agreements with safeguard 
provisions when they are submitted in accordance with statutory pro
cedures. The safeguards should be as tight as practicable. Any impor
tant factors related to American relations with a particular customer 
or with the region could be presented by the President in his request to 
the Congress for license approval. The delegation recommends that 
the President pursue with the leaders of the applicant countries all 
possible efforts to avoid the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the 
Middle East.

Notwithstanding the adequacy of assurances against diversion in 
the proposed agreements for Egypt and Israel, the delegation believes 
that ratification of the NPT by Israel and Egypt, and the placement 
by Israel of its Dimona facility under IAEA safeguards, would pro
vide added reassurance. Nonetheless, the delegation believes it would 
be counterproductive to require such measures as a precondition to the 
pending sales.^

Unlike Israel and Egypt, Iran has signed and ratified the NPT and 
accepted full safeguards on all its nuclear facilities. The principal 
remaining issue between the United States and Iran regarding re
processing of U.S. supplied fuel should be surmountable by creative 
thinking and the will to reach an accommodation. One approach 
would be to provide a guaranteed supply of enriched uranium fuel 
through the IAEA. Another possibility would be to establish a re
gional nuclear reprocessing center under multinational control. In 
meeting with the delegation, the Shah of Iran indicated his willing
ness to cooperate in developing workable solutions to the reprocessing 
problem. The delegation is not prepared to submit recommendations 
regarding an Agreement for Cooperation with Iran until the complete 
terms of the agreement are known.

 ̂Senator Culver comments on this sentence: “In my opinion, this trip did not 
provide adequate information to reach this particular conclusion.” [Footnote in 
original.]

Senator Glenn comments on this paragraph in his additional views. [Footnote 
in original.]
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Additional Vieios of Senator John Glenn

I agree with the delegation’s report except in one important par
ticular. The report states, “Notwithstanding the adequacy of assur
ances against diversion in the proposed agreements for Egypt and 
Israel, the delegation believes that ratification of the NPT by Israel 
and Egypt, and the placement by Israel of its Dimona facility under 
IAEA safeguards, would provide added reassurance. Nonetheless, the 
delegation believes it would be counterproductive to require such 
measures as a precondition to the pending sales.” I have difficulty with 
the second sentence of that statement.

There is increasing concern, and justifiably so, about the spread of 
nuclear weapons potential around the world. One way to alleviate that 
concern is to exert American influence and leverage to the end that 
ISAE [IAEA?] safeguards will be maintained with respect to all 
peaceful nuclear activities of non-nuclear-weapon states. The failure 
to insist upon safeguards for the Dimona reactor as a condition to the 
supply of American nuclear material to Israel is bound to adversely 
affect our non-proliferation objectives. In addition to leaving a major 
facility unsafeguarded, it would undermine our credibility in future 
attempts to acquire safeguards under future agreements.

It is the policy of the current administration, as expressed in various 
statements and in pi*oposed legislation submitted to the Congress, that 
it will not undertake new agreements for nuclear cooperation with 
non-nuclear-weapon states unless such agreements require, as a con
dition of continued U.S. supply, that IAEA safeguards be maintained 
with respect to all peaceful nuclear activities of the recipient country. 
On several occasions, administration witnesses at congressional hear
ings have indicated that the proposed Israeli and Egyptian supply 
agreements constitute “new” agreements for purposes of this policy 
and are therefore subject to the safeguards requirement. This is a 
sound policy and one which I wholeheartedly support. It is not a 
policy directed against Isi-ael and certainly not against Egypt, whose 
spokesmen assure us that they will agree to new safeguards provisions 
if the Israelis will do the same. Eather, it is a policy that will apply 
to all nations who, in the future, seek American nuclear assistance. If  
it is to work—if other nations are to understand that we will not 
supply assistance unless our safeguards conditions are met— t̂hen we 
should apply the policy to all nations alike and begin at once to insist 
on these conditions in the agreements in question.

On several occasions during our visit, the subject of a Nuclear 
Weapons Free Zone in the Middle East was discussed. The desirability 
of establishing such a zone was expressed by spokesmen from all coun
tries visited. Clearly the subject will be raised in any negotiations 
among parties to a Middle East settlement. The policy of insisting on 
safeguards for all peaceful nuclear facilities as a condition to U.S. 
nuclear assistance may well be helpful in controlling weaponry in the 
region and thus in promoting a successful settlement. For this reason,
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as well as for the purpose of promoting our general nonproliferation 
objectives, I believe we should attempt to redraft the proposed agree
ments with Israel and Egypt.

J o h n  G l e n n

Sovief-French Declaration: Special Session of the General 
Assembly on Disarmament and Nuclear Nonproliferation 
[Extract], June 22, 1977"

France and the USSE. state that, in view of the prominent role they 
play in the international arena in working for detente and security, 
they intend to take part in a spirit of initiative in efforts directed to
wards disarmament.

The two Parties desiring to encourage any initiative which can con
tribute to the achievement of general and complete disarmament, in
cluding nuclear disarmament, imder strict and effective international 
control, have already endorsed the holding of a special session of the 
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. They will 
do their utmost to ensure that the discussions at the special session pro
duce positive, concrete results which will give fresh impetus to disar
mament efforts so as to free the world from the dangers inherent in 
both the nuclear and the conventional arms race.

The two Parties consider, however, that the holding of a special ses
sion of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, 
the main objectives of which would be to define the general principles 
applicable in the matter of disarmament, to determine the main fo
cuses of efforts in that regard and to enhance the effectiveness of the 
existing negotiating machinery, does not in any way lessen their inter
est in the convening of a world disarmament conference. They hope 
that the necessary prerequisites for such a gathering—in particular, 
endorsement by all the nuclear Powers—can be met in the near future.

France and the USSR reaffiim their determination to prevent the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. The two Parties welcome the signing 
of a Franco-Soviet Declaration on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons which underscores their common desire to make every possi
ble effort towards that end.̂  At the same time, they recognize the im
portance of the peaceful use of nuclear energy for those countries 
which have need of it.

France continues to regard with interest the proposals by the Soviet 
Union aimed at prohibiting the development and manufacture of new 
types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.

 ̂S/12362, July 12, 1977, Annex I, pp. 4-5; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, 
vol. XXIX, no. 25 (July 20, 1977), pp. 3-4; Prcwda, June 23, 1977.

* Infra.
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Reaffirming their dedication to the purposes and principles of the 
United Nations, France and the Soviet Union emphasized their desire 
to enhance the Organization’s authority and effectiveness in strength
ening detente and consolidating international peace, security and co
operation by making fuller use of the possibilities offered by the United 
Nations Charter.

Soviet-French Declaration on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, June 22, 1977^

The French Eepublic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
conscious of the responsibility they bear as nuclear Powers and desir
ous of avoiding the dangers arising from the spread of nuclear weap
ons, reaffirm their common will to spare no effort in seeiking to prevent 
the proliferation of such weapons.

To that end, they believe that broad international co-operation is 
necessary, particularly within the framework of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IA E A ), whose system of inspection, to super
vise the effective observance of the commitments assumed in the field 
of non-proliferation, is an important and effectual means of achieving 
that aim. They are prepared to contribute to the improvement of these 
controls.

France and the USSR recognize that access to the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy is an important factor in the economic development of 
a growing number of countries. For their part, they will make sure, 
each insofar as it is concerned, that their co-operation with third coun
tries in the field of nuclear industry affords all the necessary safeguards 
to prevent proliferation. With that in view, they recall that they have 
declared themselves in favour of limiting the transfer of nuclear ma
terials suitable for the production of nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices, and of equipment and technology capable of produc
ing those materials.

The two Parties in applying their policy of exporting nuclear ma
terials, equipment and technology, will abide by their international 
comLmitments in this field and be guided by the aims of non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons. They are prepared, each insofar as it is con
cerned, to strengthen the appropriate provisions and guarantees re
lating to equipment, materials and technology. They will continue to 
contribute actively to the co-ordination of the general principles relat
ing to nuclear exports.

They express satisfaction at the co-operation which has been es
tablished between them in the field of nuclear technology.

 ̂S/12362, Annex III, pp. 1-2; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIX, 
no. 25 (July 20, 1977), p. 5; Pravda, June 23, 1977; Izvestia, June 23, 1977.
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France and tlie USSR attach great importance to the physical pro
tection of nuclear materials to avoid any unauthorized use or handling. 
They favour the drafting of an international convention on that 
subject.

They will continue their consultations on this entire range of issues. 

Rambouillet, 22 June 1977

(Signed) V. G iscard d’E staing  (Signed) L. B rezhnev

President of General Secretary of
the French Republio the Central Committee of

the Comrrmnist Party of the 
Soviet TJnion̂  President of 
the Presidium of the Supreme 

Soviet of the USSR

Statemenf by CIA Director Turner Before a  Subcommittee of the 
Joint Economic Committee of the Congress: Soviet Defense 
Costs [Extract], June 23, 1977^

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to discuss the allocation of re
sources to defense in the Soviet Union.

As you know, Soviet defense spending is clouded in secrecy.
Moscow announces only one statistic each year—the single line entry 

for “defense” in the annual state budget—'and has never revealed what 
activities are covered by this figure.

Moreover, this figure clearly serves a political function, rendering 
it useless as an indicator of either the magnitude or trend of defense 
activities. The announced budget cuts since 1972, for example, are 
contradicted by the buildup in Soviet military forces that has occurred 
over the past five years.

We estimate the costs of Soviet defense activities by putting price 
tags on observed and estimated Soviet defense programs and activities.

We estimate the costs in rubles to help us measure the impact of 
defense on the Soviet economy, assess economic considerations affect
ing Soviet defense planning, and measure the relative priorities that 
Soviets assign to various defense activities, and programs.

We estimate the costs in dollars to measure the size of Soviet defense 
activities in comparison with our own.

 ̂Allocation of Resources in the Soviet Union and China, 1977: Hearings Before 
the Suhcommittee on Priorities and Economy in Government of the Joint Eco
nomic Committee, Congi'ess of the United States, 'Ninety-fifth Congress, First 
Session, Pt. 3, pp. 36-41.
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Each year a complete review of ooir data base is conducted and new 
estimates are calculated incorporating recent intelligence information 
and improved costing methodologies.

Ruhle estimates

I would like to review our current ruble estimate of Soviet spending 
and its implications for the economy.

As you know, the ruble estimate we presented last year was substan
tially higher than our previous judgments. The reasons for that 
change—and its meaning— ĥave been widely misunderstood and mis
represented in the press.

We raised our estimate because we discovered that we had under- 
estimiated the pr'ices of Soviet defense goods. This was due to lack of 
information about—

The price inflation that occurred in the Soviet defense industries in 
the 1960’s, and

A change in pricing policies for defense goods that took place in 
the 1967 price reform.

The increase in our ruble estimates did not change our perception 
of the magnitude of Soviet defense activities or of Soviet military 
capabilities.

It did change some important intelligence judgments:

The Soviets are far less efficient at producing defense goods than 
previously estimated.

The impact of defense on the economy is much greater than we 
thought.

The willingness of the Soviet leadership to incur miuch higher de
fense costs implies a deeper commitment to defense programs than 
we had suspected.

Research and an'alysis over the past year has strengthened our con
fidence in last year’s revised estimate, and while we have incorporated 
numerous changes into our current estimate, the net effect has not 
been significant in terms of either overall magnitude or trends.

This chart shows our latest estim'ates of Soviet defense spending 
in rubles.^

Using a definition which encompasses a range of activities com
parable to the U-S. budgetary definition of defense, we estimate that 
the U.S.S.E. spent some 40-45 billion rubles in 1970. In 1976 estimated 
total outlays for these purposes had risen to 52-57 billion rubles as 
shown by the lower band on this chart.

Under a broader definition—one which the Soviets might use and 
which would include additional military-operated programs such as 
the space program—we estimate that total defense spending amounted 
to 45-50 billion rubles in 1970 and rose to some 57-62 billion rubles

 ̂Not printed here.
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in 1976. The defindtion is portrayed by the upper band. The single 
line below shows the announced Soviet defense budget.

Constant price base

I should point out that these estimates are calculated in terms of 
1970 ruble prices. This use of a constant price base has a dual purpose.

First, the resulting trend in defense spending reflects only real 
changes in the level of (Soviet military activities rather than purely 
monetary change resulting from price inflation.

Second, all CIA estimates of Soviet economic performance are cal
culated on the same basis— t̂hat is, in constant 1970 prices. This use 
of the Same base year for prices allows us to combine the economic 
and military-economic data to analyze the economic impact of defense.

Although no single measure adequately describes the economic im
pact of the Soviet defense effort, defense spending as a share of gross 
national product is often used for this purpose.

When measured according to a definition of defense activities 
roughly comparable to that used in the U.S., the Soviet defense effort 
absorbs some 11-12 percent of -Soviet GNP. A^en based on the broader 
definition of defense, the share is about 12-13 percent. Because the rate 
of growth in defense spending and in GNP were roughly the same 
during 1970-76, there was little change over the period in the share 
taken by defense.

The percentage of machinery output alloted to defense is another 
economic aggregate used to describe the impact of defense programs 
on the economy as a whole. At present, Soviet defense takes about 
one-third of the output of the machine-building and metal-working 
sector— t̂he sector that produces investment goods as well as military 
weapons and equipment.

The defense bite is also large in metallurgy (labout one-fifth), chem
icals (about one-sixth), and energy (about one-sixth).

Even these measurements tend to understate the impact on the So
viet economy because they fail to take qualitative considerations into 
account.

Defense takes a proportionally larger share of the economy’s high- 
grade scientific, technical, and managerial talent and draws heavily 
on the output of scarce and high quality materials, components and 
equipment. Integrated circuits, for example, are almost totally con
sumed by the military.

As I mentioned earlier, we expect the long term upward momentum 
of Soviet defense spending to continue into the 1980’s at an annual 
growth rate of about 4 to 5 percent.

Development programs for the next generation of weapons have 
already been identified.

[Security deletion.]
The new weapons will be more complex than those which they will 

replace—and more costly to develop, produce, and operate. This cost
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escalation implies ever increasing expenditure levels to maintain exist
ing force levels.

We see no indications that the Soviets are dismantling defense 
E. & D. and industrial capiacity or diverting it to other uses.

They view the maintenance of this capacity as at least as important 
as military forces in the field—indeed, more important in the long 
term.

They know that the Soviet economy is less effective than the U.S. 
in m'arshaling high technology resources in an emergency.

Dollar estimates

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to turn to the dollar valuation of 
Soviet defense activities.

As I noted earlier, our estimates of Soviet defense programs in 
dollar cost terms are intended to provide a general appreciation of 
the physical magnitude of Soviet defense activities.

They are estimates of what it would cost in the U^S. to develop, 
procure, man, and operate a military force of the same size and with 
the same inventory of weapons as that fielded by the Soviets. We also 
incorporate what it would cost to operate that force as the Soviets do.

The dollar cost data that I am about to describe are expressed in 
1975 prices. A constant price base is used so that trends in the cost 
estimates reflect changes in military forces and activities rather than 
the effects of inflation.

This year, for the first time, our figures on U.S. spending are in 
outlay terms rather than total obligational authority (TOA). The 
conversion to outlays makes the U.S. data more compatible with the 
data used for estimating the dollar costs of Soviet activities.

Also this year, our indicators of the relative levels of U.S. and 
Soviet defense activities present basically the same picture we have 
described to this com-mittee in the past.

Total defense 'programs

For the 1966-76 period as a whole, the estimated dollar costs of 
total Soviet defense activities are roughly equal to U.S. outlays.

The estimated dollar costs of Soviet defense activities grow steadily 
over the period, however, at an average annual rate of about 3 percent 
while U.S. defense outlays decline after 1968 and from 1972 onward 
are lower than they were in 1966.

As a result, the estimated dollar costs of Soviet defense activities 
exceeds the U.S. by a widening margin in every year 'after 1971, and 
in 1976 are about 40 percent higher.

I f  the costs of military retirement programs are added to these basic 
estimates for both sides, the 1976 figure for the Soviets still exceeds 
the U.S. total by more than 30 percent.

I f  costs for military personnel are subtracted from the basic esti
mates for both sides, estimated dollar costs for Soviet defense activities 
are nearly 30 percent higher than the U.S. in 1976.
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For 1976, estimated dollar costs of Soviet programs exceed U.S. 
defense outlays in all major resource categories.

In investment—which includes procurement of weapons, equipment, 
spare parts and construction of facilities— t̂he figure for ^ v ie t forces 
is about twice that for the U.S.

This difference reflects the steady buildup in Soviet investment over 
the entire 1966-76 period, and the even sharper decline in U.S. invest
ment since the peak of the Vietnam buildup in 1968.

For the 1970-76 period, the Soviet total is about 50 percent greater 
than for the U.S.

The estimated dollar costs of operating a force of the size and com
position of the Soviet forces in 1976 are almost 15 percent higher than 
comparable U.S. outlays. In the area of personnel, the larger com
ponent of operating costs, the estimate for Soviet programs exceeds the 
U.S. by more than 60 percent, reflecting the larger Soviet manpower 
base.

Military mission comparison

Another way to compare costs of military activities is by the mission 
they are designed to support.

Our estimates of the dollar costs of Soviet activities should be viewed 
as having a margin of error which could be substantial for some items. 
Our confidence is highest in the aggregate totals but is considerably 
less at lower levels.

We place our greatest confidence in our estimate of procurement 
expenditures which accoimt for about one-third of the total estimated 
dollar costs of Soviet defense activities for the 1966-76 period.

Manpower costs comprise about 40 percent of the total and are the 
most reliable operational cost. Information on other operating costs— 
representing some 15 percent of the total dollar cost of defense activi
ties—is less reliable.

The estimated dollar costs of Soviet R.D.T. & E. should be regarded 
as significantly less reliable than those estimates for either investment 
or operating.

On balance, we believe that the overall dollar cost estimates for 
Soviet defense activities are unlikely to be in error by more than 15 
percent. This judgment, while informed, is nonetheless subjective and 
not the result of rigorous statistical measurement.

Ruble comparison of U.S. and Soviet defense activities

Mr. Chairman, as you have indicated in past years, our dollar cost 
comparisons of U.S. and Soviet defense actiA îties do have a systematic 
bias favoring the Soviets.

This bias reflects the basic measurement problem known as the index 
number problem.

Given different resource capacities, countries tend to use more of the 
resources that are relatively cheap in their economy—and less of those 
that are relatively expensive—for a given purpose.
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A bilateral comparison, drawn in terms of the prices of one country, 
creates a tendency to overstate the relative value of the activities of 
the other. This tendency becomes more pronounced when the disparity 
between the economies is large.

The index number problem is common to all international compari
sons of economic activities.

To gauge the extent of the index number problem, we have made 
some very rough calculations of the ruble value of U.S. defense 
activities.

There are significant technical and theoretical problems with these 
calculations, however:

(а)  We have little direct information for estimating Soviet costs 
of producing U.S. military equipment. Kough ruble cost estimates 
are derived by applying a few highly aggregative ruble-dollar ratios 
to the U.S. expenditure data.

( б)  Moreover, such U.S. expenditure categories as “contingency 
funds” and “other” defy high confidence conversion into rubles.

Th^e data problems are exacerbated by an insoluble conceptual 
problem that arises from the different teclmologies in the two countries:

(a) while virtually all of the Soviet inventory of weapons falls 
within U.S. production technology, the Soviets simply do not have 
the technology required to produce many of the U.S. weapons nor 
could they produce close substitutes.

(&) The convention normally followed in such cases is to use ruble- 
dollar ratios applicable to the closest substitute goods which can be 
produced in both economies.

The important question, of course, is the magnitude of the difference 
between U.S. and Soviet defense activity levels as measured in rubles 
and dollars. Our tentative calculations suggest that the comparison in 
rubles is not radically different from that in dollars.

Comparing relative Soviet and U.S. defense activities in both dol
lars and rubles the traditional “index number” effect is discernible, 
but not extreme.

For 1976, the relative level of Soviet to U.S. defense activities (ex
cluding retirement pay) is about 1.4 to 1 when measured in dollars 
and roughly 1.25 to 1 when measured in rubles.

Thus, while there is a significant difference in the relative levels de
pending upon which currency is utilized, the basic relationship of the 
Soviet level exceeding that of the U.S. is maintained regardless of the 
currency utilized.

Some additional questions

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to address the subjects in which you 
expressed a special interest in your letter of 22 April. These include:
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Pressures for implementing quality control in the production of 
Soviet weaponry and the ramifications of quality control on produc
tion efficiency,

The role of value engineering in developing new weapon designs.
The increasing sophistication of Soviet weaponry,
Lags and leads in U.S.-Soviet weapons production technology,
And finally, the scope and intensity of the Soviet civil defense effort.

Quality control

The basic Soviet approach to meeting quality standards is one of 
brute force. This inefficient method—characterized by high levels of 
production and equally high rejection rates—is often the only feasible 
course of action given the labor intensiveness of their weapons produc
tion techniques.

The Soviets depend on the Voyenpred system and on a system of 
fines for faulty production to ensure quality control for military 
hardware.

Voyenpreds are military representatives who monitor weapons pro
duction at industrial enterprises. They have three major functions:

To prevent production bottlenecks by expediting material supply,
To police the pricing of military products, and.
To ensure that products sold to the military meet all quality 

standards.

Management is also motivated to enforce quality control because of 
their potential liability should the product fail to perform adequately.

[Security deletion.]
The most striking evidence of qualitative improvement is seen in the 

current generation ICBM force— t̂he SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19.
[Security deletion.]

Value engineering

Examination of Soviet weapons also reveals the lack of any syste
matic effort to value engineer their weapon designs—that is, to 
adjust basic designs to lower production costs without denigrating 
performance.

Soviet weapons designs are usually characterized by simple parts 
that can be manufactured by straightforward methods and intensive 
use of standard materials and parts—often at the cost of performance.

[Security deletion.]

Increasing sophistication

Despite their relatively inefficient development and production prac
tices, Soviet weapons designs are becoming increasingly sophisticated.

[Security deletion.]
This trend toward more sophistication extends across the entire 

range of Soviet weaponry.
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Relative levels af U.S. mid Soviet technology

Despite such improvements, Soviet weapons technology generally 
lags behind that of the U.S.

The Soviets trail the U.S. by 3 to 14 years in the introduction of 
certain electronic technologies [security deletion.]

The technology and fabrication techniques of Soviet computers and 
electronics are no better than those of the U.S. five years ago.

[Security deletion.]
While the Soviets may match the U.S. in military laser design, they 

may have difficulty in fielding the equipment as widely.
[Security deletion.]
The design and manufacturing technology incorporated in Soviet 

aircraft and missiles also lags that of the U.S.
[Security deletion.]
While these deficiencies undoubtedly reflect a true technology gap 

in certain cases, in others it probably results more fi*om a preference 
for standardization and simplicity than from an inability to incorpo
rate more advanced teclmology. The evolutionary nature of these de
sign changes and a reluctance to introduce new production processes 
contribute to the technology lag.

Address by the Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, 
Science and Technology (Benson): United States Arms Transfer 
Policy, June 27, 1977"

It is commonplace to acknowledge that science and technology are 
among the dominant influences of this mad and magnificent century. 
But far too little has been done to act upon that recognition and inte
grate the considerations of technology into either long-range planning 
or everyday operations of foreign policy-making. It is now my job to 
try to improve that situation.

There are a great many issues involved—jpainful, familiar to us all, 
and global in nature: Population growth, food supply, air and water 
pollution, the arms race, nuclear proliferation, energy insecurity, 
health care, competition for resources, the widening development gap.

Secretary Vance has given my office broad purview over these mat
ters, with the intention of providing coordination among the many 
responsible bureaus and elevating the level of attention given to these 
issues. Generally speaking, I divide my attention into three main areas: 
science and technology as they relate to foreign policy, the transfer of 
conventional arms, and the control of nuclear teclmology.

^Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1, 1977, pp. 155-159. The address was 
delivered before the Women’s National Democratic Club of Washington, D.C.



BENSON ADDRESS, JUNE 27 381

We could talk about any one of these subjects for the whole after
noon, but I would like to concentrate on arms transfers; that is, the 
export of conventional, as distinct from nuclear, weapons.

I choose it for four reasons: It is controversial, it is complex, it is 
very important, and we do have a brand new policy. Let me begin with 
a few facts for background:

—^About half the international trade in military arms and services 
in the last Jfive years has been conducted by the U.S. Government.

— L̂ast year we did more than $9 billion worth of arms business with 
68 countries.

—More than 60 percent of this traific was with the Middle East, 
specifically with three countries—Israel, Iran, and Saudi Arabia. 
About a third of the trade was with NATO and our major Asian 
allies—Korea and Japan. About 40 percent of the total was weapons 
and anmiunition. The rest was services, spare parts, and supporting 
equipment.

For over a quarter of a century arms transfers have been a useful 
instrument of U.S. foreign policy. We have used them:

—To strengthen our collective defense arrangements and to encour
age allies to assume a stronger self-defense role, as for example, in 
NATO;

— T̂o maintain regional balances, as in the Middle East;
—To secure base and operating rights for U.S. forces, as in Spain, 

Turkey, and the Philippines;
—To limit Soviet influence or to enhance our own influence in spe

cific regions or with particular governments; and
—To offset or compensate for the withdrawal of U.S. forces, as in 

Korea.

These are, and will remain, legitimate objectives of our arms trans
fer actions.

Over the past few years, however, there has developed a growing 
concern that, however laudable the ends, the huge export of arms and 
our own prominent position as “chief trafficker” carries with it serious 
liabilities. In the last five years our annual sales of military arms and 
services has grown fourfold—from just under $2 billion to well over 
$9 billion. This growth has focused public, congressional, and execu
tive attention on a number of awkward questions.

—^Have we been encouraging competition in arms ?
—^Have we been heightening local tensions or involving ourselves in 

local conflicts in which we have no legitimate interest ?
—Have we been compromising our technological advantage not only 

over potential opponents but also over the allies who are our commer
cial competitors?

—Have we been distorting the allocations of scarce resources, par
ticularly in the underdeveloped world ?
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—Have we been associating ourselves too closely, and where our 
national security interests are not really involved, with authoritarian 
and repressive regimes ? Are we perhaps even reinforcing them ?

It would be easy if  we could answer yes to all of those questions. 
Arms transfer policy then would be only a question of withdrawing 
from the market and either refusing to deal in arms at all or doing so 
only with a few close friends.

However, as you all are seasoned politicians, you know there are no 
yes-no answers to these questions. You also will recognize that there 
are some important but conflicting interests involved in our inter
national arms trade that go to the very heart of our national security 
interests. The fact that we are the largest arms seller in the world is 
not due solely to the energy of our salesmen or our price and credit 
terms. Indeed other suppliers of arms; that is, other countries, are 
often more competitive in these areas than the United States.

Our predominance as an exporter of arms has come about because 
both our government and U.S. industry have together a reputation as 
a reliable supplier of the best equipment and service and because there 
exists between ourselves and our major customers a basic congruence 
of interests and objectives. The governments which buy our weapons 
have defense requirements which they view as urgent and legitimate 
as our own.

No simple, narrowly focused policy can possibly reconcile all the 
contradictions that are imbedded in this complicated subject. Let me 
give you two examples. Severe reductions of arms sales to unstable 
areas would seem, logically, to be a practical and desirable policy 
guideline. Yet in some areas access to arms may be necessary to avoid 
creating a tempting imbalance in military strength, as in Israel, Jor
dan, and Korea.

Arms Transfers and Humam, Rights

President Carter, Secretary of State Yance, and the Congress have 
repeatedly emphasized the importance of human rights in foreign 
policy, and that obviously includes arms transfer policy. But how do 
we apply our concern in this area, since human rights are not just the 
right to vote or the right to a fair trial or freedom from fear of tor
ture? Human rights also include the right to safety from terrorism 
and from external threat. We used to call this “freedom from fear” 
30-odd years ago. What do we do, therefore, about Korea, which has 
an authoritarian government, but which also has an implacable and 
well-armed enemy across the demilitarized zone? How do we accom
modate these conflicting objectives, and if we cannot, how do we decide 
which rights to give priority?

There are no easy answers. As is always the case, facts have to be 
weighed and judgments made. Patt Derian [Patricia M. Derian], 
former Democratic National Committeewoman from Mississippi, who, 
as you know, is the President’s Coordinator for Human Eights [and
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Humanitarian Affairs in the Office of the Deputy Secretary of State], 
says it is very discouraging to hear the same arguments and rationales 
for not doing things as we used to hear in the days of civil rights 
activism. And, I  might add, it is discouraging to hear those same old 
arguments ad nauseam in these days of struggling for equal rights for 
women. At the same time, as Ms. Derian said recently, cutting off mili
tary sales or economic assistance to a country is not a very effective 
way to show our dissatisfaction with human rights conditions in a 
particular country. And so we are left with the age-old problem in 
politics and public policy— t̂rade-offs, often among unsuitable or at 
least unattractive alternatives.

All of this is by way of saying that the new arms transfer policy 
described by the President in mid-May represents an effort to recog
nize and deal with these contradictions.^ It also sets a challenging 
goal— t̂o reduce the worldwide trade in arms and to reduce our own 
dependence on this trade as a foreign* policy instrument.

In his May statement the President stated that arms transfers 
would henceforth be considered an exceptional policy instrument. That 
means it will be used only where it can be clearly shown that the trans
fer contributes to our national security interest. Moreover, the burden 
of proof will rest with the proponents of a sale, not with the advocates 
of restraint.

The A'p'plication of Controls

President Carter specified a number of new controls— n̂ew controls 
to be applied to all transfers and to all countries except those with 
whom we have longstanding commitments, such as Israel, or with 
whom we have major defense treaties (NATO, Japan, Australia, and 
New Zealand).

The controls are:

— Ŵe will reduce the dollar-volume of new commitments to sell 
weapons and weapons-related items beginning in 1978;

— Ŵe will not be the first to introduce into a region advanced 
weapons that create new or higher combat capability;

— Ŵe will not sell weapons that are not in the inventory of our own 
armed forces;

— Ŵe will not develop advanced weapons solely for export;
— Ŵe will sharply curtail the production of U.S. weapons and com

ponents by foreign governments;
— Ŵe will rigorously discourage the reexport of U.S. equipment to 

third countries; and
— Ŵe will strengthen the regulations governing business and gov

ernment sales activities abroad.

The message of these controls is obvious: discipline and restraint.

 ̂Ante, pp. 328-329.

277-084—79------ 2̂7
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It is the objective of this Administration to sell less and to sell 
with discrimination. The test of U.S. national security interest will 
be the starting point for considering a sale, a test that too often has 
been neglected in the past.

So much for the policy. It is very straightforward. Now, let me say 
a few words about implementation and impact.

Implementation and Impact of Policy

Decisionmaking in the arms transfer business is extraordinarily 
complicated. Most of the major agencies of our government have im
portant interests at stake and must be involved in the decision process. 
The State Department must worry about relations with foreign gov« 
emments; Defense about military capabilities; Labor, Commerce, and 
Treasury about jobs, the economy, and the balance of payments; and 
the Agency for International Development about allocation of re
sources. Questions of arms control, human rights, domestic jobs, and 
compromise of our technological lead also must be dealt with.

To help me advise the Secretary of State, we have organized an 
interagency Arms Export Control Board to bring together the ex
perts on these matters. Nine separate agencies are represented, and no 
meeting takes place with less than 15 people at the table. The process 
is thorough and it guarantees full exposure and a fair hearing to all 
the contending interests.

Nothing, however, can obscure the fact that the effects of decisions 
made imder this new policy are going to be widely felt by everyone 
from the aircraft and electronics workers in Dallas and Boston to the 
Korean soldiers on the demilitarized zone. We fully recognized this 
when we were developing the new policy, and we designed the controls 
to insure that they do not drive policy beyond common sense. For 
example, when the President stated that we will apply the test of our 
national security interests, he also made explicit one particular test— 
that we will continue to fully uphold our treaty obligations and our 
historic responsibility “to assure the security of the State of Israel.”

We are fully conscious that for much of the free world the ability 
to deter attack, to prevent coercion, and to defend against aggression 
rests on a nation’s ability to acquire modem arms. Our policy does 
not challenge this fact; on the contrary, it accepts it as a given.

With respect to domestic effects, they have been meticulously 
examined. We believe the impact will be manageable. Some jobs will 
be lost, some industries will suffer; but it is our judgment that the 
aggregate effect will be modest.

More worrisome is the likely concentration of the effects on a few 
industries—aircraft, electronics, and ordnance— în a few states. But 
even here, there are ameliorating factors.

There is a very large backlog—over $30 billion—of unfilled orders 
for which signed contracts exist. This Administration considers these 
obligations to be good-faith commitments, and it will not interfere
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with, the completion of existing contracts. The new policy applies to 
new orders, not old ones. Thus the backlog will take some years to 
work through, and there will be time for the government and thê  
defense industries involved to adjust to the future.

Moreover, it is important to remember the U.S. defense industries 
have never, in the aggregate, depended on foreign sales for their 
survival. Their big customers are and will remain our own military 
services and our close friends and allies with whom we will continue' 
our defense cooperation.

Setting an Exam'ple of Self-Restraint

A second big problem with which we have to deal is to persuade* 
other sellers of arms—that is, France, Germany, Britain, and the 
Soviet Union— n̂ot to fill the void we create.

Many people argue that self-restraint is an open invitation for the- 
competition to move in and that when the competition does move in,, 
the United States will lose not only jobs but also leverage, influence ,̂ 
and control. They cite the historical example of Latin America^ where 
we have exercised restraint over the last 10 or 15 years with the* 
result that the Europeans now have 70 percent of the Latin American 
arms market.

It is a tough argument, and there is some truth in it. But to accept 
uncritically the proposition ‘‘if we don’t sell, others will” is to accept 
a slogan, not a policy. We propose to deal with the problem in two 
ways.

First, we will set an example of restraint by demonstrating that 
the United States will not rush into every possible market. In so doingy 
we will try to alter the intensity of the competitive atmosphere sur
rounding the arms trade. To some extent, of course, if we don’t selly 
buyers won’t buy. We will try to encourage that atmosphere.

The other approach will focus on sellers. We will seek their active 
cooperation and try to convince both allies and adversaries that re
straint is in everyone’s interest.

The President, the Vice President, and Secretary Vance have raised 
the matter in their trips to Europe, the Middle East, and the Soviet 
Union. In addition, the United States and the Soviet Union have 
established a joint working group on conventional arms transfers,.and 
we will hold discussions with our European allies.

Our hope is that our own restraint will attract the support of buyers 
and sellers alike over a period of time. It is very important to recognize 
that progress is likely to be slow. We will aim, with both suppliers 
and buyers, for a code of behavior—perhaps by regions, perhaps 
globally— t̂hat will be adopted because of mutual interest. Our initial; 
emphasis might well be on such obvious and troublesome problems as i

— Ârms sales to unstable regions;
-—Sales of sensitive weapons and technology, such as Ibng-range 

surface-to-surface missiles;
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—Sales of equipment particularly attractive to terrorists, such, as 
hand-carried antiaircraft missiles; and

—Sales of highly and indiscriminately lethal weapons.

We don’t underestimate the difficulties. Still less do we ignore the 
fact that without cooperation from both suppliers and buyers a policy 
of self-denial will be ineffective. Obviously, however, we must try: 
Unrestrained competition is madness.

Decisions To Fill or Refuse Requests

Finally, there is the question of how we as an exporter decide 
which requests to fill and which to refuse. How do we impose our 
views of what is necessary and affordable on sovereign states whose 
perception of their own needs may be quite different from our own?

To this I can only say that the new policy involves the very essence 
of diplomacy. In the last couple of weeks you have seen this Adminis
tration make two very difficult decisions. We turned down Pakistan’s 
requests to purchase A-7 aircraft on the grounds that the sale would 
introduce a significantly greater military capability into one side of 
the South Asian military balance.

We have also refused to authorize at this time the sale to Iran 
of the F-18L, a new lightweight fighter, because it is not now sched
uled to be in the inventory of the U.S. military services.

Both of these decisions were direct expressions of the new policy. 
Both involved our relations with friendly foreign governments. Both 
involved the prosperity of important American industrial firms and 
the job prospects of their highly skilled workers. Both involved loss 
of economic benefits to our economy, to the private sector, and to the 
Treasury. But both also involved the broadest and most fundamental 
national and global interests.

Either we apply the policy—thoughtfully and with scrupulous 
attention to the costs and benefits—or we don’t. But if we take the 
latter course and duck the tough decisions, then we lay ourselves open 
to charges of political expediency and diplomatic impotence. It is 
not for such behavior that this Administration or this country intends 
to be remembered.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: B-1 Bomber and 
Relations With the Soviet Union [Extracts], June 30, 1977^

I have a brief statement to make before we begin the questions.

B - 1  B o m b e r

This has been one of the most difficult decisions that I  have made 
since I ’ve been in office. During the last few months, I ’ve done my best

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Document8̂  July 4,1977, pp. 951-954, 956*
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to assess all the factors involving production of the B-1 bomber. My 
decision is that we should not continue with deployment of the B-1, 
and I am directing that we discontinue plans for production of this 
weapons system. The Secretary of Defense agrees that this is a pref
erable decision, and he will have a news conference tomorrow morn
ing to discuss this issue in wliatever detail you consider necessary.^

The existing testing and development program now underway on 
the B-1 should continue to provide us with the needed technical base 
in the unlikely event that more cost-effective alternative systems should 
run into difficulty. Continued efforts at the research and development 
stage will give us better answers about the cost and effectiveness of 
the bomber and support systems, including electronic countermeasures 
techniques.

During the coming months, we will also be able to assess the prog
ress toward agreements on strategic arms limitations in order to 
determine the need for any additional investments in nuclear weapons 
delivery systems. In the meantime, we should begin deployment of 
cruise missiles using air-launched platforms, such as our B-52’s, mod
ernized as necessary. Our triad concept of retaining three basic 
delivery systems will be continued with submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles, intercontinental ballistic missiles, and a bomber fleet, includ
ing cruise missiles as one of its armaments. We will continue thereby 
to have an effective and flexible strategic force whose capability is 
fully sufficient for our national defense.

Thank you.
Questions

B-1 BOMBER

Q. Mr. President, the House at least seems bent on providing the 
money for the B-1. Does this put you on a collision course with them 
on the whole subject ?

The President, No, I think not. The Congress took action last year 
to delay a final decision on the B-1 bomber pending my ability to 
analyze its needs.

When I  came into office, I  tried deliberately to have an open mind. 
And IVe spent weeks studying all the aspects of our strategic defense 
forces. IVe met with congressional leaders. IVe spent a great deal of 
time with the Secretary of Defense and others in trying to understand 
all the ramifications of this very important decision.

The lead,ers in the House and Senate this morning have been in
formed of my decision, both by Frank Moore and by the Secretary 
of Defense.

My belief is that the Congress will be supportive knowing that our 
previous requests for limited production funds were based on a pre
vious decision. But my decision is that this production is not now 
necessary. And I believe that the House and the Senate will confirm 
my decision.

 ̂See 'pOBt, pp. 396-398.
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RELATIONS W ITH THE SOVIET UNION

'Q, Mr. President, in view of the growing difficulties between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, are there any early prospects in 
the coming months for a meeting with Brezhnev, between yourself 
and Brezhnev, and in August in Alaska—does that have any validity ?

The President. I  don’t agree that there are growing difficulties be
tween ourselves and the Soviet Union. The technical discussions on 
SALT questions, comprehensive test ban, demilitarization of the 
Indian Ocean, a reduction in the sales of conventional weapons to 
developing nations of the world have been proceeding with very good 
attitudes on the part of the Soviets, and, of course, us. So, I don’t 
believe that the relations between us are deteriorating.

I think that my own relationship with Mr. Brezhnev and other 
Soviet lead,ers should be one of continuing consultations, not just to 
ratify final agreements but to get to know one another. And I would 
welcome a chance this year to meet with President Brezhnev, to ex
plore the ability of our countries to reach quicker decisions. But it 
would not be based on any deep concern about relations now, nor any 
frustration about what’s gone on before.

The time or date or place would still have to be worked out, and it 
would be inappropriate, I  think, to try to presume what those deci
sions might be on specifics until we determine accurately the attitude 
of the Soviet leaders.

Q. May I say that—
The President, Please d,o.

Q .  ŷou yourself have expressed surprise at the reaction of the
Soviets to your human rights drive, and Brezhnev has told Giscard 
that there are difficulties. So, I don’t think it’s exactly—1 mean there 
is an atmosphere.

The President. There are difficulties, obviously, in reaching final 
decisions on matters that are very controversial, very difficult, and 
which never have been successfully concluded. We’ve never tried as 
a nation to have a comprehensive test ban to eliminate all tests of all 
nuclear devices, both peaceful and military. We’ve never tried to open 
up the discussions of demilitarizing the Indian Ocean, first freezing 
the present circumstances, then reducing our military presence there. 
We’ve never tried for a sharp reduction in the deployment of nuclear 
weapons.

So, these new ideas obviously take more time to conclude. But I  
don’t have any sense of fear or frustration or concern about our rela
tionships with the Soviet Union. We have, I  think, a good prospect 
of continuing our discussions, and I have every hope that those dis
cussions will lead to success.

Q, Mr. President, what were the major factors that led, to your 
decision against the B-1 bomber ?



CARTER REMARKS, JUNE 30 389

The President, There are a number of factors. One is obviously the 
recent evolution of the cruise missile as an effective weapon itself. The 
tests of this system have been very successful so far.

Another one, of course, is the continued ability to use the B-52 
bombers, particularly the G’s and H ’s, up well into the 1980’s, and 
the belief on my part that our defense capability using the submarine- 
launched missiles and intercontinental ballistic missiles combined with 
the B-52 cruise missile combination is adequate.

We will also explore the possibility of cruise missile carriers, per
haps using existing airplanes or others as a standoff launching base.

But I think in toto the B-1, a very expensive weapons system basi
cally conceived in the absence of the cruise missile factor, is not neces
sary. Those are the major reasons.

Marilyn [Berger].

CRUISE MISSILE

Q. Mr. President, the Soviet Union has shown great concern about 
the cruise missile capability of the United States.

The President. Yes.

Q. What limits are you ready to accept, if any, on air-launched, 
cruise missiles so far as their range, and secondly, are you willing to 
accept the proposition that an airplane carrying cruise [missiles] 
would be counted as a MIEV under the limits that you would set in a 
SALT agreement?

The President. Those questions are being negotiated now. We have 
a fairly compatible position with the Soviets on maximum range of 
air-launched cruise missiles carried over from the Vladivostok dis
cussions.  ̂ I don’t think there’s any particular difference in that. It’s 
an adequate range in my opinion for the cruise missiles to be launched 
as a stand.off weapon without the carrying airplane having to encroach 
into Soviet territory. This, though, is a matter that has not yet been 
finally resolved.

Also, the definition of what is a MIEVed weapon is one that is still 
in dispute. We don’t believe that a bomber equipped with cruise mis
siles as a weapon ought to be classified as a MIEVed weapon. But de
pending upon the Soviets’ attitude in reaching an overall comprehen
sive settlement, those matters are still open for discussion.

B - l  BOMBER

Q. Mr. President, in listening to factors involved in your decision, 
sir, you didn’t mention or I didn’t hear the fact that you had made a 
commitment or what many people took to be a commitment during the 
campaign against the bomber, I think particularly in the submission 
to the Democratic Platform Committee. Was that a factor, sir?

®The U.S.-USSR joint statement issued a t the close of the discussions can be
found in Documents on Disarmament, 1974f PP» 746-750.
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The President. Well, when I went into office, as I think I said 
earlier, I tried to take the position of complete openmindedness, be
cause obviously I ’ve had available to me as President much of the clas
sified analyses and information about weapons systems which I did 
not have before. And I  tried to approach this question with an open 
mind.

I ’ve spent many hours reading those detailed technical reports, the 
advice of specialists on both sides, an analysis of ultimate cost of 
weapons. And although, obviously, opinions are always hard to 
change, I deliberately tried not to let my campaign statements be the 
factor in this decision. I ’ve made it, I  think, recently with an original, 
very open mind, after carefully considering all aspects of the question 
and consulting very closely with the Secretary of Defense.

And I might say that with the advent of the cruise missile as a pos
sible alternative, that the Secretary of Defense agrees with me that 
this is a preferable decision.

Q. Can I follow that up, sir ? Mr. President, could I follow that up ?
The President, Yes, if you insist.

Q, This oj)enmindedness that you describe, does that apply to other 
campaign commitments that you made in other areas outside of 
defense ?

The President. Well, I ’ll always try to keep an open mind and make 
my decision based on what I think is best for our country.

Q. Mr. President, is this decision on your part not to go ahead with 
the B-1 intended as any kind of a signal to the Soviets that you are 
willing to— t̂hat you want to do something quickly in the strategic 
arms talks ?

The President. I can’t deny that that’s a potential factor. But that 
has not been a reason for my decision. I think if I had looked upon the 
B-1 as simply a bargaining chip for the Soviets, then my decision 
would have been to go ahead with the weapon. But I made my decision 
on my analysis that, within a given budgetary limit for the defense of 
our countr} ,̂ which I am sure will always be adequate, that we should 
have the optimum capability to defend ourselves.

But this is a matter that’s of very great importance, and if at the 
end of a few years the relations with the Soviets should deteriorate 
drastically, which I don’t anticipate, then it may be necessary for me 
to change my mind. But I don’t expect that to occur.

]\Ir. Sperling.

HUM AN RIGHTS POLICY

Q. Mr. President, is this emphasis on human rights now central to 
your foreign policy ?

The President. Yes. My emphasis on human rights is central to our 
foreign policy. As I ’ve said since my first press conference, I see no 
relationship between the human rights decision, however, and matters 
affecting our defense or SALT negotiations. And I have doubts, based
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on analyses in our own country and from those who know the Soviet 
system very well in other countries, that there’s any connection be
tween the two in the minds of the Soviets.

• • • • • • •

Q, Mr. President, given the numerous and obvious violations of the 
Helsinki accords by the Soviet Union, which they were pledged to up
hold, could I ask why the United States should, on good faith, accept 
the Soviet word on a matter far more vital, say, for example, the 
SALT treaty, which you are in the process of negotiating ?

The President, We have never been willing simply to take the word 
of the Soviets on SALT agreements, and neither have they been will
ing to take our word alone. We have methods of confirming or verify
ing the carrying out of the agreement with various means, including 
aerial surveillance from space.

And I think that as we get down to the more technical agreements, 
that verification is becoming more and more a problem. For instance, 
if we should conclude a comprehensive test ban treaty with the Soviets 
of preventing any sort of nuclear tests, even including peaceful dei- 
vices, then we would have to have some way to confirm that the Soviets 
indeed are carrying out their agreement, and vice versa.

There are sensing devices that might, for instance, be placed by us 
on Soviet territory or perhaps around the periphery of the Soviet 
Union. And we might conclude a similar agreement with them. Or if  
a factor in the agreement should be that certain kinds of uses of atomic 
weapons— n̂ot weapons, but explosives to divert the channel of a river, 
we might want to have actual observers there, and vice versa. My own 
hope is that we can conclude an agreement that there would be no test
ing. But verification is one of the aspects not just based on the word of 
us or the Soviets but on actual observations on site by sensing devices 
or by visual observations or others that I need not go into now.

Report to the Congress on United States Arms Transfer Policy 
[Extract], June 30, 1977^

B. ARMS TRANSFER POLICY OBJECTIVES

1. The Purpose of Arms Transfers

The prevailing approach of the USG has been to use arms transfers 
as a major instrument of foreign policy, with the exception of special

 ̂Arms Transfer Policy: Report to Congress on Arms Transfer Policy Pur
suant to Sections 202 (6) and 218 of the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976 for use of Committee on Foreign Relations, 
United States Senate (Com. p r t .; 95th Cong., 1st sess.), July 1977, pp. 11-16. The 
report was transmitted to the President of the Senate (Mondale) by Secretary 
of State Vance.
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restraints in Latin American and Africa. There has been a general 
disposition in favor of approving proposed sales for the following 
purposes:

To support diplomatic efforts to resolve major regional conflicts by 
maintaining local balances and enhancing our access and influences 
vis-a-vis the parties;

To influence the political orientations of nations which control stra
tegic resources;

To help maintain regional balances among nations important to us 
in order to avert war or political shifts away from us;

To enhance the quality and commonality of the capabilities of 
major Allies participating with us in joint defense arrangements;

To promote self-sufficiency in deterrence and defense as a stabilizing 
factor in itself and as a means of reducing the level and automaticity 
of possible American involvement;

To strengthen the internal security and stability of recipients;
To limit Soviet influence and maintain the balance in conventional 

arms;
To enhance our general access to and influence with governments 

and military elites whose political orientation counts for us on global 
or regional issues;

To provide leverage and influence with individual governments on 
specific issues of immediate concern to us;

To secure base rights, overseas facilities, and transit rights to sup
port the deployment and operations of our forces and intelligence 
systems.

In sum, arms transfers have contributed to our national interests in 
a number of important ways. U.S. arms transfers have enabled friends 
and allies to defend themselves and deter aggression, have cemented 
good relations and enhanced our influence with recipients, and have 
denied hostile powers the opportunity to gain positions of influence in 
a number of Third World countries. These benefits, and the extent to 
which alternative instruments are available, must be taken into account 
in considering the appropriate role of arms transfers in our foreign 
policy so that our actions will be consistent with our national interests.

At the same time, although the dbjectives sought by the U.S. in its 
arms transfer policies have often been achieved, arms transfer pro
grams have also entailed costs (i.e., implied commitments, extensive 
U.S. presence) and risks (arming countries whose policies and objec
tives may change radically and suddenly) that conflicted with other 
national objectives and values. There are genuine and understandable 
concerns over policies and activities which can be regarded as increas
ing the danger of military violence. Congress and this Administration 
have recognized the danger of supplying arms to countries the govern
ments of which engage in practices violative of the human rights of 
their populations. The possible risks of arms transfers are, therefore, a 
concern of many and have directed attention to the merits of restraint.
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Purposes of Restraint in Arms Transfer Policy

The President has indicated that our policy on arms transfers across 
the globe will be one of restraint: Our long-term interests will be 
better served if political stability and security can be maintained at a, 
reduced level of armament.

Restraint in U.S. arms transfers can serve these purposes:

To encourage a general reduction in both world arms transfers and 
reliance on military might as an essential element in a more peaceful 
and stable world order;

Through a lower level of armament, to curtail the potential for arms 
races and limit the intensity of conflict if it occurs;

To reduce the potential and pressure for U.S. involvement in 
local conflicts to the extent this follows from various arms siipply 
relationships;

To moderate super power competition and the prospect for conflict 
in regional situations (if multilateral initiatives are successful);

To reduce reliance on arms transfers as a means of implementing our 
diplomacy, to the detriment of alternative non-military instruments;

To protect U.S. military capabilities by limiting the dispersion of 
military technology that could be used against us and our Allies;

To distance ourselves from regimes that do not respect and observe 
basic human rights and fundamental freedoms;

To limit the diversion of monies and skills in developing nations 
away from fundamental economic development needs;

To permit UJS. resources to be shifted from financing arms transfers 
to supporting economic development;

To minimize the risk of diversion of destructive weapons to 
terrorists;

To build U.S. domestic support for our foreign policy objectives in 
the developing world.

As noted in the previous section there are costs and risks in a policy 
of unrestrained arms transfers. The same may be true of a policy of 
restraint. Some of the issues raised border on dilemmas where there 
are no easy or penalty-free solutions. The problem then is to design a 
policy that will meet the need for restraint, but at the same time pre
serve the advantages that accrue from arms transfers.

The potential impact and general effects of a policy of arms transfer 
restraint on our foreign relations, economic situation and defense pos
ture are discussed in Annexes 1,2, and 3.̂

C. POLICY ASSUMPTIONS

Against this background, the following assumptions were made:

The U.S. within the context of a policy of restraint, will continue to 
utilize arms transfers where necessary to promote our own strategic 
interests, the security of our allies and close friends, and world peace.

• Not printed here.
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In particular, the U.S. will maintain its close defense relationships, 
'with XATO members, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand.

The U.S. has special responsibilities to insure Israel’s security in 
ôrder to deter war and to make progress toward peace.

The U.S. will pursue multilateral initiatives with other suppliers in 
an effort to restrain the international trade in armaments.

Primary attention will be focused on new requests for the transfer of 
weapons, particularly systems of advanced technology. The U.S. will 
not normally be concerned with limiting routine sales of spare parts, 
training, construction and related services.

The U.S. will not cancel existing contracts. Goods and services will 
continue to be offered in support of the systems previously furnished, 
though management arrangements may be changed and the U.S. will 
reserve the right to deteimine appropriate quantities and timing.

D. MULTILATERAL CONTROLS

Wliile a U.S. policy of restraint would reduce the content and value 
of future U.S. transfers, it might not affect the overall picture. A l
though the U.S. has a clear technical lead in most items and a greater 
variety of equipment to offer, there are other suppliers^—the French, 
JBritish, Israelis, Germans, Italians, Belgians, Soviets, and the 
,*Swedes—to whom determined purchasers might turn. We have no basis 
for precise judgments regarding the extent to which these suppliers 
,-could compensate for U.S. reductions, but most of them ma.ke some 
items of equipment and provide services which could be substituted. 
.And eager buyers, if the best is not available, will be strongly inclined
io  take what is available.

The behavior of the Soviet Union is difficult to estimate. However, 
Defense reports the economic capability of the Soviet Union to in
crease its rate of production and exports of defense-related articles 
and services, particularly over a period of two to four years, could 
be substantial. The extent to which the So^det Union would enter 
the market in places vacated by the U.S., and the extent to which 
others would seek out Soviet assistance, is uncertain. The Defense 
Department notes, however, that the Soviets are known to recognize 
and exploit new opportunities as part of their doctrine.

ACDA believes that the combined existing productive capacity of 
Western Europe and the communist bloc suppliers is generally ade
quate to substitute for all U.S. transfers to LDC’s outside of the Mid
dle East, and to substitute for U.S. fighter aircraft and naval vessel 
transfers to that region as well.

The prospect that other countries will voluntarily and spontaneously 
follow our model of restraint is unlikely. To the extent that we can 
begin to develop a consensus among other supplier and consumer na
tions about the need for restraint we can have a real impact on the 
worldwide situation. Our own program of restraint will be a very 
important first step toward this goal and will greatly enhance our 
ability to talk seriously with others about multilateral controls. Con
versely, if we do not begin to enlist the cooperation of other suppliers
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and recipients, it will be difficult to sustain unilateral U.S. restraint 
over the longer term. If others begin to fill the vacuum we leave, the 
pressures in this country to loosen the bonds of restraint could become 
substantial. (See Annex 5 for a discussion of our recent experience 
with multilateral talks on arms transfers.)^

The principles of our own program of restraint might form the basis 
for developing multilateral controls, perhaps somewhat similar to the 
concept of g-uidelines adopted by the nuclear suppliers conference. 
Kather than constituting an international agreement, as such, the nu
clear suppliers’ guidelines are a common set of principles adopted uni
laterally by each supplier to govern the export of nuclear technologies. 
For conventional arms exports, such guidelines might include:

Exchange of information about the general market situation:
Listing of sensitive weapons systems on which suppliers would apply 

special restraint and the proposed transfer of which would trigger 
consultations;

Special restraint on transfers into regions of tension, which would 
be interpreted for individual cases through consultation;

Controls on reti*ansfers of goods and production laiow-how.

The wide variety of regional situations involving significant arms 
transfers suggests that a broad range of cooperative techniques will 
be required, involving both suppliers and recipients. Essentially, there 
are five means, none mutually exclusive, for developing multilateral 
controls of this sort:

(1) Bilateral consultations with suppliers and recipients, at U.S. 
initiative.

(2) A suppliers’ conference, involving the small number of major 
suppliers. This would have to be accompanied by a series of bilaterals, 
particularly with the Soviet Union, as well as some means for working 
with recipients.

(3) International organization conferences, including both sup
pliers and recipients, in such force as the UNGA, UNSSOD, and CCD.

(4) Supplier-buyer conferences developed on a regional basis. This 
type of arrangement would focus the interpretation of general guide
lines on the particular security needs and instabilities of a specific 
region.

(5) Eecipient conferences. The development of multilateral ap
proaches to this problem will be a long and complex process, to which 
there has been great resistance in the past. Although the shift in U.S. 
policy unilaterally will provide some momentum, particularly with 
other suppliers, the longer process will require the identification and 
implementation of restraints that serve the interests of both suppliers 
and recipients.

E. RELATIONS WITH CONGRESS

Congressional interest in arms transfers has grown with the rise in 
their volume and importance as an instrument of foreign policy, par-

® Not printed here.
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ticiilarly in the Middle East. The key to gaining Congressional support 
is timely and thorough consultation, both in the formulation of new 
policies and in their execution. Effective consultation will require an 
effort by Congress to identify the appropriate Legislative Branch par
ticipants (we cannot consult with aU members and staff). It will also 
require a conscientious effort by the Executive Branch to share in
formation, to seek Congressional views before decisions are made, and 
to take those views into accoimt.

The absence of a clearly understood arms transfer policy has con
tributed to widespread Congressional unease and lack of confidence 
in Executive Branch decision-making. This unease and lack of con
fidence have been manifested by Congressional efforts, through in- 
‘Creasingly elaborate procedures, to become ever more directly involved 
in the making of operational decisions. Not the lea^t of the explicitly 
'expressed Congressional concerns, with which the Administration is 
in full agreement, is the need to curtail arms sales to governments 
"which violate human rights and fundamental freedoms. The present 
Arms Export Control Act requires that hundreds of individual trans
actions each year be presented to Congress before contracts are signed 
or export licenses issued. This system buries Congress in the nuts and 
bolts of administration, rather than permitting it to focus on broad 
policy choices.

Apart from this basic problem, the laws presently governing arms 
transfers are extremely complicated, and are presently scattered 
among several Acts of Congress which are not entirely consistent in 
their requirements. A consolidated refinement and simplification of 
the law would benefit all concerned.

The continuing need for regular consultation with Congress at 
the early stages of decision-making on important issues cannot be 
overstated. Our dialogue with Congress concerning the form and con
tent of arms transfers legislation should help to identify effective 
mechanisms for insuring such timely consultation.

News Conference Statement by Secretary of Defense Brown; B-1 
Bomber, July 1, 1977^

I  have a short statement with which I would like to begin. Since 
many of you have read it, you know there are no surprises in it. It has 
to do with the B-1.

My recommendation to the President, and his decision, not to pro
ceed with production of the B-1, were based on the conclusion that 
aircraft carrying modem cruise missiles will better assure the effective
ness of the bomber component of U.S. strategic forces in the 1980s.

I have always believed it important that the United States have an 
effective force of manned aircraft. I  continue to believe that. Bombers

’ Dept, of Defense transcript.
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have a unique combination of desirable qualities. They can be recalled. 
They can deliver weapons accurately. And they present a different 
kind of planning problem to the Soviet Unioai than do ICBMs or 
SLBMs. This is so both in terms of what the Soviets would have to do 
to attack aircraft before launch, and what they would need in order to 
defend against them at the target end. B-52 bombers or other aircraft 
carrying modem cruise missiles present the Soviets with extreme de
fensive problems.

I have, as you know, studied these issues for many years. Last year I  
did so again, and at that time it seemed to me that the arguments for 
the B-1 had some plausibility. However, when I took office—and I 
made this clear in my testimony before confirmation before the Con
gress and also in my early testimony on the FY 78 budget—I under
took to reexamine the problem in the light of the current strategic and 
technical situation.

Having done so, I concluded that on the basis of new design features 
resulting from progress in cruise missile technology and in th  ̂light of 
proven test results, the assurance of successful operation of the cruise 
missile against future Soviet defenses is now very high. I  further con̂  
eluded that on balance, although either the B-1 or the combination of 
cruise missiles with B-52s or other aircraft would be effective, the 
cruise missile options offer more certainty of high effectiveness. Each 
such aircraft can launch many missiles, with great accuracy, at differ
ent targets in the Soviet Union, from a distance of many himdreds of 
miles. Each produces many small targets for Soviet air defenses to 
contend with. To the extent B -ls  would have provided additional 
warhead-carrying capacity to the force, that can come instead from 
new cruise missile launchers in addition to the B-52s.

The decision was thus not simply whether to do without a single 
weapon system. Rather, it was a choice between two modem weapon 
systems, and a decision to proceed with the more effective one.

Moreover, the craise missile option is less expensive. Putting cruise 
missiles on B-52 launching platforms can take place as early as the 
beginning of the 1980s— t̂he same time frame as had been planned for 
the B-1 deployment. And some modernized B-52s can continue in the 
penetrating bomber role.

Fundamentally, the choice of aircraft and armament combinations 
depends on estimates of how each would survive a preemptive attack 
by the Soviet Union, and how able each would be to penetrate Soviet 
air defenses to targets in the Soviet Union. Assessing that Soviet de
fense posture involves judgment, sometimes difficult ones, because we 
are dealing with a defense of ten, fifteen, or even twenty years from 
now, with characteristics that we can now only estimate.

Both the B-1 and the cruise missile offer high assurance of surviv
ability and penetration. But the President and I are convinced that 
the cruise missile will provide more certainty for our defense.
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Beyond that, the fact that the cost of cruise missile platforms will 
be substantially less than would have been the cost of the B-1 is an 
important plus. That saving will enable us to devote more of our re
sources to other vital needs, including those of our conventional forces. 
We are examining now, and I shall recommend to the President for 
transmission to the Congress shortly after it returns, a budget amend
ment for Fiscal Year 1978 that will provide funding for cruise missile 
production and examination of additional cruise missile lamiching 
aircraft.

Final Declaration of the Review Conference of the Parties to the 
Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the 
Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof, 
July 1, 1977"

P r e a m b l e

The States Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplace
ment of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on 
the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof  ̂which 
met in Geneva in June 1977 in accordance with the provisions of 
Article V II to review the operation of the Treaty with a view to assur
ing that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Treaty 
are being realized:

Recognizing the continuing importance of the Treaty and its 
objectives.

Affirming their belief that universal adherence to the Treaty would 
enhance international peace and security.

Recognizing that an arms race in nuclear weapons or any other types 
of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed would present a grave 
threat to international security,

Recognizing also the importance of continuing negotiations concern
ing further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of 
an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.

Considering that the continuation of the trend towards a relaxation 
of tension in international relations provides a favourable climate in 
which more significant progress can be made towards the cessation of 
the arms race,

Reaifirming their conviction that the Treaty constitutes a step 
towards the exclusion of the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil 
thereof from the arms race.

’ SBT/CONF/25/II. The declaration was adopted by consensus.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971y pp. 7-11.
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Em'phaslzing the coiimion interest of mankind in the progress of the 
exploration and use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor for jDeaceful 
purposes,

Recognizing that the natural resources of the sea-bed and ocean floor 
beyond the limits of national jurisdiction, will have an increasing role 
in assuring the economic progress of States, particularly of developing 
countries, and recalling in this connexion General Assembly resolution 
2749 (XXV)

Appealing to States to refrain from any action which might lead to> 
the extension of the arms race to the sea-bed and ocean floor, and might 
impede the exploration and exploitation by States of the natural re
sources of the sea-bed and ocean floor for their economic development,

Aifirming that no measures which may be decided upon in the con
text of international negotiations on the Law of the Sea will affect the 
rights and obligations assumed by the States Parties under this Treaty,

Declare as follows

P u r p o s e s

The States Parties to the Treaty reaffirm their strong conmion inter
est in avoiding an arms race on the sea-bed in nuclear weapons or any 
other types of weapons of mass destruction. They reaffirm their strong 
support for the Treaty, their continued dedication to its principles and 
objectives and their commitment to implement effectively its 
provisions.

A r t ic l e  I

The review undertaken by the Conference confirms that the obliga
tions assumed under Article I of the Treaty have been faithfully ob
served by the States Parties. The Conference is convinced that the con
tinued observance of this Article remains essential to the objective 
which all States Parties share of avoiding an arms race in nuclear 
weapons or any other type of weapons of mass destruction on the 
sea-bed.

A r t ic l e  II

The Conference reaffirms its support for the provisions of Article II 
which define the zone covered by the Treaty.

A r t ic l e  III

The Conference notes with satisfaction that no State Party has 
found it necessary to invoke the provisions of Article III, paragraphs 
2,3,4 and 5 dealing with international complaints and verification pro
cedures. The Conference considers that the provisions for consultation 
and co-operation contained in paragraphs 2, 3 and 5 include the right 
of interested States Parties to agree to resort to various international

m o ,  pp. 698-701. 
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consultative procedures, such as ad hoc consultative groups of experts 
and other procedures.

The Conference reaffirms in the framework of Article III  and 
Article IV that nothing in the verification provisions of this Treaty 
should be interpreted as affecting or limiting, and notes with satisfac
tion that nothing in these provisions has been identified as affecting 
or limiting, the rights of States Parties recognized under international 
law and consistent with their obligations under the Treaty, including 
the freedom of the high seas and the rights of coastal States.

The Conference reaffirms that States Parties should exercise their 
rights under Article III with due regard for the sovereign rights of 
coastal States as recognized under international law.

A r t ic l e  IV

The Conference notes the importance of Article IV  which provides 
that nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or 
prejudicing the position of any State Party with respect to existing 
international conventions, including the 1958 Convention on the Terri
torial Sea and Contiguous Zone,  ̂ or with respect to rights or claims 
which such State Party may assert, or with respect to recognition or 
non-recognition of rights or claims asserted by any other State, related 
to waters off its coast, including, inter aliâ  territorial seas and con
tiguous zones, or to the sea-bed and the ocean floor, including conti
nental shelves. The Conference also noted that obligations assumed by 
States Parties to the Treaty arising from other international instru
ments continue to apply. The Conference agrees that the zone covered 
by the Treaty reflects the right balance between the need to prevent an 
arms race in nuclear weapons and any other types of weapons of mass 
destruction on the sea-bed and the right of States to control verification 
activities close to their own coasts.

A rticle V

The Conference affirms the commitment undertaken in Article V 
to continue negotiations in good faith concerning further measures in 
the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea
bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof. To this end, the Conference 
requests that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in con
sultation with the States Parties to the Treaty, taking into account the 
proposals made during this Conference and any relevant technological 
developments, proceed promptly with consideration of further meas
ures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on 
the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.

A rtigle VI

The Conference notes that over the five years of the operation of the 
Treaty no State Party proposed any amendments to this Treaty ac
cording to the procedure laid down in this Article.

• 15 UST 1606; TIAS 5639; 516 UNTS 205.
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A r t ic l e  VII

The Conforeaice notes with satisfaction the spirit of co-operation in 
which the Review Conference was held.

The Conference takes note of the fact that no information has been 
presented to it indicating that major technological developments have 
taken place since 1972 which affect the operation of the Treaty. The 
Conference, nevertheless, recognizes the need to keep such develop
ments under continuing review and invites the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament, in consultation with the States Parties to the 
Treaty, to consider establishing an ad hoc expert group under its aus
pices for this purpose. Such a group might facilitate the implementa
tion of the purposes stated in the section dealing with Article V. It 
might also contribute to the orderly preparation of the next Eeview 
Conference.

In order further to facilitate the dissemination of information rele
vant to the Treaty to States for their assessment, the Conference in
vites the Secretary-General of the United Nations to collect such in
formation from officially available sources and publish it in the United 
Nations Yearbook on Disarmament.

The Conference, recognizing the importance of the review mecha
nism provided in Article VII, decides that a further review conference 
should be held in Geneva in 1982 unless a majority of the States Par
ties indicate to the Depositaries that they wish it to be postponed. In 
any case a further review conference shall be convened not later than 
1984. The next conference shall determine in accordance with the 
views of a majority of those States Parties attending whether and 
when an additional review conference shaU be convened.

A r t ic l e  V III

\ h e  Conference notes with satisfaction that no State Party has 
exercised its rights to withdraw from the Treaty under Article VIII.

A r t ic l e  IX

The Conference reaffirms its conviction that nothing in the Treaty 
affects the obligations assumed by States Parties to the Treaty under 
international instruments establishing zones free from nuclear wea
pons.

A r t ic l e  X

The Conference stresses that the five years that have elapsed since 
the date of entry of the Treaty into force have demonstrated its effec
tiveness. At the same time the Conference notes with concern that the 
Treaty has not yet achieved universal acceptance. Therefore the Con
ference calls upon the States that have not yet become Parties particu
larly those possessing nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons 
of mass destruction, to do so at the earliest possible date. Such adher
ence would be a significant contribution to international confidence.
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Revised Swedish Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Test 
Explosions in All Environments Submitteed to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, Ju!y 5, 1977 ^

The States Paities to this Treaty,
Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest pos

sible date the cessation of the nuclear arms race and to 
undertake effective measures towards nuclear disarma
ment.

Urging the co-operation of all States in the attainment 
of this objective.

Have agreed as follows:

A r t ic l e  I

1. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes not to carry 
out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any explosion 
of other nuclear devices, in any environment.

2. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes, furthermore, 
to refrain from causing, encouraging, assisting or in any 
way participating in the carrying out of any nuclear 
weapon test explosion or of any explosion of other nu
clear devices.

3. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to take any 
measures it considers necessary in accordance with its 
constitutional process to prohibit and prevent any ac
tivity in violation of the provisions of the Treaty any
where under its jurisdiction or control.

4. As regards the period ending o n ------------------ the
provisions of Protocol I annexed to this Treaty shall i>e 
applicable to the Governments of the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics.

A r t ic l e  II

The provisions of Article I of tliis Treaty do not apply 
to those nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes which 
might be carried out under international supervision and 
control and which take place in conformity with Proto
col II annexed to this Treat}\

A r t ic l e  III

1. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate 
in good faith to ensure the full observance and imple
mentation of this Treaty.

(Optional 
provision for 
a transitional 
arrangement^ 
if needed—  
another alter
native is fonnd 
In Article VII, 
para. 4.)^

GCD/526/Rev. 1, The original draft treaty was submitted on Mar. 1 (aw#e, 
pp. 112-115).

“ This is incorrect. The reference .should b-e to Article YIII, para. 4.
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2. For the purpose set forth in this Article, the Parties 
to the Treaty shall engage the services of a consultative 
committee. The depositary shall either on his own initia
tive or within one month of the receipt of a request from 
any Party convene the committee. Any Party may ap
point a representative to this committee whose functions 
and rules of procedures are set out in Protocol III an
nexed to this Treaty.

A rticle I V

1. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate 
in good faith in an effective international exchange of 
seismological data in order to facilitate the detection, 
identification and location of underground events. The 
arrangements for technical supervision of the compli
ance with this Treaty are laid down in Protocol IV  
annexed to this Treaty.

2. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to consult one 
another and to co-operate in good faith for the clarifica
tion of all events pertaining to the subject matter of this 
Treaty. In accordance with this provision, each Party to 
the Treaty is entitled:

(a) to make inquiries and to receive information as a 
result of such inquiries,

(b) to invite inspection on its territory or territory 
under its jurisdiction, such inspection to be carried out 
in the manner prescribed by the inviting Party,

(c) to make proposals, if it deems the information 
available or made available to it under all or any of the 
preceding provisions inadequate, as to suitable methods 
of clarification.

3. I f after consultation and co-operation pursuant to 
this Article there remains a serious question concerning 
the fulfilment of the obligations assumed under this 
Treaty, a Party may, in accordance with the provisions 
of the Charter of the United Nations, bring the matter 
to the attention of the Security Council and to other 
Parties to the Treaty.

A rticle V

The protocols annexed to this Treaty constitute an in
tegral part of the Treaty.

A rticle V I

Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. 
Amendments shall enter into force for each Party ac
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(Optional 
proYision for 
a transitional 
arrangement-* 
If needed—  
another alter
native is found 
in Article I, 
para. 4.)

cepting the amendments upon their acceptance by a ma
jority of the Parties to the Treaty and thereafter for 
each remaining Party on the date of ax ĉeptance by it.

A r t ic le  V II

Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a 
conference of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in 
Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of 
this Treaty with a view to assuring that the purposes and 
the provisions of the Treaty are being realized. The re
view conference shall determine in accordance with the 
views of a majority of those Parties attending whether 
and when additional review conferences shall be 
convened.

ARTICIiE V III

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. 
Any State which does not sign the 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 Sig
natory States. Instruments of ratification and instruments 
of accession shall be deposited with the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations, who shall be the Depositary of 
this Treaty.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit 
with the Depositary of instruments of ratification by x 
Governments including the Governments of the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics.

4. Pending the entry into force of this Treaty the Gov
ernments of the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Eepublics undertake to apply the 
provisions of Protocol I as from the date on which this 
Treaty has been signed by these two Governments, (fol
lowing subparagraphs would be renumbered accordingly 
if the above provision were to be inserted)

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification 
or accession are deposited after 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 shall promptly inform all signatory 
and acceding States of the date of each signature, the 
date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or of 
accession and the date of the entry into force of this 
Treaty and of any amendments thereto, any notice of 
withdrawal, as well as of the receipt of other notices. He 
shall also inform the Security Coimcil of the United 
Nations of any notice of withdrawal.
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6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary 
in accordance with Article 102 of the Charter of the 
United Nations.

A rtic le  IX

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration. Each Party 
shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right 
to withdraw from the Treaty, if it decides that extraor
dinary 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 the 
Depositary three months in advance. Such notice shall 
include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards 
as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

A rticle  X

If this Treaty has not been adhered to by all nuclear- 
weapon States x years after its entry into force, each 
Party shall by giving notice to the Depositary have the 
right to withdraw from the Treaty with immediate effect.

A r tic le  X I

This Treaty, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, 
French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authen
tic, shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations who shall send certified copies thereof 
to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States.

In w it n e s s  w h e r e o f , the undersigned, duly authorized 
thereto, have signed this Treaty.

D o n e  a t__________________ on_________ -________ _

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive 
Test Ban, July 5,1977 ^

• • • • • . .

In the opinion of the Swedish delegation, and I believe that our 
assessment is shared by most delegations in this room, the most 
urgent problem at hand is the comprehensive test ban (CTB). I wish 
to repeat that the CTB should of course not be seen as an isolated 
measure. It has been said before that a CTB acquires its full signifi
cance only in combination with other measures. The CTB remains 
however a vital objective as an important step in a process leading 
to nuclear disarmament. The two major nuclear Powers must take

* CCD/PV.750, pp. 1^27.
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the lead in this process and thus demonstrate that they take seriously 
their solemn pledges 'and commitments.

I would now like, again, to draw the attention of the CCD to the 
possibilities of achieving soon a draft agreement on a CTB. During 
the spring session, several delegations addressed themselves to this 
issue in formal and informal meetings of the CCD. We were pleased 
to receive several comments with regard to the draft treaty, tabled 
by the Swedish delegation on 3 March.^

We regard the Swedish draft as one of several contributions aimed 
at removing the obstacles which have so far prevented agreement on 
;a CTB. It is a promising sign that the beg'inning of a serious exchange 
of views did take place during the spring session. But there is little 
that can be done to secure a wide adherence to a CTB if the trilateral 
talks between the Soviet Union, the United States and the United 
Kingdom are not transformed soon into broad multilateral negotia
tions. The Swedish delegation joins those who urge these three States 
to make all efforts to mobilize the political will necessary to initiate 
the long overdue CTB negotiation within the CCD in the near future. 
We for our part remain confident that the improved atmosphere, 
which characterized the opening of the spring session, will prevail 
and that there is really a basis to hope for results, so eagerly expected 
by the international community.

We take this view in spite of recent articles in professional journals 
by certa;in well-placed technical experts arguing against a CTB, 
which seem to run counter to the commitment by all, and I repeat 
all̂  Governments represented in the CCD to work for the goal of 
nuclear disarmament. The arguments advanced deal, inter aliâ  with 
restrictions on further nuclear weapons developments, with an alleged 
decrease in the reliability of such weapons in existing stockpiles 'and 
with the assumption of an increased vulnerability against technologi
cal break-throughs of potential adversaries. These arguments provide 
us in very succinct form with eloquent proof of the urgent need for 
■a CTB, in order to initiate the process of genuine nuclear disarma
ment.

In this spirit, I would like now to offer a few comments on some 
of the questions and suggestions put forward during the spring ses
sion in relation to the Swedish draft treaty.

In article I, the scope of the prohibition is proposed to be all- 
embracing, i.e., it prohibits any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any 
explosion of other nuclear devices, in any environment. We have 
reached the conclusion that wide adherence to a CTB might best be 
facilitated by negotiating one single independent and comprehensive 
legal instrument. As regards the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963.̂  
we find it self-evident that that Treaty should remain in force.

It should further be noted that the prohibition in article I also 
covers nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes (PNE). We firmly

* See ante, pp. 112-115.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1963, pp. 291-293.



THORSSON STATEMENT, JULY 5 407

believe that a possible interest in carrying out PNEs must yield to 
the urgency of achieving a CTB. The prospect that PNEs might 
some day prove useful should not in any case be used as an excuse for 
preventing a total ban on all nuclear tests.

These general considerations do not contradict article II, which 
opens a possibility for PNEs under cei-tain conditions. This provision 
has been included, inter aliâ  in view of existing international obli
gations in this area adhered to by, among others, all three nuclear- 
weapon States members of the CCD. In our view PNE projects should 
only be allowed when they are of overriding national or international 
importance. Furthermore, a party requesting a PNE, be it a nuclear 
or a non-nuclear-weapon State, would be obliged to submit the 
project to strict international supervision and control according to 
procedures agreed upon by the paities to the ti*eaty. I also wish to 
make clear that such projects should not be carried out if no satis
factory procedures can be devised in order to ensure that the execu
tion of PNE projects does not yield any infoi'mation of real signifi
cance for nuclear weapons maintenance and development either for 
nuclear or for non-nuclear-weapon States.

For the sake of clarity I wish to confirm that when drafting article
II we of course have had only PNEs carried out underground in 
mind. We would be quite prepared to restrict article II explicitly to 
such explosions. Any exception in the context of a CTB should thus 
exclusively relate to underground explosions. We also take it for 
granted that in such an eventuality, the PNEs would be carried out 
under special arrangements by a nuclear-weapon State.

In our opinion, there is no particular urgency in terminating nego
tiations on the details of procedures concerning possible exceptions 
for PNEs to be included in a Protocol II annexed to the treaty. If  
considered necessary for legal and other reasons, the text of article II  
could be modified in order to make it clear that a total prohibition 
against all nuclear tests would be in force as long as no special pro
cedures relating to PNEs have been agreed upon.

With regard to article III, let me first say that the verification 
procedures we have in mind only relate to underground events. This 
has been spelled out in paragraph 2 dealing with the proposed inter
national exchange of seismological data. We would of course have no 
problems in clarifying this point also in other paragraphs of 
article III.^

The main part of a verification system under a CTB should consist 
of an effective international exchange of seismological data from a 
global network of seismological stations. Such a system would have 
essentially two functions—i.e. to deter a potential violator and to 
counteract unfounded suspicions.

The final assessment of all data relevant to the monitoring of a 
CTB should be made by the individual States parties to the treaty.

' These references to article II I  relate to article I I I  in the draft treaty sub
mitted Mar. 1 (see p. 113), and relates also to article IV in the draft treaty 
submitted July 5 (supra, p. 403).
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The international seismic data exchange system would facilitate such 
national assessment by providing ad,equate data from the proposed 
global network of seismological stations. The services of one or several 
data centres would be needed to facilitate, especially for smaller coun
tries, the interpretation of the great amount of seismic data that will 
flow from such a network.

It is obvious that the implementation of the proposed formula on 
verijBcation by challenge must be a matter for further negotiations. 
We do not exclude that, as a result of such negotiations, the treaty 
provisions in question will be formulated in more precise terms than 
has been done in the Swedish draft.

For a number of years the methods for seismological identification, 
if properly employed, have in our view been efficient enough to catch 
explosions in order to provide an effective deterrent against cheating 
and, to avoid nearly all false alarms about earthquakes. Together these 
capabilities make it possible to establish a politically adequate moni
toring system without recourse to obligatory on-site inspections.

At the same time, on-site inspections could be useful in cases where 
the signatures of earthquakes appear as extremely explosion-like. Such 
cases would be rather rare but nevertheless politically quite important. 
The inquiring party would be interested to find a way to avoid making 
unfounded accusations and the “host” party would feel a need to free 
itself from the prospect of becoming the target of unfounded accusa
tions. For these purposes it would be sufficient to have a provision in 
the treaty for inspections by invitation.

The modalities of such inspections would of course determine their 
usefulness. One obvious conclusion is that these modalities should, be 
directed more towards the inspection of earthquakes than at the 
inspection of explosions.

In this connexion, it would be of great value if, in the course of the 
negotiations which we presume will start soon, we could receive clari
fication as to the interesting statement in the memorandum of the 
Soviet Union last autumn indicating a willingness to discuss methods 
of ascertaining on-site the relevant circumstances of a seismic event in 
addition to relying on international co-operation based on national 
means of verification. Also it would be of value to hear an elaboration 
in clear terms of what is meant by “adequate verification”, an expres
sion which has often been used on the United States side.

I now come to the consultative committee proposed in article III, 
paragraph 4.®

First, it has occurred to us after hearing comments by delegations 
that there might be a merit in making the mandate of the consiStative 
committee broad enough to cover all questions relevant to the function
ing and implementation of the treaty. Therefore, it might be more 
appropriate to insert a new article in the draft. That article could 
consist of two paragraphs. I  have in mind first paragraph 1 of the 
former article III, which reads: “Each Party to this Treaty under
takes to co-operate in good faith to ensure the full observance and

® This refers to the Mar. 1 draft (ante, p. 113). In  the July 5 draft, i t  is article 
III, para. 2 (supra, p. 403).
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implementation of this Treaty”. Then a paragraph 2 would follow^ 
which would be a reproduction of the text of paragraph 4 of the 
former article III dealing with the consultative committee. The rest 
of the paragraphs of that article, as well as the following articles of 
the draft treaty, would then be renumbered accordingly. A revised 
version of our working paper (CCD/526) containing the text of the 
draft treaty in its new form will be issued shortly by the Secretariat.®

As to the mandate of the consultative committee, my delegation 
plans to initiate informal consultations with interested delegations 
in the coming days with the aim of putting forward a concrete proposal 
in the course of the summer session.

In our preliminary thinking, we have in mind an advisory body 
which would be the main instrument of the parties for consultations 
in all matters relating to the functioning and implementation of the 
treaty. The main purpose of the work of the committee should be to 
inspire confidence in the effectiveness of the treaty and to increase its 
viability. It would therefore seem natural if the committee would 
meet with some periodicity.

The committee should consider questions concerning compliance 
with the obligations assumed mider the treaty. It should also consider 
proposals for further increasing the viability of the treaty, including 
the preparation of the review conference foreseen in article VI of the 
draft treaty.

Finally, we expect that the committee would be given a consultative 
function also with respect to the possible desirability of the carrying 
out of PNEs.

In our opinion the committee would be open to all parties to the 
treaty. The depositary, i.e. the Secretary-General of the United Na
tions, or his representative would be the chairman. It would also seem 
appropriate that the secretary is an official of the United Nations 
Secretariat. The committee should be convened by the depositary either 
on his own initiative or on the request of a party to the treaty.

Decisions of the committee should, it seems to us, be taken on a 
consensus basis. At the same time a procedure should be found to 
enable all points of view to be properly recorded in the reports of the 
conmiittee which should be distribute to the parties of the treaty 
after each meeting.

Satisfactory arrangements must be worked out for ensuring a close 
liaison between the work of the committee and the international system 
for exchange of seismological data to be set up. Provisions in this 
respect should be included in the proposed protocol concerning ar
rangements for technical supervision of the compliance with the 
treaty. The principle, embodied in the Swedish draft, concerning the 
right to receive information as a result of inquiries on events pertain
ing to the subject matter of the treaty, should be laid down in the 
proposed protocol on the functions and rules of procedures of the

® Supra.
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committee. The question ^vhether the committee should have a role 
with regard to possible on-site inspections should be left for further 
negotiations.

Our ideas concerning possible transitional arrangements have pro
voked several questions. Let me first state the obvious. I f  the super- 
Powers take the political decision to refrain from nuclear weapon  ̂
tests immediately, then no such arrangements would be necessary. If,, 
on the other hand, it appears that conditions regrettably do not exist 
for such a course of action but that there still is a basis for an agree
ment, then one can think of introducing some kind of transitional 
arrangements. Two technical solutions in this regard are proposed in 
the Swedish draft (article I, paragraph 4 and former article VII, 
paragraph 4). For the sake of clarity, it might be useful to re]peat 
what I said about these proposals in my statement on 3 March.^

In response to a specific question, I also wish to state that the idea 
of a transitional arrangement would be to find a procedure for the 
quickest possible termination of test activities and not to open the door 
for further rounds of nuclear weapons testing by the super-Powersi-

I would like to repeat that the two leading nuclear Powers must start 
the process toward a CTB. If a CTB agreement is to receive broad’ 
support, their bilateral dialogue with the recent participation by the' 
United Kingdom must as soon as possible this summer be transformed^ 
into concrete multilateral negotiations in the GCD.

At the same time, it is in the long term perspective fundamental that: 
all nuclear-weapon States become parties to a CTB treaty. We have 
included in our draft a provision (former article IX ) according to 
which a party can withdraw from the treaty, if all nuclear-weapon 
States have not adhered to it within a specified period of time. The 
length of such a time period must of course be a matter for negotia
tions. Let me only make the point here that such a period must not be 
too short in order not to jeopardize the unlimited duration of the 
treaty.

Former article IX  is specifically linked with the political question- 
of the adherence of all nuclear-weapon States to the treaty. Former 
article VIII is intended to deal more generally with the matter of with
drawal from the treaty in conformity with usual practice as regards 
international agreements in the field of disarmament.

Mr. Chairman, I do feel that at this moment I have to add something 
on a more general note, something to which the Swedish Government 
attaches a considerable amount of importance.

Let me first repeat what I have said many times, today and earlier- 
this year, with particular address to the nuclear-weapon States mem
bers of the CCD: we recognize your obvious need to conduct prelimi
nary bi- or trilateral talks on a CTBT, but we expect thor.o to be trans
formed into concrete multilateral negotiations to start early this sum

Ante, p. 117.
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mer. The reasons for this claim are obvious: the effects of a CTB will 
be beneficial to the whole of mankind, the effects of a continuing ab
sence of a CTB is correspondingly deleterious for all of us. We are all 
deeply involved parties to what the nuclear-weapon States will be able 
to achieve in this respect. We therefore consider it reasonable to expect 
results from the multilateral negotiations in terms of a negotiated 
treaty text in time for the 1978 special session of the United. Nations 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. And, I repejat, given 
ênough political will, it would not be difficult to find the appropriate 

;structure of a draft CTB treaty.
I would like to remind all of us that a CTB, as an introduction to 

nuclear disarmament, is exactly what the nuclear-weapon States mem
bers of the CCD have solemnly pledged to strive at, as parties to the 
PTBT of 1963 as well as to the NPT of 1968.

Time has now come for the test of the credibility of those volun
tarily entered into formal treaties.

"IVliat are the alternatives?
In my view we have a period of grace until 1980, when the second 

NPT Review Conference will convene, to start a world movement to
wards genuine nuclear disarmament. I f this does not take place, the 
non-proliferation regime is in very serious danger. The nuclear arms 
race will continue, the risks for horizontal proliferation and a nuclear 
war will be seriously increased. The responsibility for such a cata
strophic development lies heavily with those who still raise obstacles 

. against a CTB, now seemingly within reach.
From what we have heard and read these last few months it seems 

obvious that the qualitative and quantitative arms race between the 
two power blocs continues at an accelerated speed and has now reached 
unimaginable heights. Beside its deadly risks for all of us, it must be 
said, emphatically, that if the world community allows this phenome
non to remain with us, there is, as I said, no prospect of stopping the 
increased risk of horizontal nuclear arms proliferation. A comprehen
sive test ban treaty is an early but effective step in the right direction. 
It must now be achieved.

Mr. Chairman, before she left her office, my predecessor Mrs. Myrdal 
characterized the age in which we are living as the new barbarism. This 
was almost five years ago. There is unfortunately reason to say that the 
results of all our efforts since then are so negligible; that the phrase is 
still a most relevant one. We have accepted only too easily to have been 
made the prisoners of a mercilessly automatic system ruling the world 
in the field of armaments, and we must start liberating ourselves now.

’ The CCD must be used efficiently and effectively for this purpose. That 
is what people everywhere now request us to do.
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Report of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects 
of Atomic Radiation [Extract], July S, 1977^

6. Nuclear explosions ^

90. Since the publication of the Committee’s 1972 report,  ̂ several 
nuclear tests have taken place, including 20 atmospheric tests, six of 
which were in the northern hemisphere and 14 in the southern hemi
sphere. The Committe’s 1972 report contained estimates of dose com
mitments to populations from all atmospheric tests up to the end of 
1970. In the present report, the Committee has evaluated dose commit
ments from atmospheric tests up to the end of 1975. From increases in 
the world inventory of strontium-90 and caesium-137, the Committee 
estimates that dose commitments in the northern and southern hemi
sphere have increased by about 2 and 6 per cent, respectively, owing to 
tests carried out from 1971 through 1975.

91. The total global dose commitment from all nuclear explosions 
carried out before 1976 ranges from about 100 mrad (in the gonads) to 
about 200 mrad (in bone-lining cells). In the northern temperate zone 
the values are about 50 per cent higher, and in the southern temperate 
zone about 50 per cent lower, than these estimates. External exposures 
contributed by caesium-137 and short-lived gamma-emitting nuclides 
account for about 70 mrad of the global dose commitment for all tis
sues. Internal exposures are dominated by contributions from the 
long-lived nuclides caesium-137 and strontium-90 (in the skeleton). 
Their half-lives of about 30 years will determine the length of time 
over which the doses will be delivered. The more short-lived ruthe
nium-106 and cerium-144 are significant contributors to the exposure 
of the lung.

92. As in the case of the nuclear power industry, carbon-14 gives the 
highest dose commitments. Its contribution is about 120 mrad for the 
gonads and the lung and 450 mrad for the bone-lining cells and the red 
bone marrow. These doses will be delivered over a period of many 
thousand years. For reasons given in paragraph 86, they are not in
cluded in the estimate of the dose conmiitment of the previous para
graph.

93. The total global collective dose commitment in different tissues 
from nuclear test explosions is 4 10® to 8 10® man rad if  the carbon-14 
contribution is not included, and this commitment is equivalent to be-

 ̂General Assembly OMcial Records: Thirty-second Session, Supplement No. M 
(A/32/40), p. 24.

* This excerpt is siibsec. 5 of sec. B. (“Sources of human radiation exposures”) 
of ch. I l l  {Radiation Sources and Exposures to Radiation). The subject of the 
subsec. is treated in detail in annex C (“Radio-active contamination due to nu
clear explosions”).

® See General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supplement 
No. 25 (A/8725).
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tween 16 and 24 months of exposure of these tissues to radiation from 
normal natural sources. I f the carbon-14 contribution is included, the 
collective dose commitment is twice as high.

94. Short-lived iodine-131 is an important contribaitor to the ex
posure of the thyroid for a few weeks after nuclear explosions. The 
highest doses are incurred by infants in some popukttions consuming 
fresh milk, and annual thyroid doses from a few mrad to about 200 
mrad have been estimated since 1972 for those periods with atmos
pheric nuclear tests. The thyroid dose in adults is about one tenth of 
that in infants.

Statement by ACDA Director Warnke Before a Subcommittee of 
the Joint Economic Committee of the Congress: Economic 
Effects of Arms Control Agreements on the Soviet Union, 
July 6, 1977"

Mr. C h a ir m a n , I am grateful for this opportimity to discuss with 
the Committee our understanding of Soviet economic conditions and 
the economic effects of U.S.-Soviet arms control agreements. Let me 
stress at the outset that with regard to information about the Soviet 
political economy, ACDA is a user agency— ŵe do not generate infor
mation—and we depend on other agencies such as the Central Intelli
gence Agency, the Defense Intelligence Agency and the Department 
of State for the basic analyses. Nevertheless, because questions con
cerning the allocation of resources in the Soviet Union have a bearing 
on ACDA’s work, we do have a special interest in this information.

I  would like to treat the first two subjects set forth in your letter 
inviting me to testify in rather general terms and then try to give you 
a more complete answer to the third.

Your first question concerns the extent of U.S. knowledge about the 
Soviet political economy. While we know a good deal about this sub
ject, the gaps in our knowledge are such that we cannot draw definitive 
conclusions.

In the past there have been differing opinions about resource alloca
tions between the defense and the civilian sectors of the Soviet econ
omy. Uncertainties within the U.S. Executive Branch concerned the 
level and terms of military expenditures, that is, the percentage of 
Soviet GNP allocated to military use and interpretations of what that 
did or did not imply about Soviet intentions. The burden of defense 
expenditures now appears to be much heavier than we had thought 
earlier. Estimates of the military share of Soviet GNP have been 
raised from about 6 to approximately 12 percent, with some estimates

^Allocation of Resources in the Soviet Union an^ Ghinay 1977: Hearings Be- 
fore the 8uJ)coinmittee on Priorities and Economy in Government of the Joint 
Economic Committee, Congress of the United States, Ninety-fifth Congress. First 
Session, pt. 3, pp. 122-125.
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extending it to 15 percent. As Admiral Turner recently pointed out to 
this subcommittee, these revisions apply to estimates of Soviet military 
expenditures in rubles and do not speak to the size of these programs 
relative to U.S. programs.^

A recent statement by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) notes 
that the revisions “serve principally to resolve a paradox that at
tracted the attention of analysts for some years. How could the Soviets 
squeeze such a large defense establishment out of such a small fraction 
of their GNP?” It now appears that we overestimated their efficiency 
and thus underestimated how much of their budget went to defense.

Comparisons of military budgets implicitly assume, as the CBO 
study points out, that expenditures are a way to measure relative mili
tary establishments. However, dollar or ruble figures are only one of a 
number of possible ways by which to compare military forces. Meas
ures of military effectiveness, which include such intangibles as readi
ness, training, morale, and leadership, are essential for such compari
sons. But since expenditures have the property of providing a com
mon measure for all forms of defense goods and services including 
such activities as transfers, training and support, their utility for com
parative purposes is unique—if comparable prices were available for 
the Soviet Union. Unfortunately, they are not, or at least we have only 
partial data.

Moreover, it is important to keep in mind that Soviet and U.S. mili
tary expenditures, however expressed, are not directly com]3arable 
since they relate to different mixes of arms in different security en
vironments. Furthermore, overall military expenditures of different 
countries are not directly linked or interactive since the events that 
drive military budgets are complex and may have more to do with 
conditions that affect the particular nation than what is going on in 
the other country. For example, between 1964 and 1975, the United 
States increased its military forces, participated in the Vietnam War, 
ended its role in that conflict, and went from a largely conscript force 
to a smaller volunteer army. In contrast, the U.S.S.E. significantly ex
panded its own forces, including the development of an ocean-going 
fleet and a large force component in the Soviet Far East directed at 
the Chinese, for reasons rather independent of concurrent U.S. de
velopments.

In addition to uncertainties about Soviet military spending ex
pressed in dollar or ruble terms there is also disagreement about why 
the Soviet forces have increased to their present size and why the 
Soviets continue spending what they apparently do to sustain and 
build the formidable forces that they have. Some are persuaded by the 
observation of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General 
Brown, that “the Soviet historical experience of war, invasion, revo
lution, international intervention and hostility has produced strong 
anxiety concerning national security.” From this view of Eussian his
tory, more is better and bigger is better and the Soviets will sustain 
any sacrifices necessary to overcome what they perceive as relative

373-380.
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weaknesses. From the same data others argue that Soviet purposes are 
essentialty aggressive in nature. Soviet secrecy inspires inevitable dis
tortions in the data we hold and the conclusions we draw from it. Our 
principal task lies in acquiring more and better information so that 
we can make better analyses based on more reliable data.

Data published by the Soviet Union on military spending are im
plausible on their face if taken literally. Brezhnev’s statement at the 
25th party congress in February, 1976 that “the Soviet Union is not 
increasing its military budget” and his later speech in which he added 
that “the Soviet Union is the only great power which does not increase 
its military spending from year to year”  ̂show that what the Soviets 
mean by “military spending” and “military budgets” may be different 
from what we mean by those t^rms. The Soviet statements about 
spending 17.9 billion rubles in 1973, a figure which they claim then 
declined to 17.2 billion by 1977, may have been intended as a response 
to Western concerns about the scope and growth of Soviet military 
programs, but even so the gross figures are virtually impossible to fit 
into our concept of the meaning of defense expenditures.

Soviet reluctance in the United Kations to participate in the current 
attempt to bring some order to the international accounting process 
for military budgets is further evidence of a kind of a secretiveness 
which does not contribute either to American or to international con
fidence. In this connection, we continue to call on them for a more 
responsive posture in the hope of gradually bringing about a climate 
on which thrO'Ugh a gi*eater degree of openness, we are better able to 
interpret what they are doing and compare it with what we are doing 
ourselves.

There are, of course, other things which can be done and should be 
done at home to bring our understanding of the Soviet economy and 
its military component into clearer focus. We can apply more intelli
gence resources to these questions. AVe can fund more academic study 
of the Soviet economy and its defense component and the implications 
of the defense component for our own defense and arms control poli
cies. And we can establish greater interaction and cooperation between 
govemment and academic researchers.

On the second matter you have asked me to address—our assessment 
of the Soviet economy—^Admiral Turner has already dwelled in some 
detail so I won’t go into this matter at great length. I will venture 
some general observations on this subject with particular relevance to 
arms control.

It seems clear that the Soviet economy has been going through a 
lengthy period of gradual deceleration. We are told that the Soviet 
economy will face a number of new problems by the end of this decade 
which are likely to aggravate the chronic resource shortages of the 
past. These include an aggravated labor shortage brought on as a

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 50, 383.
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natural result of decliniiig birthrates and World War II  losses; a 
likely decline in oil and other fuels available for export and a corre
sponding reduction in the ability to pay for goods and technology 
from the West; and finally, the prospect of an end to abnorinally 
favorable weather conditions Avhich may exacerbate agiicultural out
put problems. It remains to be seen whether such problems will in
crease incentives to reduce the military spending burden.

Few dispute that high rates of military expenditures in the Soviet 
Union occur at the expense of other sectors. Some analj'sts question 
how easily some of these resources could be transferred to the civilian 
sector of the economj^ In any case, it is likely that current Soviet 
emphasis on defense expenditures will seriouslj  ̂ affect future growth 
rates, especially if, as seems likely, Soviet investment fjolicies continue 
to stress defense-supporting industries and economic autarlcy in tra
ditional fashion. Nevertheless, it seems clear that the U.S.S.R. will be 
able, if it chooses, to sustam the present (or higher) levels of militarj?' 
expenditure for the foreseeable future. They have, after all, been 
carrjdng a substantial military expenditure burden for some time.

Presumably, a modest civilian growth rate and large defense expen
ditures are a.n acceptabic, familiar pattern to the Soidets and one which 
they can sustain. Clearly  ̂with economic reforais and a shift in priori
ties they could build a better life for their own people, and inspim 
greater conRdence abroad. Yet a dramatic turnaround is unlikely. This 
may be because beatin,<:>' sv/ords into plowshares, even if one is so in
clined, is not an easy or painless process. We ourselves have trouble 
reordering national priorities, or for that matter, defense priorities. 
Inertia is a powerful factor any v\ here. It is doubtless more so for the 
Eussians. Moreover, we see the strategic equation as essentially bi
polar . . . .  The Soviets’ perceptions of their own weaknesses or vul
nerabilities are broader and relate to other countries besides the United 
States.

I do not mean to underestimate a Soviet military buildup I cannot 
fully explain. I am suggesting that wo should not assess the Russians 
entirely by our standards, and that it may be best to vsuspend judgment 
until we have more reliable data wiiile we press ahead with those arms 
control op]3ortunities that exist and that clearly serve our security 
interests.

Concerning the third matter of special interest to this subcommit
tee—the economic impact of arms control agreements—teclinical and 
conceptual difficulties abound and these difficulties are compounded by 
the shortage and unreliability of much relevant data. Ideally, one 
should consider three separate scenarios for each agreement: (1) 
Probable expenditures if no negotiations had occurred; (2) likely 
expenditures if negotiations had taken place but no agreement was 
reached; and (3) estimated expenditures or savings which followed 
the successful conclusion of an arms control agreement. Alternative 
sets of assumptions will yield different results in each case. For it is 
difficult to assess precisely the shift of expenditures within the defense
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budget from an area constrained by arms control measures to areas 
not affected by them. The enhanced sense of security resulting from 
agreements concluded is often left out of economic assessments because 
it is intangible and unmeasurable. The large micertainties in our assess
ments of Soviet military expenditures, particularly in components 
such as R. & D. for which no breakdown is available, preclude high 
confidence in detailed estimates and the use of budgetary measures per 
se as amis contml mechanisms. For such reasons, our judgments about 
the economic effect of arms control measures are approximations at 
best.

Since 1959, the United States and the Soviet Union have entered 
into a number of agTeements, some bilateral and some multilateral. As 
a paramount objective arms control agTeements are intended to serve 
security-related or confidence-building goals. Saving on militaiy ex
penditures is a secondary objective.

The agreement limiting active defenses against ballistic missiles, the 
ABM Treaty of 1972, may have aveited large increases in both U.S. 
and U.S.S.R. military expenditures.^ The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 
1963,® on the other hand, resulted in substantially increased costs be
cause of the acceleration of undergTouiid testing and safeguards asso
ciated with that agreement. And some would argue that many of the 
post-1959 arms control agreements were made possible i^recisely be
cause at the time they were negotiated there were no major ongoing 
military problems involving strong economic interests in the areas 
covered, e.g., space,® the seabed,  ̂ and the Antarctic.^

The ABM Treaty of 1972 limited ABM systems in each country to 
two sites and the Protocol of 1974 subsequently reduced deployment to 
one site.® Based on the assumption that in the absence of the ABM 
Treaty, the United States would have proceeded with at least a 4-site 
ABM deployment, an ACDA sponsored study in 1973 estimated the 
costs averted by the multiple site terminatioias at $6 billion.̂ ® A 1976 
Congressional Budget Office study, wliich assumed a 12-site deploy
ment without an agreement, estimated the savings at $11 billion.^^

However, given the (50-50 Senate vote in. 1969, a plausible case can 
be made that, absent any ABM agreement, the program would have 
been confined to four or two or no sites at all. The Soviets for reasons 
not fully understood here, were not embarked on an extensive or 
expanding ABM system deployment program of their own before or 
dunng the ABM Treaty negotiations. Neither that treaty nor the 
Interim Agreement to Limit Offensive Arms, also signed in 1972,̂ ^

*m d., m 2 ,  pp. 197-201.
1963, pp. 291-293.

^lUd., 1967, pp. 38-43.
1911, pp. 7-11.

® lUd., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
® m d ., 1974, pp. 229-231.
“ General Research Corporation, The EoonomiG Consequences of Salt I: A No- 

tional Assessment, Santa Barbara, Calif., Aug. 1, 1973, AODA/E-224, p. 153.
 ̂SALT and the U,S, Strategic Forces Budget. Background Paper no, 8, June 

23, 1976, pp. ix, 5.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
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can be shown to have affected significantly the expenditures of either 
country on other strategic weapons programs.

Arms control agreements can sometimes cause additional expendi
tures as a result of the negotiations within each government necessary 
to obtain acceptance of the agreement. . . .

The test ban safeguards associated with the 1963 Test Ban Treaty 
j)romised that:

(1) Comprehensive and aggressive underground testing would 
continue;

(2) The national nuclear laboratory facilities and programs would 
be maintained;

(3) Facilities and resources necessary to resume atmospheric test
ing would be maintained in case it should be deemed essential to na
tional security; and

(4) The ability to monitor the terms of the treaty and, to detect 
violations would be improved.^^

The total costs associated with the safeguards provisions rose from 
$609.3 million in 1963 to $745.8 million in 1965 and subsequently fell 
to $680.9 million in 1967.

Verifying compliance with arms control agreements is not without 
cost. Resources may be channeled into verification efforts in anticipa
tion or as a consequence of an agreement. However, while activities 
which produce information required for veriiScation are large items in 
the national security budgets of both the U.S. and the U.S.S.E., the 
additional increment that is attributable specifically to arms control 
agTeements may be marginal in the light of other requirements placed 
on these systems.

Before closing, I would lil̂ e to note the indirect effects of aiTas 
control agreements on expenditures. They can contribute to the gen
eral lessening of suspicions and tensions. Completion of new agree
ments and compliance with past agreements can instill confidence in 
future, mutually beneficial relationships. But the question of causality 
is an open one—one can argue that arms control negotiations and 
agreements are as much a consequence as they are a cause of the general 
political climate.

I f  we assume that SALT I in some way contributed to the easing 
of U.S.-Soviet tensions, increased trade and capital flows between the 
two nations may have been an indirect benefit. It is worth recalling 
that U.S. exports to the Soviet Union increased from $542 million in 
1972 to $2.3 billion in 1976.

Insofar as SALT I can be viewed as a necessary first step or pre
cursor to subsequent anns reductions, the long-term effects may mean

^ Documents on ’Disarmament, 196Sj p. 350.
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reduced (constant dollar) military budgets, or a reduction in rates 
of growth which might occur in the absence of an agreement.

The Administration is committed to achieving a comprehensive test 
ban (CTB). It is, of course, our hope that such an arrangement will 
end many of the public expenditures directly related to the testing 
program. In comparing a CTB with the atmospheric test ban a^-ee- 
ment of 1&63, we can see that some of the safeguard features associated 
with that treaty will no longer be necessary or possible, i.e., the conduct 
of underground tests. Obviously, we would have to have a standby 
program should the Soviets violate or abrogate the agreement, and 
some national nuclear laboratory facilities and resources necessary to 
resume testing would have to be maintained. Furthermore we would 
need to spend more to ensure our ability to monitor the terms of any 
comprehensive treaty and to detect any violation. There would, how
ever, clearly be some savings.

Another area worth citing is the ongoing negotiation of Mutual 
Balanced Force Eeductions in Central Europeu Although a final 
MBFE agreement would presumably result in reduced forces for 
both sides in Europe, there would be a real budgetary savings only if  
the forces withdrawn were disbanded. This is a decision which would 
not be made entirely within the framework of MBFE, but one which 
would have to be taken by the Administration in the light of its assess
ments of our security requirements generally and those of our Allies. 
The Soviets would presumably go through a similar process based on 
their perceptions of their security needs.

Arms control proposals and agreements are intimately related to 
national security and are measures which promote confidence among 
participants. Although we hope for budgetary savings from arms con
trol arrangements, these are usually a secondary goal, and are not al
ways directly perceptible. Weapons systems which may not be built 
or systems whose production is slowed sometimes simply make fmids 
available for other defense purposes. However, to the extent that arms 
control slows the rate of increase in defense expenditures and helps 
bring on a climate which increases trade, the result is a positive 
economic effect even if not a perceptible budgetary saving.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter; Neutron Bombs 
and Other Nuclear Weapons [Extracts], July 12, 1977^

A kms a n d  W e a p o n s

Q. Mr. President, how do you reconcile your decision to go ahead 
with the neutron bomb with your inaugural pledge to eliminate all

 ̂Weekly Gompilation of Presidential Documents, July 18, 1977, pp. 985-987.
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nuclear weapons? Also, why didn’t you know the money was in the 
bill? And three, doesn’t this escalate the arms race? Aiid I have a 
followup. \Laughter\

The President. Well, it’s a very serious question. In the first place, 
I did not know what was in the bill. The enhanced radiation of the 
neutron bomb has been discussed and also has been under development 
for 15 or 20 years. It’s not a new concept at all, not a new weapon.

It does not affect our SALT or strategic weapons negotiations at all. 
It’s strictly designed as a tactical weapon. I think that this would 
give us some flexibility.

I have not yet decided whether to advocate deployment of the neu
tron bomb. I  think the essence of it is that for a given projectile size 
or for a given missile head size, that the destruction that would result 
from the explosion of a neutron bomb is much less than the destruction 
from an equivalent weapon of other types.

The essence of the question is that if the neutron weapon or atomic 
weapon ever should have to be used against enemy forces in occupied 
territory of our allies or ourselves, the destruction would be much less.

Before I make a final decision on the neutron bomb’s deployment, I  
would do a complete impact statement analysis on it, submit this in
formation to the Congress. But I have not yet decided whether to 
approve the neutron bomb. I do thinlv it ought to be one of our options, 
however.

Q, Mr. President, if  you decided to go ahead, would you renounce 
the first use of the bomb ? For example, you would not use it unless 
there was an oppressive enemy action?

The President, This is something that I  have not yet decided. Of 
course, we hope that we can reach an agreement among all nations in 
the future to forgo the use of all atomic weapons and also to eliminate 
the possession of all nuclear weapons.

There are two distinct classes of weapons. One is the tactical 
weapons which have not been under the purview of discussions with 
the Soviets or others. The other one is the strategic nuclear weapons.

But the definition of under what circumstances we would use such 
atomic weapons has not yet been spelled out publicly. I obviously hope 
that our continuing inclination toward peace, shared. I ’m sure, by the 
Soviets and others, will prevent any use of atomic weapons. They are 
there as a deterrent, however, and the option for their use has to be 
maintained as one of the viable options.

• • • • • • •

A t o m ic  W e a p o n s

Q, Mr. President, may I  go back to the neutron bomb?
The President. Please.

Q, How much do you think there is to the argimient that if  you 
have a cleaner weapon, as you define it, it makes war more possible;
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that it might be used ? And secondly, where do yon stand on that age- 
old question of nuclear weapons in Europe, for instance, as to whether 
if you start using them it wouldn’t automatically escalate to a full- 
scale nuclear war?

The President, I  think one of the concepts that must be avoided is 
an exact description ahead of time of what I as President would do 
under every conceivable circumstance.

The ownership of atomic weapons and their potential use is such a 
horrifying prospect—their use—that it is a deterrent to a major con
frontation between nations who possess atomic weapons.

I believe, that the nation that uses atomic weapons first would be 
under heavy condemnation from the other people of the world, unless 
the circumstances were extremely gross, such as an unwarranted inva
sion into another country.

.But I ’m eager to work with the Soviet Union, with China, with 
Fi*ance, with England, on a continuing basis, so that there will never 
be a need for the use of those weapons.

To answer the other part of your question, my guess is—and no one 
would certainly Imow— t̂hat the first use of atomic weapons might very 
well quickly lead to a rapid and uncontrolled escalation in the use of 
even more powerful weapons with possibly a worldwide holocaust 
resulting.

This is a prospect that is sobering to us all, and that’s why the 
Soviets and we and others have worked so hard to try to reach an 
agreement in the prohibition against atomic use.

Q, Sir, could I just follow it up with one question? Doesn’t that 
give you a terrible paradox? Because if we are inferior on the ground 
in Europe with the Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces, if we don’t use 
atomic weapons, can we and our NATO alliance stop a ground 
invasion?

The President. My guess is and my belief is that without the use 
of atomic weapons, we have adequate force strength in NATO to stop 
an invasion from the Warsaw Pact forces.

There is some advantage in the commitment and effectiveness of the 
forces of a defending nation if they are fighting on their own invaded 
territory. And I think this would mean that in a rough balance that 
the invading nations would have to have an overwhelming superior 
force.

We are now putting, as a much greater priority in our budget 
request for defense expenditures, moneys for improving our conven
tional forces in Europe. In years gone by, 15 or 20 years ago, we had 
în overwhelming superiority in nuclear weapons. Now I would say 

we have a roughly equivalent strength in atomic weapons. And so, we 
must ensure that within the bounds of measurtoent that our conven
tional forces are equivalent also. And I don’t acknowledge at all the 
fact that an invasion of the Warsaw Pact nations would be successful 
without the use of atomic weapons.
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Statement by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for 
Security Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye) Before a 
Subcommittee of the House International Relations Com
mittee: Nuclear Exports to South Africa [ExtractI, July 12, 
1977"

Turning to South Africa, the question of our future nuclear rela
tionship with that couintr*y is currently under intensive study. Our 
nuclear relationship with South Africa must take into account our 
global nonproliferation objective. The Administration’s proposed 
legislation is designed to move countries toward NPT adherence or 
acceptance of full-scope safeguards as necessary conditions for the 
future supply of nuclear materials.

Under the Administration’s nonproliferation bill, U.K. 6910, in 
order to continue nuclear exports to South Africa, certain immediate 
criteria would have to be met. These criteria include: a requirement 
for IAEA safeguards, an undertaking not to use transferred material 
for any explosive device, a U.S. retransfer veto, and a U.S. reprocess
ing veto. Other than some ambiguity on the acceptance of our view on 
peaceful nuclear explosions, the current agreement for cooperation 
with South Afriea meets all these conditions.

In addition, the Administration’s bill requires that the President 
institute an iromediate program to renegotiate existing agreements 
for cooperation. The new terms that we would seek are set forth in our 
proposed section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act.  ̂ These include a 
requirement of full-scope safeguards as a continuing condition of U.S. 
supply. We would also incorporate provisions to establish safeguards 
and other controls on non-U.S.-ori^n fuel used in U.S. reactors.

At the same time, our future nuclear relationship with South Africa 
must reflect the spirit of our overall' policy toward South Africa. The 
Administration is very much aware of the regional conflicts in southern 
Africa and the social tensions and violence present in South Africa.

Moreover, it is the President’s policy to seek a progressive transfor
mation of South African society. Vice President Mondale conveyed 
to Prime Minister Vorster during their May talks in Vieima the mes
sage thgtt unless South Africa mdved away from racial’ discrimination 
and toward full political participation for all South Africans, our 
relations would deteriorate. Secretary Vance in a July 1 speech 
reiterated the basic tenets of American policy toward South Africa.^

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 22,1977, pp. 239-241. Mr. Nye spoke before 
the Subcoinmittee on Africa.

* See Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Congress of the United States. Atomic 
Energy Legislation through BĴ th Congress, 2d session, ( J t  Com. prt., 95th Cong., 
1st sess.) , Mar. 1977.

*The text may be found in Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 8, 1977, pp. 
165-170.
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We are keenly aware that U.S. nuclear cooperation with. South 
A f ri<5a has in the past been heavily criticized as constituting support 
for the South Afiican Government and its policies. This is not our 
intention. The pending legislation would tighten our conditions for 
nuclear cooperation with Soutli Africa. A number of specific policy 
decisions need to be made. These decisions must be made in light of 
the fact that South Africa has natural uranium and an unsafe^arded 
pilot enrichment plant. ^Viien nations have advanced capabilities, we 
must be careful not to increase their motivation to ^evelo;p nuclear 
weapons. We believe it essentia! to bring South African ca/pabilities 
and motivations within the intierna t̂ional safeguards system and the 
regime of the Nonproliferation Treaty.^ Wliatever policy choices we 
make, we must focus on our vitai interests in keeping Africa free of 
nuclear weapons.

You have expressed interest in discussing several other related sub
jects. Our responses are as follows:

Legal Bmis for Nuelear Cooperation.

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, has as one of its 
purposes providing for “. . . a program of international coopera
tion . . .  to make available to cooperating nations the benefits of 
peaceful applications of atomic energy as widely as expanding tech
nology and considerations of the common defense and security will per
mit . . . .” ® Section 12B of the act .established procedures and require
ments for agreements for cooperation with other nations.® Pursuant 
to the procedures and requirem.ents of this section, the United States 
and South Africa concluded an Agreement for Cooperation Concern
ing the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy which entered into force in 1957 
and wMch has since been amended in 1962,1967, and 1974. U.S. nuclear 
cooperation with South Africa is undertaken pursuant to this agree
ment for coQperation.’'

Role of D,S» Government

South Africa became an important supplier of uranium to the 
United States beginning in 1953. These shipments continued until 
the early 1960’s when our requirement  ̂for foreign uranium declined. 
In the meantime, the United States embarked on its program of 
peaceful nuclear cooperation beginning in 1955. In pursuance of this 
program, we entered into an agreement for nuclear cooperation with 
South Africa on July 8, 1957. The agreement was similar to those 
entered into with approximately 40 other nations about the same tm e. 
It provided for cooperation in various peacedEul uses of nuclear energy 
under safeguar(is and controls designed to insure that U.S. assistance

* Documents on Disarmamentf 1968, pp. 461-465. 
“42U.S;0. sec. 2013.
«42 U.S.C. sec. 2153.
" 8 UST1367; 13 U ST1812; 18 U ST1671; 25 U ST1158.
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would not be applied to military uses. The initial type of cooperation 
was in the area of research, but eventual cooperation in nuclear power 
was envisioned from the begimiing.

With respect to its U.S.-built research reactor, called Safari-I, the 
United States supplied 104 kilograms of fuel between 1965 and 1975. 
Most of this has been irradiated and returned to the United States. 
A South African request for an additional 26 kilograms of highly 
enriched uranium fuel for this reactor is now under consideration 
withm the Administration. This small reactor (20 megawatts thermal) 
uses highly enriched uranium (93 percent) for engineering tests, 
isotope production, and fuel element development. Our agreement for 
cooperation specifies that the amount of HEU supplied to South Africa 
may not at any one time exceed the quantity necessary for the loading 
of the reactor plus such additional quantities as may be needed for 
the efficient and continuous operation of the reactor. The agreement 
also provided that any reprocessing shall be performed in facilities 
acceptable to the United States and that no materials supplied mider 
the agreement may be transferred out of South Africa unless the 
United States agrees.

The agreement was amended three times—in 1962,1967, and 1974— 
in keeping with our normal practice of extending the terms and scope 
of such agreements, as cooperation proceeded. The 1967 amendment 
specifically provided for cooperation in nuclear power including the 
export of power reactors, but no provision was made in the amend
ment for the export of nuclear fuel in power reactor quantities as 
South Africa had not as yet firmed up the details of its power program. 
By 1974 it reached a decision to build a two-reactor nuclear power 
station at Koeberg, 20 miles north of Cape Town, and the agreement 
was amended to permit the export of the fuel needed for 2,000 ]iIWe 
[megawatts electric] of nuclear power capacity.

This amendment, like the original agreement and earlier amend
ments, was submitted to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy for a 
30-day statutory waiting period. South Africa subsequently signed 
contracts with the Energy Research and Development Administration 
for the supply of, at undetermined future dates, the low-enriched 
uranium needed for the Koeberg power station, currently being built 
under an agreement with the French.

The U.S.-South Africa agreement contains strict safeguards, cur
rently being implemented by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, designed to detecf^and thereby deter—diversion to any mili
tary purpose. In addition, we sent South Africa a note in 1974 making 
it clear that any nuclear explosion, regardless of its stated purpose, 
was prohibited by the agreement.

South Africa exports uranium ore concentrate to a nmnber of 
Western European countries and has also sold uranium to such other 
countries as Taiwan and Israel. South Africa has required application 
of IAEA safeguards to all uranium it has exported and is on record 
as intending to continue that policy.
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In the next decade. South Africa intends to establish a commercial 
uranium enrichment plant and thus to be in a position to export low 
enriched uranium for use as fuel in nuclear power reactors.

South Africa is not engaged ui the export of nuclear technology, 
and we have no indication that it has any plans to do so. Eather, 
it is our understanding that South Africa foresees a role as a supplier 
of “front end” nuclear fuel services for foreign nuclear power 
programs. •

Political Implications %

We are, of course, deeply concerned that South Africa has thus 
far chosen not to adhere to the Nonproliferation Treaty or, at a 
minimum, place its entire nuclear program under IAEA safeguards. 
The Koeberg power station will be safeguarded pursuant to a South 
Africa-France-IAEA trilateral agreement and if U.S.-origin fuel is 
utilized the reactor would be safeguarded pursuant to the U.S.-South 
Africa-IAEA trilateral agreement.® In addition South Africa has 
stated its willingness to enter into discussions with the IAEA regard
ing placing its planned commercial-scale enrichment plant under 
IAEA safeguards. To date there has been no movement on its pilot 
enrichment plant.

U.S. policy is to encourage the widest possible adherence to the 
NPT and, pending adherence, the application of full-scope safeguards. 
Indeed, as I mentioned earlier, this will be a requirement in all new or 
amended agreements for cooperation. With regard to existing agree
ments, such as the one we have with South Africa, we will be entering 
into negotiations with the objective of securing the same conditions, 
including full-scope safeguards, as w^ will require in new agreements. 
In imdertaking any such negotiations with South Africa, we would be 
urging in the most emphatic terms that it adhere to the NPT.

Statement by the British Representative (Ashe) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons Ban 
[Extract!/Jdy  12, 1977"

We are gratified with the response to the draft convention tabled 
by the United Kingdom in the CCD in August 1976 (CCD/512),^ and 
very grateful to all those who have spent so much time studying it and 
for their constructive comments. Inevitably some of the comments 
have revealed the extent of disagreement rather than agreement, 
but we believe that this can still be useful if it makes clear where

® 18 UST 1643; 25 UST 1175.
 ̂CCD/PV. 752, pp. e-11.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1976, pp. 520-525.
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we stand and where particular efforts have to be made to increase 
\inderstanding.

My Govel-mnent believes, firstly, that negotiating a ban on chemical 
weapons is one of the most urgent tasks before the CCD; secondly, 
that since chemical weapons could affect the security of all States, 
everyone has an interest in seeing them baimed. So a convention which 
satisfies the security needs of some States but not of others will be 
unacceptable. We have to have a convention which will increase the 
security of all States everywhere.

The first problem to be overcome is one of scope. On the one hand, 
the more weapons that can be banned, the more threats that can be 
removed, the better it will be. On the other hand, it is also clear that 
the wider the scope of the convention, the greater the overlap may be 
with chemicals produced for peaceful civil purposes and the less abso- 
hite the ban imposed. To take an example, some delegates have sug
gested that the convention should cover defoliants, yet so long as they 
find important uses in agriculture, defoliants could not be banned and 
stocks of t h ^  destroyed in the way that single-purpose agents, lethal 
or harmful to man, could be. We therefore consider that defoliants are 
better dealt ŵ ith in a convention dealing with “use” (or perhaps I  
should say “misuse”) , such as the ENMOD Convention,^ rather than 
in one concerned with disarmament, which bans the production or the 
l etention of stocks.

Similarly, we consider that irritants used for riot control purposes, 
as distinct from incapacitants, should not be banned outright by a 
CW convention. There is a real danger that, if  such irritants were 
banned, countries might be led to resort to much more harmful methods 
of crowd control. It is for this reason that article I  of the United 
Kingdom draft convention refers to agents which cause long-term 
physiological harm to man. Many representatives have pointed out 
the need for “long-term” to be clearly defined. We expect that the 
supplementary protocol which will expand in detail on the definitions 
in article I wiU mark this dividing line; a dividing line between riot 
control agents whicli have effects lasting for little longer than the 
I>eriod of exposure and incapacitants which have much longer lasting 
effects.

Many delegations have stressed the importance of including binary 
weapons in any CW convention. We fully agree. As I explained in 
my statement on 31 March, we believe that article Ib. of our draft 
covers such weapons and this point could be emphasized in any 
prptocoL'* The detailed definitions in the supplementary protocol to 
aiticle I might also be expanded to cover tlie chemical precursors 
rcv^uired for binary munitions. My delegation would find no problem 
with any formula which might be developed to cover binary muni
tions more clearly than the present draft.

* Antey pp. 822-326.
* CCD/PV. 741, pp. 31-33.
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Many Governments have given careful thought to the scope of a 
CW convention. The Federal Eepublic of Germany has, for example, 
pointed out that it is not just the toxicity of chemicals which should 
be considered when deciding which are to be regarded as chemical 
warfare agents and which should therefore be banned. Other char
acteristics, such as their shelf life and volatility, must also be talien 
into account. The use of such criteria may substantially reduce the 
overlap between chemical weapons and chemicals used for purely 
peaceful civil pui’poses. Such criteria could also perhaps be incorpo
rated in a protocol to article I of the draft convention. The Japanese 
delegation has shown us the form that such a protocol could tal̂ e.

Some countries have questioned the legal basis of the confidence- 
building measures which ŵ e incorporated in our draft convention, 
pointing out that they would take place on signature rather than 
ratification. While we do not share these legalistic doubts, we woidd 
bo quite happy to see confidence-building measures brought into play 
in another way. They could, for example, be part of a protocol which 
could come into force before the rest of the convention, or the coii- 
vention itself could be phased, provided that States could be released 
from their obligations if sufficient confidence were not established. We 
consider that it is the essence of the confidence-building measui‘es 
which is important, not the way that they are expressed in legal terms, 
and we would be happy to examine any other measures which Govern
ments feel might build the confidence necessary to allow chemical 
disai-mament to proceed.

Verification is the most sensitive aspect of >any disarmament or arms 
control agi-eement because it directly touches on both the sovereignty 
and the security of States. Nevertheless, we hope to persuade those 
who have expressed fears about the verification measures incoiporated 
in the United Kingdom draft that their concerns are unjxistified. For 
example, some have suggested that commercial secrets might be given 
away if the provisions of the convention are enforced. This is an 
understandable concem but we remember that similar fears were ex
pressed about the effects of inspection of nuclear power stations under 
the safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy Agency. 
These fears have not proved justified and many States, including the 
United Kingdom, have submitted their civil nuclear programmes to 
IAEA safeguards.

Some countries have suggested that, because of the great number 
of chemical plants in industrialized countries, any attempts to moni
tor their activities in order to ensure that they are not used, to pro
duce chemical weapons would be futile. Because of these practical 
difficulties it may be best, as the Netherlands delegation has suggested, 
if  reporting and inspection in such countries were confined to those 
factories which produce chemicals closely analogous to the most toxic 
nerve agents. On the whole, factories in the industrialized States 
which produce less toxic chemicals would not be inspected, although 
random checks should be permitted to 'alleviate suspicions.
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One final point on this aspect. We believe that the banning of CW 
is so impoitant that commercial considerations should not be allowed 
to prevent progress. Both the Soviet memorandum on disarmament 
submitted to the United Nations last year and the recent Sri Lankan 
communication to the United Nations on the special session on dis
armament stressed the urgency of dealing with this problem.

Another aspect of verification which causes concern to some States 
is that our proposals might lead to the disclosure of military secrets. 
In drawing up the draft we were very concerned to avoid giving the 
consultative committee any control over the weapons and aniied forces 
which States maintain and which are not relevant to this convention. 
Our aim was to allow for verification of the process by which chemical 
weapons were destroyed so that all States could be convinced that this 
had been carried out, and for inspection of defunct CW plants and 
o f certain civil chemical factories to ensure that no new weapons had 
been created. Our position is therefore analogous to that of the Soviet 
Union when it told the United Nations General Assembly in Sep
tember 1959 that it was opposed “to the idea of divorcing the control 
system from the disarmament measures” and that it was “in favour 
of genuine disarmament under control, but against control without 
disarmament”.® The United Kingdom similarly believes that, as far 
as chemical weapons are concerned, control 'and disarmament should 
go hand in hand and that no international control should be exercised 
over States’ armed forces.

There have been some suggestions that a CW convention could be 
verified by s>atellite. The United Kingdom has given careful consid
eration to this point, and has tabled working papers at this Commit
tee on the techiiical problems involved. In one such paper tabled in
1972 (CCD/371), we concluded that “limited detection by satellite 
sensoi ŝ of chemical field tests of known agents in Imown areas is tech
nically feasible”, but we also cautioned against the view that satel
lites might do any more than this or that they would provide adequate 
detection of field tests, let alone of the production of chemical weapons 
or the destruction of chemical stocks.® There is also a problem of cost 
and availability. S'atellites would be extremely expensive and they are 
currently available to only a few States. In contrast, the reassurance 
which would be provided by more detailed inspection could be avail
able to all.

Some believe that national control committees monitoring statistics 
on the chemicals produced by civil factoiies would, by themselves, be 
sufiicient to ensure that a CW convention was observed. As the Sri 
Lankan communication submitted to the United Nations in May 1977 
pointed out, in verifying disarmfament agreements “a combination of 
several methods should be employed, mutually reinforcing one an
other in order to achieve the necessary assurances that a certain

^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp, 1455-1456.
^md., 1972, pp. 408-417.
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measure is being observed by all parties to sucli agreements”/  N'ational 
means of verification can play tlieir part, but by themselves they are 
insufficient.

Several countries have suggested that factories which formerly pro
duced CW should be dismantled or converted, rather than simply 
close,d down, as the United Kmgdom draft requires. In principle we 
believe that the more far-reaching the measures taken the better, and 
we hope that all States will find these suggestions acceptable.

With a phased convention of the sort envisaged in the United King
dom draft, the timing of the various phases is of crucial importance. 
Several countries have pointed to the need to ensure that stockpiles 
of chemical agents would be destroyed as soon as possible after the 
ratification of the convention. The Japanese delegation has suggested 
that five years might be a suitable period. In part this is a problem 
for teclinical experts who alone can show how quickly chemical weap
ons can safely be destroyed. We hope that further discussions will 
lead to agxeement on the techniques involved and on the time which 
should be allowed for this process to take place.

It is impossible in one speech to do justice to all the detailed points 
which others have made on the United Kmgdom draft convention. 
However, I hope that I have shown that all comments and criticisms 
have received the most detailed 'attention, and that they have helped 
towards the negotiation of a convention on which we can all agree.

It is now necessary for us to consider where we should go from here. 
We are all conscious that the United States and the Soviet Union are 
taking. j)ositive steps to implement their undertaking to take a joint 
initiative on chemical weapons. Indeed, we understand that they are 
holding a further romid of meetings on this subject here in Geneva 
at this time. We welcome these discussions, which we hope will pro
ceed rapidly aiad constructively. The Italian delegation suggested at 
our spring session that a w”orking group might be set up at some 
stage to consider in greater detail specific aspects of a convention.® 
There will certainly be a need for such a worldng group when we are 
ready to discuss the details of a convention, but I suggest that it 
might be more sensible to wait until the United States and the Soviet 
Union are in 'a position to play their part. If all goes well, however, 
it might be possible for the CCD to establish such a group and for 
it to have an opening meeting to discuss its terms of reference towards 
the end of this session. In the meantime, there is work that the CCD 
itself could usefully be doing: for example we might arrange for our 
technical, experts to meet to discuss the technical problems of the 
definition of agents to be banned and the teclinioal difficulties there 
might be over destruction of stockpiles.

/^A/AO. 187/55, p. 6 (See General Assembly Official Records: Tenth Special 
Session, Supplement No, 1 (A /S-10/1)). vol. IV.

® COD/PV. 741, Mar. 31,1977, pp. 25-30.
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Sfatement by ACDA Director Warnke to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disormament: United States Arms Control 
Objectives, July 19, 1977^

I am deliglited to have this opportunity to meet with the CX}D. Like 
those who have preceded me as Directors of ACDA, I hope to visit the 
Committee on a regular basis.

As the current Director of the United States Arms Control Agency 
as well as head of the United States delegations to the strategic arms 
limitation negotiations and the trilateral comprehensive test ban talks, 
I find myself a frequent commuter between Washington and Geneva. 
I am particulai ly pleased that my current visit coincides with the early 
days of the summer session of the CCD and that this Committee has 
done me the honour to permit me to express my views on some questions 
whidh are of current concern to all who wish to see armaments of all 
kinds eliminated, reduced or brought under control.

I am pleased that it is possible for me to tell you in person that the 
United States Government greatly values this forum and believes it 
essential that we maintain, and where possible, improve it as the key 
institiiition for negotiation of multi] oteral arms control agreements.

While the deliberations of this body are of great interest to me, my 
other responsibilities both as a negotiator and an administrator make 
it difficult for me to visit the CCD as frequently as I would like. For
tunately, I have been able to persuade my friend and distinguished 
colleague Ambassador Adrian Fisher to interrupt his career in academe 
and return to an arena where he served so well and accumulated such 
valuable experience in liis former incarnation as Deputy Director of 
ACDA and as a frequent participant in disarmament negotiations.

Today I come here with no specific proposals. Eather I shall try to 
outline for you the major objectives of United States arms control 
policy—particularly as it relates to the vital work of this Committee.

I am sure you are aware of the new impetius that President Carter 
has given to arms control on a variety of fronts. He sees no more im- 
poitant goal than the control and reduction of armaments, including 
the eventual elimination of all nuclear weapons.

The arms control and disarmament policies of the United States are 
based on the following considerations: first, we are convinced that the 
current world-wide level of arms and the burdens they entail can be 
reduced without in any way reducing the security of any nation. Sec
ond, sound measures iof arms control are an integral part of iOver-all 
security policy and, as such, they should in fact contribute to the se
curity of all participants. Third, the obligations undertaken by all 
States in arms control must be balanced and equitable. Thus, for ex
ample, measures to control proliferation of nuclear capabilities must be 
balanced by obligations to control the growth and sophistication of 
current nuclear arsenals. Fourth, arms control agreements must be

" CCD/PV. 754, pp. 7-11.
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adequately verifiable or they will lead to less rather than greater 
stability and to an increase in rather than a lessening of international 
tensions.

Our Administration has set ambitious goals in the field of arms con
trol and disarmament, but we believe the achievement of greater peace 
and stability demands bold measures. At the same time we have made 
practical and concrete proposals for achieving those goals on a realistic 
step-by-step basis.

In the brief space of six months my Government has taken a series 
of specific steps which we hope will give fresh impetus to arms control 
and disarmament negotiations.

These steps include:

—New and far-reaching proposals for the reduction of strategic 
arms and if or the control over qualitative competition in such arms; ^

—^Ee-establishment of long-dormant discussions with the Soviet 
Union for arms limitation measures in the Indian Ocean;

—Development of new and more restrictive policies for controlling 
United States exports of conventional arms; ^

—Development and articulation of new approaches to reduce the 
risk of nuclear proliferation; seeking through international co-opera
tion to meet growing energy needs while guarding against the spread 
of nuclear explosive materials; ^

—United States signature of Protocol I to the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
which we believe will strengthen the nuclear-free-zone in Latin 
America.®

These steps also include two proposals on measures in which the 
OCD must play a significant role: (1) President Carter’s call for early 
negotiation of a multilateral comprehensive test ban \v4iich has led to 
the trilateral discussions now going on here in Geneva; and (2) the 
review and revision of United States policies on chemical warfare 
which have led to bilateral discussions in this field to develop a joint 
initiative to this Conference. We hope in turn that this initiative will 
lead to an international convention accomplishing the complete and 
effective prohibition of chemical weapons.

In both of these areas, I am aware of and I understand the desire of 
this Conference to start in this forum the process of multilateral ne
gotiations. We believe, however, that another course of action, al
though it means delay in initiating COD deliberations, in fact will 
speed up completion of meaningful multilateral agreements on these 
subjects.

Turning first to the comprehensive test ban, as you know President 
Carter is committed to the achievement of an effective agreement. Suc-

 ̂Ante, pp. 170-171.
 ̂Ante, pp. 12-14, 328-329. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 274-275.
 ̂Ante, pp. 338-339.

® Ante, p. 20.
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cessful negotiation of a CTB would constitute a landmark arms con
trol achievement—slowing the qualitative weapons competition among 
the nuclear-weapon States and contributing significantly to the pre
vention of further proliferation of nuclear weapons technology. I know 
of the Committee’s particular interest in this subject and can assure 
you that the United States Government hopes to begin elaboration of 
a comprehensive test ban in the CCD at the earliest practical date.

However, we think it will save time and make broad agreement 
easier if the nuclear Powers which are members of the CCD, which 
have had some long-standing disagreements on the subject, first fijid a 
way to bridge their differences.

Our delegation, along with those of the United Kingdom and the 
Soviet Union have now begun serious work on this task and I  can. 
assure you that we will bend every effort to prepare the way for early 
and fruitful negotiations in the CCD. The informal discussions sched
uled for this week in tliis forum could be useful to all of us in this 
regard.

I would like now to turn to the subjcct of our progress toward a 
chemical weapons ban. The United States Government has recently 
undertaken a thorough review of its CW policy. I should say that in 
formulating its new position it drew heavily on the experience gained 
in informal discussions at the CCD over the past several years. Wo 
now have a clear idea of the si)ecifi.c measures we would like to see in a 
CW agreement, and we are working with the Soviet delegation to 
develop a joint initiative which we could make in this Conference 
with regard to a CW treaty. I am hopeful that we can report some 
concrete results in the near future.

I  do not believe my statement to you would be complete without 
saying a few words about the SALT negotiations.

In SALT our long-range goal is, as President Carter has stated, the 
elimination of all nuclear weapons.

Sfeanwhile, we seek substantial reduction in strategic armaments 
plus a series of measures which would stabilize the strategic balance, 
particularly by reducing any possibility that either side might gain 
from a first strike.

These are ambitious objectives, but we believe they are realistic and 
essential if we are to have genuine strategic arms control and dis
armament. Secretary Vance and I have made concrete proposals wliich 
would enable us to acliieve these goals over a period of several years. 
This has led to an agreed framework for a SALT II agi-eement.

But wliile we have agreed on an approach to SALT II, a number 
of differences remain to be worked out. For our part, we are determined 
to pui*sue the task with r>atience and persistence. Our negotiations with 
the Soviet Union are continuing and are making slow but steady prog
ress on the many technical issues that must be resolved.

Going beyond the^e specific issues, with two of which your Confer
ence must ultimately deal, I would like to emphasize these funda
mental points:
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—The United States Government is committed to the goal of con
trol and reduction of arms of all types;

— e have made and will continue to make concrete, practical pro
posals for sound and eJffective arms control agreements;

— e seek real progress in aims control and disarmament but we 
recognize that any agreement must contribute to the security of all the 
jparties;

—To achieve effective anns control and disarmament there must be 
effective institutions to negotiate agreements. Such institutions must 
combine detailed Imowledge with negotiating skill and flexibility. In 
our view the CCD has these attributes, and has an important role to 
play on many arms control issues.

Above all, I would like today to share with you some personal 
thoughts about the nature of the over-all challenge before us and the 
significance of our opportunities. The challenge has many dimen
sions—some of long standing and persistent difficulty and some of a 
new and perplexing nature:

—We are attempting nothing less than to shape new perspectives 
and new patterns of relationships among sovereign States which for 
centuries have proceeded generally on the assumption that their se
curity required ever larger numbers of more destructive and sophisti
cated weapons. And we are trying to leave behind old, deeply in
grained habits—almost a compulsion to develop new weapons, even 
when this drives us to new levels of instability and danger.

We are dealing with subjects having many complex interrelation
ships and with an international commimity of many more States with 
more diverse interests and aspirations than ever before in the past; and 
the vital interest of States affected by anns control arrangements must 
be served to their satisfaction.

But there are such immediate and long-range benefits inherent in 
our opportimities that they clearly com.pel us to make every possible 
effoit to surmount the difficulties:

—^̂ Ve are seeking co-operative arrangements through arms control 
which will make more distant for all nations the threat of catastroj)hic 
international violence—a threat we have all lived with far too long.

—We pursue our work knowing that, as we succeed, we will be 
improving the prospects for international co-operation in a great 
many spheres of importance to many nations— împroving opportuni
ties for trade, for sharing of teclinology, and in many other areas.

—And, finally, we must all surely know that what we do can have 
•extremely far-reaching consequences for now. We cannot escape the 
reality now that resources are growing ever scarcer in the face of even 
larger needs for peaceful development. I^ow, it is inescapably apparent 
to everyone that our weapons have reached a level of destructiveness 
almost beyond rationality.
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These are some of the reasons why I and other members of the 
Carter Administration feel a genuine sense of excitement—and 
urgency—about arms control. These are some of the reasons why I 
wanted to speak with you briefly today.

We have an enormous job to do. The wisdom and the efforts of a 
great many nations and individuals will be necessary, and we laiow 
that you in this Committee are central to this vital effort.

Statement by the Director of the Department of State Office of 
Inter-African AfFairs (Lewis) Before a Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on International Relations: U.S. Arms 
Embargo Against South Africa, July 20, 1977 ^

I  am happy to have this opportunity to discuss with you the JJ,Ŝ  
arms embargo against South Africa. This is a particularly appropri
ate time to examine such a subject, since the Administration is in th& 
process of revising standards and criteria to be applied in implement
ing the embargo. As you know, this Administration has framed a new 
American policy for South Africa which seeks to promote a progres
sive transfonnation of that society away from apartheid and toward 
full political participation by all South Africans in the economy and 
life of their country. In establishing new standards for 'Our arms em
bargo policy, we intend to shape them to promote this fundamental 
goal.

Before I review the histoiy of our embargo, I would like to state 
that we have observed this embargo faithfully since we announced it 
in 1963. Allegations heard last week by this subcommittee that tlie 
United States has assisted South Africa in building a stockpile o f 
sophisticated weapons, including aircraft, tanks, and artillery, are 
utterly false.

Our arms embargo had its beginning in 1962 when the Kennedj’̂ Ad
ministration decided not to permit any further sales to South Africa 
of arms which might be used to enforce that country’s apartheid 
policy. In 1963 the embargo was extended to cover all arms sales. The 
policy was outlined in a United Nations speech in August of that year 
by Ambassador Adlai Stevenson, who told the Security Council that 
the United States expected to bring to an end the sale of all military 
equipment to the Government of South Africa by the end of 1963

. . in order further to contribute to a peaceful solution and to avoid, 
any steps which might at this point directly contribute to interna
tional friction in the area.”  ̂Ambassador Stevenson specified that ex
ceptions would be permitted for the fulfillment of existing contracts 
and that the United States reserved the right ta interpret this policy

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 5, 1977, pp. 320-322. Mr. Lewis testified? 
before the Subcommittee on Africa.

 ̂For the full text, see Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 26, 1963, pp. 333 ff.
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in the light of requirements for insuring international peace and se
curity. He added that the United States was taking this step to show 
its deep concern with South Africa’s failure to abandon apartheid.

The guidelines for executing this policy were established in 1964: 
and prohibited the sale of items for use in combat or training by mili
tary, paramilitary, or police forces. The guidelines prohibited the sale 
of all military equipment and items of significant u ê in training or 
combat, as well as equipment and materials for the production and 
maintenance of arms and ammunition. They provided for the contrac
tual and “common defense” exceptions to which Ambassador Steven
son had referred and also contained a provision for dealing with so 
called gray-area cases. This provision specified that items for distinct 
nonmilitary utility, but in no case any arms, ammunition, or items of 
a weapons nature, may be exported to or sold in South Africa if or
dered by and for civilian nongovernmental users.

In 1968 the gray-area provisions were extended to cover U.S. manu
factured components included in items manufactured in third coun
tries, making it clear that such items could not be sold to South Africa 
if the component or the end product constituted arms, ammunition, or 
other items of a weapons nature.

In 1970 the Administration determined that nonlethal dual-use 
items could be licensed to civilian or military buyers in South Africa. 
That decision specified that items predominantly employed for civil
ian use would be licensed for sale to either civilian or military buyers 
in South Africa. Items which were preponderantly used by military 
forces, but which had no clear and direct application to combat or to 
internal security operations, would be licensed for civilian use and 
might be licensed to military buyers on a case-by-case basis. Items 
having a clear and direct application to combat or to internal security 
operations would not be licensed to military buyers but might be 
licensed for civilian use on a case-by-case basis. Under these guide
lines the U.S. Government subsequently approved the sale to the 
South African defense forces of limited numbers of unarmed civilian 
executive-type aircraft.

I would like now to say a word about the procedures whereby our 
arms embargo policy is executed. Most items affected by the embargo 
are included on the munitions list. The export to any country of any 
item on this list is controlled by the Department of State’s Office of 
Munitions Control. The Department would not, of course, approve the 
sale to South Africa of most items on the munitions list.

There are some items on the list, however, which not infrequently 
are exported for purely civilian use. When a TJ.S. firm requests ap
proval on such an export to South Africa, we examine the application 
carefully, consulting our Embassy in Pretoria when necessary. I f  we 
are satisfied that the end use will not be military, we normally approve 
the application. Examples of such items which are included on the mu
nitions list and whose export Ave have approved are power loads for
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use in power tools—such as nail drivers—and technical equipment for 
use in civilian aircraft conducting geophysical surveys.

There are also a number of items which are not included in the mu
nitions list because they are manufactured for civilian use but which 
are affected by our arms embargo because of the military ap j)lications 
which they could conceivably have. Requests for export of such items 
are made through the Office of Export Administration at the Depart
ment of Commerce, which then seeks a decision from the Department 
of State as to whether the export of such items should be permitted 
under the embargo. Examples of items in this category whose sale to 
the South African military we have denied include 747 aircraft, which 
are considered civilian aircraft but which might be suitable for trans
porting troops. Items in this category whose sale the U.S. Government 
has approved in the past include the small executive aircraft I referred 
to earlier.

Another aspect of the arms embargo deals with the sale of weapons 
which are manufactured in third countries. In testimony last week be
fore this subcommittee it was alleged that certain European firms 
were producing weapons under license from U.S. firms for sale to* 
South Africa. In order for an American firm to export the technology 
required for a weapon to be manufactured abroad, it must first either 
receive a license from the Office of Munitions Control of the Depart
ment of State or export such technology pursuant to a government-to- 
government agreement. The licenses and agreements contain condi
tions that the weapons will not be sold to a third country without the 
explicit permission of the U.S. Government. Permission to sell such 
weapons to South Africa is never granted.

Eelated to this are measures which are taken to enforce the controls  ̂
over the transfer of weapons technology. The assertion was made 
here last week that a Portuguese firm. Bra via, had produced V-150’ 
personnel carriers for sale to South Africa under license from Cadillac 
Gage of Detroit. This statement is false. The facts are that two former 
employees of Cadillac Gage stole technical data and conveyed it to the 
Portuguese firm. Wlien this was discovered by the U.S. Government, 
the two former employees were prosecuted for illegally transfering 
the technology and were convicted and sentenced.

These facts demonstrate the falsity of the assertion made before this 
subcommittee that no attempt has been made to stop such traffic. As 
for the ultimate disposition of any personnel carriers manufactured in 
Portugal without a U.S. license, we have been unable to obtain any 
confirmation that they were sold to South Africa. We do not authorize 
the export of parts or components to the company concerned.

Having reviewed the history of the arms embargo, I would like to 
comment briefly on how this policy fits into this Administration’s 
policy toward South Africa. In our view, the embargo serves two pur
poses. First, we believe it essential to deny the sale to South Africa 
of any item which could be used to enhance or to maintain South
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Africa’s military capabilities or, in tlie case of the police, in the en
forcement of apartheid. Second, we want to avoid the possibility that 
any of our actions could be interpreted, particularly by South Africa, 
as indicating American acquiescence in its racial policies. We believe 
that, allowing for the sale of items permitted under the guidelines set 
forth above, our record on enforcement of the arms embargo has been 
excellent. Moreover, even taking into account those exceptions, the 
arms embargo has been, over the years, an important element in our 
policy toward South Africa, as a clear indication of our feelings about 
apartheid.

As the committee is aware, we have made a comprehensive review 
of our policy toward, South Africa over the past few months. As a 
result of that study, we have evolved a new policy toward South Afri
ca, which has been well articulated in recent statements by the Vice 
President and Secretary of State Vance. We are now studying partic
ular aspects of our relations with South Africa and, in this regard, 
paying close attention to the importance of maintaining an aiTus em
bargo policy which is consistent with this Administration’s overall 
approach to South Africa.

It is in this context that we are presently taking a very close look 
at the question of gray-area sales. Even if an item has no clear and 
direct application to combat or to internal security operations, it may 
not be appropriate to permit sale of that item to the South African 
military. The sale of some items, although of no use in combat, may 
nevertheless strengthen apartheid or encourage the belief that we are 
not serious in our opposition to apartheid. TVTiere such a possibility 
exists, we believe that we ought to consider very carefully whether the 
sale should be permitted. W q have already officially rescinded the 
1970 White House determination on gray-area sales. Whether it is 
possible to devise guidelines which would apply in all cases is a ques
tion that is under current review. While establishing basic ground 
rules, it may be necessary to deal with some requests on a case-by-case 
basis.

Address by President Carter in Charleston, South Carolina: 
Relations With the Soviet Union [Extracts], July 21, 1977^

We’ve looked at the problems in Soviet-American relations in a 
fresh way, and we’ve sought to deal with them boldly and construc
tively with proposals intended to produce concrete results. I ’d like to 
point out just a few of them.

In the talks on strategic arms limitations, the SALT talks, we ad
vanced a comprehensive proposal for genuine reductions, limitations,

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Aug. 1, 1977  ̂ pp. lCS6r-1069.
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and a. freeze on new technology which would maintain balanced 
strategic strength.

We have urged a complete end to all nuclear tests, and these nego
tiations are now underway. Agi^eement here could be a milestone in 
U.S.-Soviet relations.

We’re working together toward a ban on chemical and biological 
warfare and the elimination of inventories of these destructive ma
terials. We have proposed to curb the sales and transfers of conven
tional weapons to other countries, and we’ve asked France, Britain, 
■and other countries to join with us in this effort.

We are attempting to halt the threatening proliferation of nuclear 
weapons among the nations of the world which don’t yet have the 
ability to set off nuclear explosives.

We’ve undertaken serious negotiations on arms limitations in the 
Indian Ocean. We’ve encouraged the Soviets to sign, along with us, the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco,^ which would ban the introduction of nuclear 
weapons into the southern part of the Western Hemisphere.

We have begun regular consultations with the Soviet leaders as 
cochairmen of the prospective Geneva conference to promote peace in 
the Middle East.

We and our allies are negotiating together with the Soviet Union 
and their allies in the Warsaw Pact nations to reduce the level of 
military forces in Europe.

We^■e renewed the 1972 agreement for cooperation in science and 
technology, and a similar agreement for cooperation in outer space.

We’re seeiking ways to cooperate in improving world health and, in 
relieving world hunger.

In the strategic arms limitation talks, confirming and then building 
on Vladivostok accords,® we need to make steady progress toward our 
long-term goals of genuine reductions and strict limitations, while 
maintaining the basic strategic balance.

We’ve outlined proposals incorporating significant new elements of 
arms control, deep reductions in the arsenals of both sides, freezing of 
deployment and technology, and restraining certain elements in the 
strategic posture of both sides that threaten to destabilize the balance 
which now exists.

The Vladivostok negotiations of 1974 left some issues unresolved 
and subject to honest differences of interpretation. Meanwhile, new 
developments in technology have created new concerns—the cruise 
missile, the very large intercontinental ballistic missiles of the Soviets.

The Soviets are worried about our cruise missies, and we are con
cerned about the security of our own deterrent capability. Our cruise 
missiles are aimed at compensating for the growing threat to our 
deterrent, represented by the buildup of strategic Soviet offensive 
weapons forces. I f  these threats can be controUed, and I believe they

^Documents on Disa/rmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
1974, pp. 746-747.
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can, then we are prepared to limit our own strategic programs. But if  
an agreement cannot be reached, there should be no doubt that the 
United States can and will do what it must to protect our security and 
to ensure the adequacy of our strategic posture.

Our new proposals go beyond those that have been made before. In 
many areas we are in fact addressing for the first time the tough, com
plex core of longstanding problems. We are trying for the first time 
to reach agreements that will not be overturned by the next technologi
cal breakthrough. We are trying, in a word, for genuine 
accommodation.

But none of these proposals that I ’ve outlined to you involves a 
sacrifice of security. All of them are meant to increase the security of 
both sides. Our view is that a SALT agreement which just reflects the 
lowest common denominator that can be agreed upon easily will only 
create an illusion of progress and,, eventually, a backlash against the 
entire arms control process. Our view is that genuine progress in 
SALT will not merely stabilize competition in weapons but can also 
provide a basis for improvement in political relations as well.

When I say that these efforts are intended to i-elax tensions. I ’m not 
speaking only of military security. I  mean as well the concern among 
our own individual citizens, Soviet and American, that comes from 
the knowledge which all of you have that the leaders of our two coun
tries have the capacity to destroy human society through misunder
standings or mistakes. I f  we can relax this tension by reducing the 
nuclear threat, not only will we make the world a safer place but we’ll 
also free ourselves to concentrate on constructive action to give the 
world a better life.

We’ve made some progress toward our goals, but to be frank, we 
also hear some negative comments from the Soviet side about SALT  
and about our more general relations. I f  these comments are based on 
a misconception about our motives, then we will redouble our efforts, 
to make our motives clear; but if the Soviets are merely making com
ments designed as propaganda to put pressure on us, let no one doubt 
that we will persevere.

• • • • • • •

Mr. Brezhnev said something very interesting recently, and I quotes 
from his speech: “It is our belief, our firm belief,” he said, “that 
realism in politics and the will for detente and progress will ultimately 
triumph, and mankind will be able to step into the 21st century in 
conditions of peace, stable as never before.” ^

I see no hidden meaning in that. I credit its sincerity. And I express* 
the same hope and belief that Mr. Brezhnev expressed. With all the- 
difficulties, all the conflicts, I believe that our planet must finally obey 
the Biblical injunction to “follow after the things which make for 
peace.”

* Speech a t a KremUn reception for lieads of diplomatic missions, July 8, 197T 
(see FBrs, vol. I l l ,  July 8, 1977 issue, p. R2).
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News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representative 
(De Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
July 21J  977"

In my statement today, I would like to smnmarize briefly where, 
in the Western view, these negotiations stand at the end of this roimd.

Western and Eastern representatives are continuing the data discus
sions which were begun during the last round with the purpose of 
clarifying the discrepancy between Eastern and Western figures on 
Eastern military manpower in the area. The fact that these discussions 
are being conducted in a businesslike way is a positive element. Both 
sides recognize the necessity of reaching agreement on the total num
ber of active-duty military personnel which each side has in the area 
as a prerequisite for any reduction agreement.

However, the discussions have not yet brought to light the reasons 
for this discrepancy. Western figures show that Eastern active-duty 
military personnel in the area greatly outnumber those of the West. 
We do not accept the Eastern contention that there is approximate 
equality in the military manpower of the two sides in the area. Accord
ingly, the reasons for the discrepancy must be clarified. In a situation 
where there is disagreement on these data, there can be, of course, no 
agreed basis for calculating the size of reductions or the level of 
resulting limitations.

In order to facilitate our mutual eifforts to clarify the sources of the 
discrepancy, the Western participants have recently proposed ways 
for moving the data discussion forward. Given the confidentiality of 
these talks, I cannot give details.

Turning to other areas of these negotiations, the principal Western 
objective remains the achievement of approximate parity in ground 
forces, to be reached by reductions to a common collective ceiling in 
groimd force manpower and by substantial reduction of the large 
Eastern superiority in main battle tanks.

In December 1975 the West put forward additional proposals of 
major military significance. To the reductions and limitations it had 
previously ofiered to undertake, the West added U.S. nuclear reduc
tions which amount to a substantial portion of NATO’s nuclear capa
bility in the area. At the same time, the West also proposed to include 
air force manpower under a combined common collective ceiling.

The West’s December 1975 move was unquestionably the most im
portant one made by either side since East and West put down their 
original proposals in November 1973.

However, since December 1975 there has been no commensurate 
move from the East. The Eastern proposal of February 1976 offered 
no change in the Eastern approach to reductions. Therefore, it can
not be regarded as an answer to the December 1975 Western proposal— 
in short, the West is still waiting for the East to give a positive and 
serious response to these Western proposals.

 ̂Department of State Bullet in, Sept. 19,1977, pp. 374-375,
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The West proposed an outcome of genuine parity in military man
power. Eastern representatives claim that approximate parity in mili- 
tar}̂  manpower already exists and that therefore equal percentage 
reductions would, on the basis of their figures, result in a relationship 
of approximate equality in military personnel. However, Western 
figures show that the East has a large numerical superiority in military 
manpower. Consequently, this Eastern approach would result in an 
outcome which would merely mask the continued existence of Eastern 
superiority in military manpower.

On the issue of armaments reductions, the East continues to insist 
on an approach of reducing and limiting all armaments on an equal 
percentage basis. This approach would contractualize the East’s very 
large numerical advantages in most types of major armaments in the 
area. The West for its part has proposed the concept of a selective 
approach to armaments reductions which would avoid the contrac- 
tualization of disparities. We consider that this concept represents a 
l^ractical and equitable way of dealing with this issue.

As regards the limitations on military manpower that would result 
from an agreement. Eastern participants still refuse to acknowledge 
that the realistic and equitable solution to this complex problem is the 
one the West has proposed—^namely, that there should be a collective 
ceiling on the manpower of each side along with the limitation on the 
manpower which the two world military powers, the United States and 
the U.S.S.E., can maintain in the area.

This solution is essential to preserve NATO’s collective defense sys
tem and is required to avoid prejudice to the future organization of 
^Vestem European defense. It also reflects the unique military capa
bilities and world status of the United States and U.S.S.R. It takes 
into account the fact that any limitation will fall more heavily on those 
participants who have substantially all of their forces inside the area 
than it will on those who have most of tlieir forces outside the area and 
who will be limited only as to the manpower they may maintain in 
the area.

In this respect as in others. Eastern participants still have not taken 
into account the facts of geography and the advantages which geogra- 
ph}̂  confers on the East through the fact that the Soviet Union, with 
its large forces, contiguous to the reduction area.

In their February 19 proposal, the Eastern participants claim to 
have modified their original position as regards the sequence of the 
implementation of reductions and as regards provision for two sepa
rate agreements. However, the East is still asking us to accept from 
the outset all the main elements of its original inequitable and un
realistic reduction approach. It caimot logically claim to have moved 
significantly to meet the Western position on phasing when, in the 
first phase agreement, all direct participants—and not only the United 
States and U.S.S.R.—would have to undertake binding commitments 
to carry out reductions of the type proposed in the Eastern November
1973 proposal.
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The basic reason for the unsatisfactory overall situation in the 
Western view is the East’s unwillingness to change its inequitable and 
unrealistic reduction approach.

Despite these negative aspects of the past round, the Western par
ticipants continue strongly interested m advancing an agreement. We 
remain convinced that progress can be made if participants can use 
the continuing data discussion to reach agreement on the basic facts 
with regard to the strength of military manpower in central Europe. 
This issue remains at the heart of these negotiations.

News Conference Statement by the Polish Representative 
(Dabrowa) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
Talks, July 21, 1977"

In the course of the just concluded Round X II of the negotiations 
on the mutual reduction of armed forces and armaments and associ
ated me^ures in Central Europe we have continued our search for 
solutions which would create a basis for an agreement. The work was 
conducted in two areas: that of the exchange of views on general 
principles of reduction, and the discussion on data concerning the 
numerical strength of the armed forces of the Warsaw treaty States 
and the NATO States in the area of the future reductions.

In the discussion on the general principles of reduction, the Social
ist States have given proof of their permanent striving for the further
ing of detente, and reaffirmed the readiness to contribute to the reduc
tion of forces and armaments in Central Europe.

We have expressed our concern over the trends within iS ATO States 
and declarations by the NATO Council, leading to the intensification 
of armaments and introduction of new types of Aveapons into Europe, 
which contradicts the spirit and the goal of our negotiations. In this 
context, I would like to remark that the discussion on the neutron 
bomb in the NATO stresses the importance of extending the limita
tions over nuclear arms, as it has been proposed by the Socialist dele
gations in Vienna.

The Socialist States have demonstrated their strong will to halt the 
armaments race and substantially diminish the high militar^  ̂concen
tration in the centre of Europe. We have stressed the need to preserve, 
in the course of reductions and in their outcome, the approximate 
parity of the two groupings’ armed forces in the area. This equilib
rium exists in reality and has been substantiated by the official data 
on the numerical strength of armed forces, exchanged last year. With
out the preservation of this equal relationship of forces one cannot 
expect stable peace and security in Europe.

In this connection, we have recalled the necessity to observe the 
principles agreed upon by the participants of the talks four veal's 
ago: mutuality and equity of reductions and post-reduction limita-

' ACDA files.
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tions, as well as maintaining non-diminished security of each party. 
This implies that none of the parties to the future agreement should 
strive foi* obtaining unilateral military advantages.

Unfortunately, the discussion on general principles of reduction has 
not brought about progress expected by the Socialist States. The 
Western participants of the negotiations have not displayed readiness 
to search for solutions on the basis of compromise proposals of Feb- 
ruaiy 19, 1976, which we upheld in the course of the Kound X II. 
There is still no constructive response of the Western States to this 
l^roposal, or to our proposal on the ‘̂freezing” of the numerical 
strength of the forces of the elevm direct participants in Central 
Europe for tlie duration of the negotiations.

As in the past, the Western delegations’ position consisted in re
peating the old proposals aimed at improving the military posture of 
the NATO in relation to the Warsaw treaty States. Without entering 
into details, one must say that during the Round X II the Western 
States have not changed a single element of their unrealistic stand.

They continue to demand almost three times larger reductions of the 
Warsaw treaty forces in the area. This would result in a considerable 
numerical disparity favouring >̂he NATO forces. They are still avoid
ing the inclusion of amiaments into the reduction process, and do not 
wish to reduce air force, as well as units equipped with nuclear 
weapons. They continue to request different reduction methods for 
their own forces and for our forces. The West-European States and 
Canada continue to avoid giving even general guarantees of their 
participation in the reduction by stipulating a size and time of their 
forces’ reduction.

The unjust nature of the Western position is magnified by the fact 
that, under the formula of “collective ceilings”, they aim to leave over 
■% cf the NATO potential outside individual limitations, and at the 
same time demand that the USSE forces in the area be coveiled by 
individual limits. “Collective ceilings” would leave open the possibility 
of an increase in the numerical strength of forces of individual paitici- 
pants above their present levels, which contradicts the aim of our 
negotiations.

It is illusory to expect that the Socialist States will accept the 
postulates evidently diminishing their security and resulting in uni
lateral military advantages for the NATO. Another important aspect 
of our debates in Eound X II was the discussion on data related 
to the numerical strength of the forces of the Warsaw treaty States 
and the NATO States in Central Europe. We all Imow that this field 
of work is subordinated to the reaching of a basic agreement on 
reductiaas.

In this debate the Socialist States’ delegations have demonstrated a 
maximum of good will. We have answered to numerous questions and 
l^resented clarifications in connection with the official data tabled last
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year on the numerical strength of the Warsaw treaty States’ forces in 
the area as on Januaiy 1,1976. The Western delegations were answer
ing our questions.

During this round we have supplemented with new important ele
ments our proposal, submitted in the previous round, on the break up 
of the exchanged block data into the national contingents’ data. We 
are convinced that the adoption of tliis proposal would allow us, in a 
most effective manner, to clarify the reasons for the Western over
estimations of the Warsaw treaty forces in the area. The NATO States 
have been referring to these over-estimates since 1973, and have used 
them in constructing their entire unjust reduction scheme.

Commenting on this field of our tal]vS, I would like to say that the 
half a year long discussion on data has not, unfortmiately, brought us 
closer to an agreement. The Western delegations repeat groundless 
claims concerning an alleged large military superiority of the Warsaw 
treaty States. But when it comes to concrete facts, they are unable to 
present any proof of the authenticity of such evaluations. Instead, we 
are faced with efforts to penetrate into details of the organizational 
structure of the Warsaw treaty states’ armed forces.

Summing up, the situation at the negotiations after Eound X II  
is characterized by a lack of tangible progress. The Socialist States  ̂
delegations are still convinced that progress in Vienna would have 
great significance. But it requires a more constructive Western 
approach.

News Conference Remarks of President Carter: Comprehensive 
Test Ban Talks and Arms Transfers [Extracts], July 28, 1977 ^

I have two brief statements. One relates foreign affairs and 
defense. The other one I'elates to domestic election prok̂ esses.

Nuclear Test Ban Negotiations

I ’m very glad to announce that our delegation in Geneva has just 
completed trilateral discussions with delegations from the United 
Kingdom and from the Soviet Union on the possible negotiation of a 
comprehensive ban against the testing of nuclear weapons or peaceful 
nuclear devices. Although there are still a number of pi-oblems that 
must be resolved, the results of these intense consultations have been 
sufficiently promising so that the three countries have decided to begin 
formal negotiations in Geneva on October 3. It’s my hope that suffi
cient basis for agreement can be reached that all other nations of 
the world will join us in the ultimate prohibition against testing of 
nuclear devices.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documentsj Aug. 1, 1977, pp. 1120-1122.
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Q. Mr. President, since you came into office, you have stressed so 
many times that your policy is to restrain arms sales, we should not 
be the arms merchant of the world. Now ĵ ou are proposing arms to 
Egypt, Sudan, Somalia, Iran, and there are billions of dollars worth 
of arms in the pipeline for Israel—all areas of potential conflict, ?

The President, These proposals are compatible with my new arms 
sales policy, which is to reduce the level of arms sales in each suc
ceeding year.

Many of these agreements are the result of longstanding commit
ments by our own Gk)vemment to those nations which are our allies 
and friends. We have tried to keep a well-balanced approach to the 
whole question.

The most highly divisive issue recently has been the AWACS sale 
to Iran. They were contemplating a radar detection system using 
ground-based and air-launched mechanisms that would have been 
about twice as expensive.

But we are determined to begin a downward trend in the sale of 
weapons throughout the world. But at the same time, of course, we 
have to have as a preeminent consideration the defense of our own 
country and an adequate defense capability for our allies.

And I would comply with my policy that after this fiscal year, 1977, 
that in '78 and subsequent years there would be an overall reduction 
in sales.

I am also trying to get our own allies, France, England, and others, 
and also the Soviet Union, to join us in this effort. And next year, 
imder the auspices of the United Nations there will be a world dis- 
aiTQament conference in which we would not only participate but 
hope to play a leading role. But the policies that I have pursued will 
be a much gi*eater constraint on arms sales than has been the policy 
in the past.

Q. Then you are not setting up a competition with the Soviet Union 
in Africa on the question of arms supplies ?

The President. No, ma’am, we aren’t. I think it’s accurate to say that 
in the case of Somalia, which has been almost completely under the 
friendly influence of the Soviet Union and to whom they’ve been com
pletely obligated, there has been a change. We are trying to work not 
on a unilateral basis, but in conjunction with other nations like the 
Saudis, and France, Italy, and others, to deal with the Somalia-Ethi- 
opian-Djibouti questions on a multinational basis to reduce the com
petition between ourselves and the Soviet Union.

I might say that in the Libyan-Ethiopian [Egyptian] conflict that’s 
recently taken place, and which has now been changed into a peaceful 
relationship for the time being at least, both ourselves and the Soviets 
have deliberately shown complete constraint and restraint in our com
ments or actions ui that area.

We ŵ ant to confine those conflicts, when they unfortunately do 
occur, to as narrowly geographical an area as possible and prevent
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them being identified as a struggle between ourselves and the Soviet 
Union.

Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs 
(Habib) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: 
Ratification of Treaties Restricting Nuclear Testing, July 28^ 
1 9 7 7 1

I am pleased to have tliis opportunity to discuss with the committee 
today the treaty between the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Underground Nu
clear Weapon Tests [Threshold Test Ban (TTB) Treaty] with its 
protocol  ̂ and the treaty between the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics on Underground Nuclear Ex
plosions for Peaceful Purposes [Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (PNE] 
Treaty] with its protocol and agreed statement,^

The goal of the United States in the area of constraints on nuclear 
testing has long been an adequately verifiable comprehensive test ban. 
President Carter strongly supports such a ban. The two treaties we 
are addressing today are useful steps in that direction, and the Presi
dent and Secretary Vance urge advice and consent to their ratification.

Bachgrownd

Since 1945 the United States has recognized the need to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons and to stop their further development 
and, indeed, in 1946 proposed the Baruch plan [in an address before 
the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission on June 14, 1946] to control 
atomic materials/ Although our proposals did not gain international 
acceptance, our ejfforts continued. Since 1958 we have consistently held 
that an adequately verifiable cessation of nuclear testing would be in 
our national interest.

In pursuit of this goal, in 1963, President Kennedy presented to the 
Senate the first treaty to limit nuclear explosions—the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Vv̂ eai:)on Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water. This treat}', called the Limited Test Ban Treaty, reduced the 
dangers to mankind by placing restrictions on the parties’ weapons- 
testing activities but it did not ban imderground explosions. Although 
the problem of verification precluded the achievement of a compre
hensive test ban at that time, the parties pledged themselves to con
tinue negotiations to the end o f : "‘Seeking to achieve the discontinu-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 5,1977, pp. 312-314.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 1 pp. 225-229.

1976, pp. B28-332.
* IMd.y 194^-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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ance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for aU time . . . The 
Limited Test Ban Treaty is now in force for 105 countries.®

Another milestone in reaching our goal was achieved in 1968 when 
President Johnson presented to the Senate the Treaty on the Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons. The purpose of this treaty is to prevent 
the spread of nuclear explosive capabilities and promote the peacefi^ 
uses of atomic energy. It obligates the parties to pursue negotiations 
of effective measures to cease the nuclear arms race. The Nonprolifera
tion Treaty is in force for 101 countries and another 11 have signed, 
but not yet ratified.®

Thus our efforts to achieve an effective cessation of nuclear testing 
reflect our desires to end competition in nuclear weapons development, 
to demonstrate our good faith to the non-nuclear-weapon states who 
have forsworn nuclear weapons, and, thereby, to contribute to our non
proliferation objectives. These non-nuclear-weapon states are looking 
to us, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union to meet the under
taking contained in article VI of the Nonproliferation Treaty that we 
shall “ . . . pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures re
lating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date. • .

Further Limitations on Nuclear Testing

With, this background in mind, let me turn to the Threshold Test 
Ban and PNE Treaties. These treaties mark the first additional limita
tions to be placed on nuclear explosions since the 19*63 Limited Test 
Ban Treaty. They demonstrate the cpntinuing desire of both ourselves 
and the Soviet Union to achieve a complete cessation of nuclear testing.

While these agreements are complicated, they reflect the complexity 
of the problems which the U.S. and Soviet negotiators faced. The fact 
that these problems were overcome demonstrates once again that with 
j)atience and mutual goodwill even complex problems touching on 
national security concerns can be worked out. Bach treaty contains use
ful precedents that may contribute to the solution of analogous prob
lems in a comprehensive test ban.

With regard to the specific provisions of the two treaties, I  would 
like to discuss briefly several of the more significant points.

Threshold Test Ban Treaty

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty requires each party to prohibit, to 
prevent, and not to carry out any underground nuclear-weapon test 
having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons and to keep the number of under
ground tests to a minimum.

Verification is  made the ipesponsibility of each party using its own 
national technical means of verification. To assisit each party in its 
verification efforts, a protocol to the treaty establishes specific provi
sions for an extensive exchange of data—an important step which goeŝ

® i m ,  19&S, pp. 291-293. 
1968, pp. 461-465.
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beyond the Limited Test Ban Treaty. The protocol requires that data 
on geographical boundaries and geological and geophysical character
istics of the testing areas be exchanged and provides that testing is 
limited to specifically designated test sites. In addition, for the first 
time, each party will provide to the oth(̂ r specific data for two nuclear- 
weapon tests from each geophysically distinct testing area for calibra
tion purposes. This data will include yield, date, time, depth, and 
coordinates. Thereafter, after each future test has taken place, the 
geographic coordinates of the test location are to be given.

Soviet agreement to the U.S. proposal to exchange these detailed 
data to assist each side in calibrating and improving its national tech
nical means of verification represents a significant development in co
operation between our two countries.

I should make clear to you that in the event of Soviet tests at or near 
150-kiloton level, we could not be absolutely certain that the yield is at 
or below 150 kilotons. However, in this regard, taking into account the 
uncertainties in our monitoring systems, the weight of the evidence 
supports the judgment that the U.S.S.R. has respected the threshold in 
the last 15 months.

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty

At the time the Threshold Test Ban Treaty was concluded, the two 
sides recognized that they would have to assure that neither party 
could gain, through nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, benefits 
w'hich would otherwise be precluded to the parties under the Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty. This was necessary because there is no distinction be
tween the technology of a nuclear explosive device which could be used 
as a weapon and one which could be used for peaceful purposes.

The PNE Treaty, a companion to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, 
was developed to meet this need. This treaty, together with its associa
ted protocol and an agreed statement, covers all underground nuclear 
explosions outside of nuclear-weapon test sites, whether in the territory 
of the parties or in third countries. In concluding this treaty, the 
XJnit^ States pursued three basic objectives.

—Peaceful nuclear explosions must not provide weapon-related 
benefits otherwise precluded by the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.

—The fact that nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes do not con
tribute such benefits must be adequately verifiable.

—The treaty must be consistent with existing international obliga
tions, in particular the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963.

In achieving these objectives, it was necessary to go beyond the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty. The PNE Treaty provides for more ex
tensive data exchange and, of particular significance, the establishment 
of procedures for onsite access by observers with teclinical equipment. 
Specifically, the treaty requires that extensive amounts of information 
be provided about the details of any project involving nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes of whatever yield both before and after the 
explosion.
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The central problem of not allowing weapon-related benefits other
wise precluded by the Threshold Test Ban Treaty was solved by insur
ing that no individual explosion would have a yield exceeding 150 kilo- 
tons. In. otJier words, the thresholds in the two treaties are identical.

This requirement entails special procedures when the aggregate yield 
of a group explosion is larger than 150 kilotons. The verifying side is 
granted the right to have observers and instruments at the site of a 
group explosion to determine the yield of each device in the group. In 
addition, observers may be permitted on the basis of consultation be
tween the paities for explosions with aggregate yields between lOQ 
and 150 kilotons.

In smn, this treaty sets a precedent for regulating nuclear explosions 
for peaceful purposes— t̂he Soviets have agreed that such explosions 
must not provide weapon benefits otherwise precluded by the Thresh
old Test Ban Treaty. They have abandoned their original position that 
nuclear explosion for peaceful purposes should not be regulated at alL

Role of Treaties in National Policy
We have asked for the Senate's advice and consent to the ratification 

of these two treaties because of their usefulness in controlling nuclear- 
weapon development and in inhibiting the spread of nuclear weapons. 
I believe the political benefits which can accrue to us by the ratification 
of these treaties are as significant as the contributions which they make 
to the control of nuclear weapons. The limitations which they impose 
will not be detrimental to* our security and their verification features 
can be very helpful in other arms control negotiations.

The treaties also pro^dde that 1-arge yield nuclear explosions will no 
longer be carried out by the parties. Thus this restriction imposes a 
significant quantitative limit on the nuclear-weapon development com
petition. This is a real and D̂resent benefit of these treaties.

If we were not to ratify these two treaties, I believe it would be to our 
disadvantage. Other countries are looking to us and the Soviet Union 
to end our testing. AVhile these treaties will not completely end that 
testing, they do represent genuine progress toward that goal. If we 
were not to ratify them, it could cause concern as to our willingness to 
seek a compreliensive test ban. Likewise were we not to fulfill this 
undertaking that we have negotiated, it could hinder our efforts to 
press forward with negotiations on further arms limitations! Finally, 
were we not to ratify the treaties, it is possible that higher yield tests 
<!Ould resume, a result which would be directly contrary to the essence 
of the President’s determination to achieve the early and total cessation 
of nuclear testing.

On the other hand, ratification of the two treaties will build confi
dence and meet the reasonable expectations of our negotiating partner 
that arms control negotiations with the United States will result in con- 
<?rete progress. This in tiurn will provide a positive diplomatic climate 
foi' negotiations. with the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and 
eventually other nations to achieve an effective comprehensive ban on 
nuclear ̂  testiiig.
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Statement by ACDA Director Warnke Before the Senate Commit* 
tee on Foreign Relations: Ratification of Treaties Restricting 
Nuclear Testing, July 2 8 ,1977 ^

I  appreciaite the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss 
the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
Tests— t̂he TTB Treaty —̂and its companion treaty, the Treaty on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes— t̂he PNE 
Treaty.^

These two treaties impose direct restraints on underground nuclear* 
explosions—^weapon tests as well as nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes. Thus they supplement the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 
1963  ̂ and constitute a step toward complete elimination of nuclear 
testing.

BecaAise of the problem of distinguishing between nuclear explosive 
device technology applied for weapon-related purposes and that ap
plied for peaceful purposes, both treaties have been designed to be 
part of one comprehensive regime. The TTB Treaty places a limit 
of 150 Idlotons on all underground nuclear weapon tests, which is the 
identical limit placed on individual underground nuclear explosions 
for peaceful purposes in the PNE Treaty. The two treaties contain 
verification provisions not found in previous arms control agreements 
which are essentiial to this treaty regime and which, we believe, will 
have important precedential value as well.

In his statement. Under Secretary Habib describes the main features 
of the treaties and discusses their significance in the context of inter
national efforts to reduce the risk of nuclear war.® I  would like to 
confine my remarks to a narrow but vital topic— ĥow the Adminis
tration’s request for prompt Senate action on these two treaties relates 
to its goal of achieving a comprehensive ban on nuclear explosions at 
an early date.

President Carter has on several occasions expressed his firm com
mitment to achieving an adequately verifiable comprehensive nuclear 
test ban treaty. He believes that such an agreement could promote 
U.S. and global security in a number of ways. By placing balanced 
constraints on Soviet and U.S. nuclear-weapon programs, a compre
hensive test ban would be an important factor in stabilizing the 
bilateral strategic relationship and would therefore enhance the secu
rity of both countries in an equitable manner. An effective compre
hensive measure—one that covers all nuclear explosions, whether des
ignated to be for weapon testing or peaceful purposes—^would also 
make a major contribution to our nonproliferation objectives.

'  Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 5,1977, pp. 310-312.
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP. 225-229.

1976, pp. 328-332.
* lUd., 196S, pp. 291-293.
* Supra.
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Diplomatic efforts on behalf of a compreliensive agreement have 
already begun. Last month, as a result of a decision taken at the 
Moscow meetings between Secretary Vance und Foreign Minister 
Gromyko in March, the United States and Soviet Union carried out 
several days of exploratory discussions in Washington. For the past
2 weeks, beginning on July 13, trilateral talks—involving the United 
States, Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom—were held in Geneva.

The question may be asked why we wish to press forward with rati
fication of the TTB and PNE Treaties while we are moving vigor
ously to negotiate a comprehensive agreement that would go beyond 
their provisions. There are several reasons why we attach importance 
to bringing these two treaties into force.

While the Administration believes that it is in the national interest 
to seek an adequately verifiable prohibition on all nuclear explosions— 
not just a limit at 150 kilotons— ît nonetheless recognizes that the cur
rent treaties, by constraining the development and testing of new 
high-yiield warheads and bombs, would have a significant moderating 
effect in their own right.

We would hope that any obstacles to the conclusion of an effective 
comprehensive test ban can be eliminated at an early date. However, 
as a hedge against the possibility that the negotiating process will 
take longer than we would hope, we believe that it would be desirable 
and prudent to have a formal regime prohibiting explosions over 150 
kilotons already in place while we proceed with the comprehensive 
test ban negotiations. Moreover, a comprehensive test ban of continu
ing duration may require agreement to its terms by all nuclear-weapon 
states. The entry into force of these treaties would thus provide valu
able insurance against resumption of higher yield nuclear testing.

Another important reason for proceeding with ratification of the 
two treaties now is that it would give us a basis for building upon 
some of the treiaties’ valuable provisions in negotiating a coonprehen- 
sive test ban. Many of the provisions of the TTB and PNE Treaties 
will not, of course, be directly applicable to the differing scope and 
verification problems inherent in a comprehensive ban but other pro
visions could be carried over intact. And several precedents will be 
important and relevant. The recognition that each side must furnish 
data to assist the other’s national technical means of verification is 
significant.

Of even more significance, moreover, is the recognition that in some 
cases even n'atiomal technical means in combination with the data 
furnished should be supplemented, to insure adequate verification. 
Where this occurs, the principle wlQ be established by the PNE 
Treaty that observers with equipment are authorized to a^ure com
pliance with treaty provisions. On-site verification is a valid tool that 
can be helpful in ek-’ablishing an adequate verification regime in a 
comprehensive ban on all nuclear tests, including explosions for peace
ful purposes.

With respect to the latter, the negotiations failed to disclose any 
means for carrying out individual nuclear explosions for peaceful
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purposes abo\ e 150 kilotons without making avail'able military bene
fits otherwise precluded by the threshold ban on nuclear-weapon tests. 
As a result, the threshold for individual nuclear explosions for ĵ eace- 
ful puiposes was set at the same level as the threshold for nuclear- 
weapon tests. The logical extension of this provision to a regime where 
the threshold for nuclear-weapon tests would be zero would be a ban 
on peaceful nuclear explosions as well. It should be added that a 
number of the features of the TTB and PNE Treaties that we con
sider most valu'able—p>articularly provisions relating to verifica t̂ion— 
involved concessions and departures from previous positions by the 
Govenummt of the U.S.S.R.

Prompt ratification of the two treaties can have the additional 
favorable effect of creating a more promising climate for the current 
comprehensive test ban negotiations to which you, Mr. Chairman,® 
and members of this committee have lent support. The Soviet negoti
ators now are the same ones who worked out with our delegation the 
treaties now before you. The Soviet Government has emphasized that 
it regards the TTB Treaty regime as an important product of Soviet- 
American cooperation and that it attaches great significance to its 
early entry into force. We believe that our failure to ratify the treaties 
could raise doubts in the minds of the Soviets about the reliability of 
the United States as a negotiating partner and could thus diminish 
prospects for an early and successful conclusion of a comprehensive 
treaty.

In conclusion, we believe that the TTB and PNE Treaties—while 
certainly less desirable than a comprehensive ban in promoting the 
objective of curbing the nuclear arms competition and nuclear proli
feration—are nonetheless useful as immediate, even if interim, steps. 
It is our view, moreover, that the timetable for concluding an effective 
comprehensive agi*eement would be advanced by prompt favorable 
Senate action on these treaties.

Statement by the British Representative (Goronwy-Roberts) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 28, 
1977"

ÂHien I addressed this Conference for the first time on 1 July 1976 
I attempted to give a comprehensive account of the British Govern
ment's view of the disarmament scene. I also summarized what we 
believed to be the most important disarmament tasks facing the Gov
ernments of the world and this Conference in particular.

It may be of interest to recall the main points I  made on that 
occasion:

* Sen. John Sparkman (D., Ala.).
* COD/PV.757, pp. 8-18.
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(i) we should work simultaneously to reduce the quantity of 
existing weapons and to control the development of new 
weapons; ,

(ii) nuclear proliferation constitutes the greatest risk to mankind. 
We will work for a comprehensive test ban treaty. Meanwhile 
it remains essential to take further measures to prevent the 
proliferation of nuclear explosive devices;

(iii) we should make a major effort to ban chemical weapons. I 
stated my Government’s intention to table a draft convention;

(iv) far more attention needs to be paid to controlling conventional 
arms. We should encourage all Governments to spend less on 
arms so that they have more resources available for economic 
and social purposes;

(v) we should strive for early agreement on an environmental 
ihodification treaty and we should examine the problems posed 
by new weapons of mass destruction;

(vi) we should do our best to increase the effectiveness of the CCD 
which remains the best forum for the negotiation of multi
lateral arms control measures.^

Those were the tasks I  suggested here a year ago. I  should now like 
to consider the position today, which shows welcome signs of progress 
in some cases.

One of the most pressing needs is to put an end to the nuclear arma
ments race, and then to begin to reduce the quantity of these weapons. 
Under article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty three of the nuclear 
Powers assumed the obligation to work towards nuclear disarmament.® 
There is some disagreement about the rate at which nuclear disarma
ment should take place and the way it will affect the various types 
of strategic weapons. The progress of negotiations may not be easy. 
But continued progress in SALT could have an. important and benefi
cial impact on the non-proliferation regime and on other arms control 
negotiations. Significant reductions in the level of nuclear arms would 
be a major step towards what must be the ultimate goal for us all: 
the abolition of nuclear weapons as part of a comprehensive and multi
lateral disarmament programme.

If the international community is to control nuclear proliferation, 
it must remove the incentive to acquire nuclear weapons. It is essential 
to foster an international climate hostile to the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. The Non-Proliferation Treaty remains the centrepiece of 
the non-proliferation regime. But two nuclear-weapon States and 
some 30 non-nuclear-weapon States, several with growing nuclear 
industries, have yet to adhere to that Treaty.

The commitment in the NPT to curb the spread of nuclear weapons 
is accompanied by the equally important commitment imder article

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 516-519, 541-546.
® The treaty text may be found ihid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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IV  to promote the further development of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes. The central dilemma is how best to reconcile these two objec
tives. A major feature of our non-proliferation strategy must be to 
place the most stringent controls on access to the technology and fissile 
materials necessary to produce nuclear weapons. We must constantly 
strive to make the international safeguards system as watertight as 
possible. That is why for the past two years Britain has advocated 
the general application of full fuel cycle safeguards. A model agree
ment has been drawn up by the IAEA to enable nations which are not 
party to the NPT to accept full fuel cycle safeguards.

In parallel with this work on safeguards, the ISTuclear Suppliers 
Group has been concentrating on the harmonization of nuclear export 
policies, as called for by the NPT Review Conference in 1975.̂  Most 
Governments in that Group are also represented at this Conference. 
Some critics have described our activities as monopolistic, aimed at 
increasing the profits of the suppliers from the sales of nuclear tech
nology. That simply is not so. The purpose of the Group’s discussions 
in London has been to ensure that safeguards and the non-prolifera
tion aspects of sales of nuclear materials and equipment take prece
dence over commercial consideration. The Group has established 
guidelines which have that very beneficial effect.

I  believe that the time has come to open up the Nuclear Suppliers 
Group to a wider membership. We have to establish an international 
dialogue based on the recognition that all countries, whatever their 
stage of development, have a legitimate need for assurance that their 
future nuclear energy needs will be met. Without such an assurance, 
general agreement on measures to control the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy, in the cause of non-proliferation, will not be possible. We 
also have to decide what fuel cycle would most effectively contribute 
to non-proliferation objectives, while taking into account environ
mental and energy supply considerations. This is the starting point for 
the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation Programme pro
posed by the United States. A wide international effort will be ne^ed  
on this programme, requiring the support of many nations, suppliers 
and customers alike. All countries have an abiding interest in curtail
ing the threat to the human race posed by proliferation. We must set 
ourselves on a long term process of continuous negotiations designed 
to ensure that nuclear energy contributes to humanity's salvation but 
liot to its destruction.

One measure which would have a profound impact on the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons is a comprehensive test ban treaty. Since the 
Partial Test Ban Treaty came into force in 1963 ® there have been 
over 500 underground nuclear tests, as well as a number of tests in the 
atmosphere, now only conducted by one country. Nuclear weapons 
development has continued. It has long been British policy to support 
a fully effective CTB.

‘ For the Review Conference Declaration, see 1975  ̂ pp. 146-156. 
1963, pp. 291-293.
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My Government is therefore very pleased to have started consulta
tions on such a treaty with the Governments of the United States and 
the Soviet Union. As you know, these tripartite consultations were 
established on the initiative of the three Heads of Government, which 
is an indication of the importance attached to them. I am glad to be in 
Geneva just as the first round has been completed and to have heard 
from the British delegation that the discussions were intensive anc( 
businesslike. You will have seen the press statements being issued 
shortly by the three delegations. It is clear to us that the three Gov
ernments now understand each other’s positions much more fully than 
before. That is the right way to start, and we hope that the next round 
will enable the three delegations to work towards an agreement which 
will command universal respect.

Meanwhile, this Conference itself has done much useful wprk on 
many different aspects of a CTB— m̂ost recently, the draft of a treaty 
introduced by Sweden. This draft, and the speech of the distinguished 
leader of the Swedish delegation, have been studied by niy Govern
ment with great interest.® The Conference is also making a most valu
able contribution to the important question of verifying a test ban. I  
refer to the studies by the seismic group of the role of long range seis
mic monitoring stations and the arrangements to establish an effective 
international exchange of seismic data. This is the kind of practical, 
multinational work that this Conference can do so well. I  can speak 
for my Government, and I hope for our two partners in negotiation as 
well, when I say that we shall look to this Conference for such prac
tical advice and assistance when we have established the broad prin
ciples for an acceptable CTB.

Our objective can be simply stated—a multilateral CTB treaty ad
hered to by the maximum number of States, nuclear-weapon States 
and non-nuclear-weapon States alike. I  believe that objective will be 
shared by the vast majority of Governments eveiywhere and specific 
cally by all members of this Conference. It is right that nuclear- 
weapon States should first seek to establish agreement among them
selves, in conditions of mutual confidence. But it is also right that, once 
they have achieved agreement, the details should be communicated to 
this Conference for it to play its indispensable role.

I should now like to say a few words about the Sea-Bed Treaty Re
view Conference which took place in Geneva between 20 June and 1 
July. I think it is generally agreed that this Conference worked in a 
thoroughly co-operative and constructive way. The Final Declaration 
reflects the substantial measure of agreement reached aftCjr two weeks 
of searching and comprehensive discussions of all aspects of the 
Treaty. We continue to believe that the Treaty has worked well and 
that the adherence of new parties to the Treaty would be a useful 
contribution to international security.'*'

* See ante, pp. 405-411.
’ For the Final iDeclaration, see ante, pp. 398-401. The text of the treaty ha« 

been reproduced in Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11.
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As the British Ambassador stated at the Review Conference, my 
Government do not believe that there have been any recent technologi
cal developments affecting the Treaty. However, we hope that at an 
appropriate time it will be possible to consider establishing an ad hoc 
expert group to keep technological developments under review. A 
group of experts of this nature could serve to allay the fears of any 
State which believes that technological developments may be taking 
place which could affect the Treaty.

Next on my list of urgent tasks was the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. I do not intend today to deal in depth with this highly com
plex subject especially since it is now being examined jointly by the 
United States and the USSR, and we confidently expect that solid 
progress will be achieved in these discussions. Mr. Ashe, in his state
ment on 12 July, set out in detail the United Kingdom’s views on the 
various aspects which have been highlighted so far in the CCD 
debates.® But I take this opportunity to re-emphasize my Government’s 
commitment to the early achievement of an effective ban. It was to 
this end that the United Kingdom tabled a draft CW convention on 
12 August 1976.® We are pleased that the draft has served so well as 
a stimulus and a focus for discussion but I should like to stress once 
again that the United Kingdom is happy to consider alternative solu
tions to the various problems if these should appear likely to give a 
greater prospect of progress.

It is now 52 years since the Geneva Protocol was opened for signa- 
ture. °̂ Its continuing relevance is demonstrated by the fact that the 
number of States acceding to it is still growing. Since many nations 
have solemnly agreed not to initiate the use of chemical weapons, it 
should not be beyond our collective intelligence to devise a means of 
barring their production and retention. The United Kingdom has 
renounced any offensive CW capability. We propose shortly to give 
further assistance to the discussions of the CCD by presenting a work
ing paper on nerve agent prophylaxis. I would support the suggestion 
of our Yugoslav colleagues that if other nations were prepared to 
state clearly their present policy with regard to possession of chemical 
weapons, this would be a positive step towards creating the necessary 
political climate for the achievement of the ban which we all profess 
to be seeking, and is indeed one of the confidence-building measures 
incorporated into the United Kingdom draft convention.

I spoke last year about the need to halt the build-up in conventional 
arms throughout the world. At the United Nations General Assembly 
last December the Japanese delegation put forward a proposal that 
the Secretary-General should ascertain the views of Member States 
on this problem and conduct a factual study of arms transfers with

® Ante, pp. 425-429.
• See Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 516-519, 541-546.

1960, pp. 764-765.
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the assistance of qualified Government experts.^  ̂ It transpired that 
many States preferred to avoid discussion of the trade in conventional 
weapons. I  suggest that we need to remember that arms control and 
disarmament must concern itself not only with weapons of mass de
struction but also with conventional weapons. ^

My Government will therefore continue to urge international dis
cussion of the possible arrangement for multilateral restraint in con
ventional arms transfers. The United States Govermnent has recently 
taken an importaiit initiative by applying constraints on United States 
aiTQS exports.^- President Carter has also pointed out the need to try 
to reach broader agreements among the producer and consumer 
nations. He proposed discussions in the immediate future with other 
major anns suppliers and the encouragement of regional agreem.ents 
among purchasers to limit arms imports. We hope this proposal will 
be widely supported and lead to constructive results. We recognize 
the difficulty of reconciling restraint with the undeniable right of all 
States to defend themselves. But we are convinced of the urgent neces
sity of agreed measures of restraint by suppliers and recipients alike.

On a related subject, I should like to refer to the work of the United 
Xations Secretary-General’s Group of Experts on the Reduction of 
Military Budgets. Their report in 1974 threw much light on the com
plexities of measuring and comparing military budgets in States with 
different economic systems.^  ̂Responses by Governments to that report 
showed considerable interest in the possibility of developing a stand
ardized system for measuring the military expenditures of different 
States. A second report in 1976 advocated a particular definition of 
military expenditures, a set of evaluation rules for both market and 
centrally planned economies, and the gradual establishment of an 
international reporting and measurement system for military expendi
tures. The experts proposed that a pilot study should be carried out in 
a small group of representative countries.^  ̂Again Governments were 
invited to comment, and the experts are now preparing an analysis 
of the comments received and making recommendations for further 
action. They met in Geneva in May and will meet here again in August. 
These experts have an essential task of clarification to perform in 
pursuance of United Nations General Assembly resolution 31/87.̂ ® 
It is pointless to call for arbitrary percentage cuts in military budgets 
without an agreed basis for measuring and comparing the military 
expenditures of different States. I hope that the work of the Expert 
Group will provide us with such a basis so that we can consider 
together proposals for the reduction of military expenditures on the 
basis of dependable facts.

“ 76?:̂ ., m e ,  pp. 824-825.
“  lUd., 1976, pp. 3 8 ^ 3 0 ; ante, pp. 12-14, 328-329.
“ The report, without its annexes, has been reprinted iMd,, 1974, pp. 523-546. 

Issued as A/31/222. For an excerpt from the report, see Documents on Dis
armament, 1976, pp. 687-696. 

pp. 937-939.
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The recent SIPRI Yearbook has drawn attention to some marked 
changes in the distribution of military expenditure in recent years. 
The developing countries (excluding China) account for an increasing 
proix)rtion of the world total, rising from 6 percent in 1966 to 15 per
cent in 1976. The share of the industrialized countries has shown a 
corresponding reduction. Year by year more countries are moving into 
the class of billion dollar spenders, and the so-called arms race is now 
a world-wide phenomenon. I f  this trend continues, an increasing pro
portion of the resources for economic development will be devoted to 
military expenditure. The reduction of military budgets must be uni- 
vei'sal if  it is to act as an effective stimulant to the economic and social 
progress of all countries.

I am glad to say that one of the priority items on my list has made 
substantial progress. On 18 May the representatives of 34 countries 
met in Geneva to sign the Convention banning environmental modifi
cation for hostile purposes. The Convention has been extensively dis
cussed in this Conference and later in the United Nations General 
Assembly. I expressed my Government’s sa;tisfaction when I signed it 
on behalf of the United Kingdom. I hope many more States will add 
their signatures and that the Convention will come into force in the 
near future.̂ ®

This brings me to other future threats which have been referred to 
the CCD for action— n̂ew weapons of mass destruction. One has only 
to consider the dreadful threat posed by the present generation of 
nuclear and chemical weapons of mass destruction to realize the 
importajnce for mankind of preventing future uses of science to pro
vide similar destructive power. British experts have contributed to the 
useful meetings at which this subject has been discussed. I  need hardly 
say that the British Government fully supports the aim of preventing 
the development of new weapons of mass destruction. Where there are 
differences between ourselves and others they are in the choice of means 
to achieve the desired end.

It is our considered view that a single treaty would have to be so 
general in its scope and so vague in its definitions that it would not be 
an effective arms control measure. Nor would it be possible to djevise 
appropriate verification procedures when the nature of the activities 
to be monitored was unknown. We believe that a more fruitful 
approach would be a firm condemnation by the world community of 
the development of new weapons of mass destruction, coupled with a 
request to this Conference to keep the matter under review. From time 
to time the Conference may decide to negotiate specific instruments to 
preclude the development and production of particular new types of 
weapons of mass destruction which are based on new applications of 
scientific principles. The current discussions between the United States 
and the Soviet Union on radiological weapons may lead to such a 
requirement. Such a condemnation and request to the CCD migtht use

For text, see ante, pp. 322-326.
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fully be embodied in a resolution at the next United Nations General 
Assembly, whioli we would hope to see adopted by consensus.

A major preoccupation for all of us concerned with disarmament at 
this time must be the forthcoming special session of the United Nations 
on disarmament, now only 10 months away. There are two items on 
the provisional agenda, adopted by the Preparatory Committee in 
New York, which I should like to discuss briefly here because of their 
relationship to the work of this Conference.

First, the agenda calls for a review of “the international machinery 
for negotiations on disarmament”. It is in anticipation of this forth
coming scrutiny that we should ourselves appraise the success or other
wise of this Committee in adapting itself to present realities. My Gov
ernment were pleased that a compromise was achieved in the spring 
which enabled the CCD to reform its working procedures, to the par
ticular benefit of States who are not members of the CCD. But we were 
disappointed that it did not prove possible to agree on means of asso
ciating non-members of this Committee even more closely in the dis
cussion of treaty texts being negotiated. We think it unfortunate—and 
the ENMOD episode was evidence of this— t̂o give the impression that 
the CCD is an exclusive club with a monopoly of wi^om in this 
respect.

My second point concerns the proposed adoption by the special ses
sion of a “programme of action on disarmament”. This is directly 
related to the discussions held here in the spring, at the initiative of 
the Nigerian delegation, on a comprehensive negotiating programme 
for disarmament. I assume that the CCD will be hearing more views 
on this subject. It is certainly useful to have an outline of the total 
task before us in all its major aspects, against which we can measure 
our progress. We must not, however, treat disarmament like the build
ing of a wall, where every brick must follow its predecessor in a rigid 
and limited pattern. It is, rather, like completing a mosaic where every 
square coloured in, however apparently unrelated in shape or hue to 
its predecessor, contributes to the ultimate design.

Another lesson we have learned in the more than 30 years since the 
United Nations General Assembly started the disarmament process 
with its historic resolution 1 (I),^Ms that the political conditions for 
achievements in this field mature in their own time and for a vast 
assortment of reasons often beyond our control. We must be vigilant 
to seize the opportunity when conditions are right for progress, but 
we should avoid setting rigid time-tables and deadlines as these can 
only result in frustration which itself can sour that very political cli
mate which it is the aim of our endeavours to improve.

Next year’s special session will provide the first occasion in recent 
years when disarmament in all its aspects will be a major focus of 
international public attention. I hope that it will be widely attended, 
particularly by all militarily significant Powers. Given a spirit of

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 6-7.
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multilateral understanding and co-operation, it could be a landmark 
in the progress towards general and complete disarmament. On the 
other hand, ill-considered proposals resulting in confrontation and 
disagreement could lead to public disillusionment. Our objective should 
be to reach agreement on the general principles for effective measures 
of disarmament, which will also indicate the priorities for negotiation. 
My Government therefore hopes that the effect of the special session 
A\'ill be to encourage productive negotiations in this Conference and 
elsewthere.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I recognize that we have all at times 
met frustrations and disappointments in our work. But it is my belief 
that the prospects are improving for more rapid progress towards 
some of our priority goals. I see this Conference as a highly effective 
piece of international machineiy which must be kept in good running 
order so as to be ready to take on important work at quite short notice. 
It is my Government’s hope that such work will before long be ready 
for the Conference’s full attention. I have in mind the banning of 
nuclear tests and of chemical weapons. The Conference has already 
done outstandingly useful work in both these fields. I am sure all my 
feUow delegates await with impatience the challenge of bringing our 
work to a successful conclusion.

Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (Lalovic) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament [Extract]: Nego
tiating Methods, July 28, 1977 ^

It is naturally not our intention to underrate the importance of 
mutual negotiations conducted by the USSE, the United States of 
America and the United Kingdom, or the efforts they are investing in 
finding reciprocally acceptable solutions. We hope those talks will 
culminate in success and also that they will soon permit the Committee 
to do the remaining part of the work.

On the other hand, to be quite candid we see no particularly persua
sive reason for circumventing the Committee this time, too, and con
ducting negotiations outside its framework, and also for failing to 
inform it of the course and results of talks. It is not a convincing argu
ment to claim that the problems involved primarily concern the 
nuclear Powers, when a CTB is in question, or the two leading Powers, 
when the prohibition of chemical weapons is in question. The members 
of a multilateral body in the disarmament field, such as our CCD, 
should take a very active part in all stages of the negotiation of the 
international agreements that they are supposed to prepare. They

 ̂CCD/PY.757, pp. 23-24.
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should not be excluded from any round of negotiations nor should 
the possibility be underestimated of their contributing to positive 
solutions when talks enter the final phase. And in no case should they 
be placed in the position of uninformed observers simply waiting for 
the outcome of talks in the form of more or less finalized solutions, 
most frequently attended by explanations that this is the maximum 
that could be attained under the given circumstances and that any 
possible change would seriously disturb the balance on which such 
solutions are based.

It is our profound conviction that this is not the right working 
method for our Conunittee and that it does nothing to help it achieve 
the best and most effective results. Instead of constantly striving to 
create conditions enabling other States that are not members of the 
CCD to make a useful contribution to our work, we are continuing to 
narrow our own frameworks and to curtail our own abilities.

Solution of the problems of disarmament and limitation of the arms 
race calls for the full commitment of all members of the international 
conmiunity. All countries, regardless of their size or military power, 
are equally interested in these questions which have the mc^ direct 
bearing on the security of each State and on the maintenance of world 
peace and security. For this very reason, the international agreements 
we conclude in these fields, to which our Committee makes a special 
contribution, must rest on respect for the basic interests of all inem- 
bers of the world community. They must be the product of the joint 
efforts of States for, only if they are, can they win general support. 
This is still not always the case with the present treaties. That fact in 
itself should act as a warning.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Vance: Arms 
Aid to the Horn of Africa [Extract], July 29, 1977^

Q. The United States is showing considerable interest in arrris aid 
for countries in the Horn of Africa and elsewhere in Africa. Does this 
signify an intensified competition with the Soviet Union for infj/uence, 
generally?

Secretary Vance,: No, I  do not think that it does at all. The Presi
dent sjioke to this i^ue yesterday and I would like to reiterate what 
he had te say yesterday.

Insofar as the question of arms to countries located in the Horn of 
Africa is Concerned, let me just take the case of Somalia  ̂ Somalia

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Aug. 22,1977, pi 229.
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asked for both economic and military assistance from the United 
States. They have asked for similar assistance from a series of other 
countries. They indicated that they wished to have an alternate source 
of supply to meet their defensive needs. We indicated to them that we 
would be willing to investigate this and, to tliis end, sent an economic 
assistance team out to take a look at the situation in Somalia. We 
have agreed that we will give them economic assistance.

Insofar as military assistance is concerned, we have indicated that, 
in principle, we would be prepared to consider the furnishing of some 
military assistance for defensive arms—and I underscore that, for de
fensive arms—and that we would do this in conjunction with a num
ber of other countries who have been approached in a similar fashion 
to the approach which was made to us.

Insofar as the Sudan is concerned, the Sudan has urged us to give 
them some additional help. As you know, we have provided to them 
in the past some equipment. They have had excessive or large pres
sures from countries on their borders— t̂hey have a very large coun
try—and therefore we have told them that we would take under 
serious consideration additional assistance to them. But this in no way 
is to be construed as an attempt to enter into an arms race with the 
Soviet Union.

Statement by Secretary of Defense Brown Before the House 
Armed Services Committee: Budget Effects of B-1 Bomber 
Cancellation [Extracts], August 2, 1977^

Conclmions

My recommendation to the President, and his decision, not to pro
ceed with production of the B-1, were based on the conclusion that 
aircraft carrying modem cruise missiles will better assure the effec
tiveness of the bomber component of U.S. strategic forces hi the 1980s. 
Each B-52 can launch many missiles, with great accuracy, at different 
targets in the Soviet Union, from a distance of many hundreds of 
miles. Each produces many small targets for Soviet air defenses to 
contend with. I f  additional warhead-carrying capacity is needed, that 
can come from new cruise missile carriers in addition to the B-52.

Moreover, the B-52/cruise missile program results in significant 
saving—roughly $10 billion in FY 78 dollars over the next 6 years, 
even in comparison with a reduced program of only 150 B -ls. The

 ̂Department of Defense transcript, pp. 14-16,
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first cruise missiles can be ready for the B-52s by early 1980, and the 
force buildup will occur at roughly the same rate and over the same 
period as had been planned for the B-1 deployment. Some modernized 
B-52s will continue in the penetrating bomber role.

With regard to the implications for SALT of this decision, the 
cruise missile remains a subject for negotiation. Since we are orienting 
our strategic nuclear capability more in the direction of cruise missiles, 
we have to continue to assure that our position on cruise missiles in 
SALT does not interfere with incorporation of cruise missiles into the 
strategic bomber force.

Statement by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International 
Security Affairs (McGiffert) Before the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations: Ratification of Treaties Restricting Nuclear 
Testing, August 3, 1977^

Mr. Chairman, I  am pleased to have the opportunity to appear be
fore you to discuss the two treaties which your committee is now con
sidering— t̂he Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear 
Weapon Tests or what is commonly called the “Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty” (TTBT)  ̂ and its companion— t̂he Treaty on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purpoi^es (PNET).® The Committee^ 
has already heard from the Under Secretary of Stâ ê, Philip Habib,^ 
and the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Paul 
Wamke.® They testified that these treaties would promote the U.S. ob
jectives of curbing nuclear arms competition and proliferation; would 
assist us in our negotiations to achieve a comprehensive test ban and 
act as a hedge against delays in the negotiating process; and would 
establish important verification precedents. I agree with their con
clusions that these treaties are valuable in their own right and, fur
ther, may aid in obtaining a comprehensive test ban. I do not intend to 
repeat the substance of their remarks and will confine my statement to 
the security implications of these two treaties.

 ̂Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosion Treaties: Hearings Be
fore the Committee on Foreign Relations and the Subcommittee on Arms Con- 
trol, Oceans and International Environment of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, First Session, on Exem tive  
N, 94th Cong., 2d sess. Two Treaties Between the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on (1) The Limitation of Underground 
Weapons Tests and the Protocol T^hereto, Signed in Moscow on July 2S, 1974; and 
{2) Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, and the Protocol 
Thereto^ Signed in Washington and Moscow on May 28, 1976, pp, 44-45.

* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974  ̂pp. 225-229.
* lUd^, 197$,,vVi- 328-332.
* Antp, pp. 44Cf^9.
® Ante, pp. 4S(M52.
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Both treaties preclude underground nuclear explosions above 150 
kt. As you know, the Soviet Union has consistently relied upon larger 
yield warheads, many in the megaton range, than has the United 
States. By limiting the Soviet Union, a ceiling on the testing of large 
yield nuclear devices will aid us in the long term in maintaining the 
strategic balance and serve to enhance the survivability of our retalia
tory ICBM force.

Further, although the United States and the Soviet Union have ob
served the constraints of the proposed TTBT since March 31,1976, the 
United States did test some preliminary designs for larger weapons 
prior to that time. Based on this past testing and that which would 
be permitted under the proposed treaties, we will be able to provide 
suitable warheads for those future delivery systems which are now 
under consideration, as well as assure the reliability of our present 
stockpile.

This situation will hold barring a radical shift in national strategy 
and targeting philosophy which would require large yield warheads 
of types not tested in the past. Such a shift in our defense require
ments would undoubtedly be preceded by drastic changes in our rela
tionship with the Soviet Union or in the evolution of Soviet strategic 
capabilities. This, of course, would call for a thorough re-examination 
of our strategic policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union including the via
bility of existing arms control agreements.

The proliferation of nuclear weapons poses a diJfferent kind of risk. 
The defense of the United States, our alliance responsibilities and 
tasks, and the maintenance of world peace and stability will become 
increasingly difficult if nuclear proliferation goes unchecked. The 
TTBT, as a further step in international arms control agreements, 
will by example promote the principles of non-proliferation.

Let me now turn to the question of verification. An important aspect 
of any arms control agreement is our ability to verify Soviet com
pliance. Monitoring of Soviet weapons tests will be accomplished pri
marily by the atomic energy detection sĵ ŝtem (AEDS). I believe that 
you have already heard about the results obtained from this network 
during this morning’s briefing by the CIA. I will restrict my com
ments to the national security implications of the monitoring system.

Nuclear explosions and earthquakes generate sound waves which 
travel through the Earth’s mantle and deep interior. By detection and 
analysis of these waves, it is possible to distinguish a nuclear explo
sion from natural events and to estimate its explosive power. There 
are, of course, several factors which cause uncertainties, in this process 
of estimation. For example, naturally occuring earthquakes provide a 
background of noise which interfere with reception and analysis of 
signals. . ,

In spite of such limitations, however, the detection system is good 
enough to provide adequate assurance that Soviet testing ̂ i^ificahtly 
above t]ie treaty threshold would be recognized as such,, especially if it 
were repeated over time. I believe that our verification means for 
monitoring underground nuclear testing under the terms of the TTBT
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are and will continue to be adequate to protect U.S. security interests.
In considering the verifiability of the TTBT, it is worthwhile to 

consider vthe companion treaty on underground nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes.

The Soviet Union has a large PNE program and has proclaimed its 
intention of performing truly heroic tasks by tliis means. One of these, 
the diversion of the Pechora River from its northward flow into the 
Arctic Ocean to a southward flow into the Caspian Sea, could require 
200 to 300 nuclear excavation charges: many were planned to be larger 
than 150 kt.

It became evident during the negotiation of the treaty governing 
PNE’s that employment of such devices provided too much opportu
nity for the achievement of various military benefits. The treaty con
trols this by placing limitations on PNE’s similar to those placed on 
weapons testing. Incidentally, the United States does not conduct any 
PNE tests, so at the present time the operational restrictions would 
be imposed entirely upon the Soviet Union. Our security interests are 
thus protected, by a limit on PNE’s which requires that they not ex
ceed the 150 kt ceiling of weapons tests.

The importance of this PNE companion treaty goes beyond setting 
a ceiling on yields. It establishes, for the first time, the right of U.S. 
observers to monitor, with instruments, Soviet experiments in order to 
supplement those verification capabilities provided by national tech
nical means. This important precedent may prove very useful in other 
negotiations.

In summary, the Department of Defense believes that ratification of 
these two treaties would be in the best interest of our national security.

Statement by the Director of the Joint StafF of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff (Hannifin) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions: Ratification of Treaties Restricting Nuclear Testing, 
August 3, 1977^

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I welcome this op
portunity, to participate in the ratification process by providing the 
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with regard to the Threshold Test 
Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty.^

^fhreahold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosion Treaties. Hearing^ Be
fore the Committee on Foreign Relations and the Sutcommittee on Arms Control, 
Oceans and International Environment of the Gonfimittee on Foreign Relations, 
United States Senate, Ninety-fifih Congress, First Session, on Executive N, 94th 
Cong., 2d sess. Two Treaties Between the United States of America and the 
U'nion of Soviet Socialist Republics on (1) the Limitation of Underground 
Weapons Tests and the Protocol Thereto, Signed in Moscow orp July 23,1974; ô nd 
(2) Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, aiid the Protocol 
Thereto,'St^edHn Washington and Moscow on May 28, pp. 45-46.

® For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP. 225-229.
 ̂Ibid., 1976, pp. 328-332.
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff support ratification of these treaties, which 
are part of the trend toward restricting the competition in nuclear 
weapons.

In the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1 9 6 3 ,and again in the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty of 1968,® the United States and, the Soviet 
Union expressed a commitment to seek to achieve the discontinu
ance of all nuclear tests. While the LTBT prohibits nuclear explo
sions in the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water, differing 
views on verification had prevented inclusion of limits on under
ground tests.

At the Moscow simmiit meeting of July 1974,® the two countries 
took the first step toward limiting underground tests by signing the 
TTBT. Subsequently, the Peacefol Nuclear Explosions Treaty was 
negotiated and signed.

The military risks associated with these closely linked treaties 
could, be reduced to acceptable levels through adoption of appropri
ate safeguards.

Modifojations of the safeguards which were adopted during the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty ratification are currently under inter
agency review to insure their adequacy under the TTBT and the 
PNET, as well as the Limited Test Ban Treaty. These safeguards 
include continuing underground nuclear test programs consistent 
with the treaty limitations, maintaining modern nuclear laboratory 
facilities, maintaining the basic capability to resume nuclear tests 
in prohibited environnaenits, should they be considered essential, 
and a vigorous verification program.

Under the terms of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, the United 
States will be prevented from confirming advances in higher yield 
nuclear weapons design, as well as verifying yields and nuclear effects 
of some stockpiled weapons. There is also a possibility that some 
EEDA weapons development personnel would be drawn into other 
iprograms, so that prompt resumption of high-yield testing may be diffi
cult, should that need arise.

Undetected testing above the threshold by the Soviet Union could re
sult in an advantage, in that they could confirm advances in some 
higher yield strategic weapons. In order to minimize any such risks 
associated with the undetected violations of the TTBT and the PXET, 
increased emphasis on maintaining and improving our capability in 
the Atomic Energy Detection System will be required.

In conclusion, gentlemen, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that there 
would be benefits in continued nuclear testing. But on balance, it would 
appear to be advantageous to ratify the TTBT and the PNET, since 
these treaties are equit€iible and if safeguards are adequate, certainly 
supportable by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

* m s , pp. 291-293.
pp. 461-̂65.

1974, p. 235.
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Congressional Conference Report on Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act Amendments [Extract], August 3, 1977^

J o in t  E x p l a n a t o r y  S t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  C o m m it t e e  o r  C o n f e r e n c e

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment 
of tlie Senate to the bill (H.E. 6179) to amend the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1978,̂  
and for other purposes, submit the following joint statement to the 
House and the Senate in explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in the accompanying con
ference report:

The Seniate amendment struck out <all of the House bill after the 
enacting clause and inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate with an amendment which is a substitute for the House bill 
and the Senate amendment. The differences between the House bill, the 
Senate ameildmentfUnd the substitute: agreed to in conference are noted 
below, except for clerical corrections, conforming changes made neces
sary by agreements reached by the conferees, and minor drafting and 
clarifying changes.

verification op arms control agreements

The House bill added a new section 37 to the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act which set forth a sense of Congress that effective verifi
cation of compliance is an indispensable factor in any international 
arms control agreement. The House bill further provided that the Di
rector of ACDA shall report, to the Congress on a timely basis or upon 
reqpest the following information: The verifiability by existing na
tional technical means of each element of any arms control proposal 
made to foreign governments by the United States: the verifiability by 
existing national technical means of each element of any arms control 
proposal madgk by foreign governments to the United States; any sig  ̂
nificant degradation or alteration in the capacity of the United States 
to verify the various components of existing arms control agreements 
or treaties; the number of professional personnel aligned by various 
Government agencies to analyze arms control verification; and the 
amoimt and percentage of researĉ h funds expended, by Government 
agencies for the purpose of analyzing issues relating to arms control 
verification.

 ̂House rept. 95-563, 95th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 5-̂ 8. For the final act, see post, 
pp. 523-526.

 ̂The House toill is printed ante, pp. 289-292; and the Senate iamendment to the 
House bill, ante, pp. 363-366.
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The House bill further provided that the Director, in reporting to 
the Congress on the verifiability of arms control proposals made to or 
received by the U.S. Government, should assume that all measures of 
concealment not expressly prohibited could be employed and that 
standard practices could be altered so as to impede verification.

The Senate amendment also added a new section 37 to the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act which set fortJi the sense of Congress 
that adequate verification of compliance should be an indispensable 
part of international arms control agreements or treaties. The Senate 
amendment reqiuired the Director of ACDA to report to the Congress 
on a timely basis or upon request the following information: the 
verifiability by existing national technical means of significaiit arms 
control proposals made to or received by the U.S. Govemm^rit; any 
significant degradation or alteration in the capacity of the United 
States to verify the various components of existing international atuns 
control agreements and treaties; the number of professional pei*son- 
nel assigned to arms control verification by Government agencies; and 
the amount and percentage of research funds expended by ACDA 
for the purpose of 'analyzing issues relating to arms control verifica
tion.

The Senate amendment further provided that, in making his re
ports to the Congress on the verifiability of arms control proposals and 
of arms control agreements or treaties that have enter^ into force  ̂
the Director shall assume that 'all measures of concealment not ex
pressly prohibited could be employed and that standard practices 
could be altered so as to impede verification. The Senate amendment 
also provided that except as otherwise provided by law nothing in 
the section on verification of arms control agreements should be con
strued as requiring the disclosure of sensitive information relating to 
intelligence sources or methods or persons employed in the verification 
of compliance with arms control agreements.

The committee of conference adopted the Senate provision. In doing 
so, the committee of conference makes clear thie responsibility of 
ACDA to support verification research. Just as importantly, the com
mittee of conference notes that the provision is not intended to infor- 
fere with the President’s ability to conduct arms control negotiations 
but is intended to emphasize the responsibility of ACDA and other 
executive branch agencies to keep the Congress informed with respect 
to the verifiability of significant arms control proposals. The com
mittee of conference intends that this provision should as<&ist Con
gress in assessing the national security implications of arms control 
agreements and treaties, in accordance with its constitutional and 
statutory responsibilities.

SECTJRITT REQUIREMENTS

The Plouse bill amended section 45(c) of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act to permit the Director of ACDA to grant ACDA 
employees access to restricted data.
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The Senate bill did not contain a ooanparable provision.
The committee of conference did not adopt a provision on this issue* 

In doing so the committee of conference noted that a provision identi
cal to the House provision was reported to the floor of the Senate by 
the Senate Foreiign Relations Committee.  ̂That provision was deleted 
following receipt of assurances from ERDA and ACDA that every 
effort would be made to resolve problems with the clearance procedures 
by Which ACDA contractors are granted access to restricted data. A  
memorandum of understanding to this effwt was concloided on July 8̂
1977, by ACDA and ERDA. After reviewing the memorandum, the 
committee of conference recommends that implementation of its un
derstandings be reviewed by appropriate oversight committees, and 
that its terms be extended when the new Department of Energy is 
established.

GENERAL AUTHORITY

A. Excepted authority from Civil Service
The Senate amendment ameaided section 41 (b) of the Arms Control 

and, Disarmament Act to permit the Director of ACDA for a 2-year 
trial period to appo;int officers and employees and fix their compensa
tion without regard to the provisions of title 5, United States Code.

The House bill did not contain a comparable provision.
The committee of conference adopted the Senate provision. In tak

ing note of objections to placing Government employees outside the 
competitive service, the committee of conference concludes that the 
specialized personnel needs of ACDA merited a 2-year trial of this ex
cept^ authority. The comniittee of conference further notes testimony 
from ACDA officials to the effect that the number of individuals hired 
each year under the excepted authority provision would be small.

B. Reimbursements to ACDA
The Senate amendment amended section 41 of the Arms Control and 

Disarmament Act to permit ACDA employees to accept pajment in 
cash or in kind for travel and subsistence expenses incurred in attend
ing meetings or performing advisory services concerned with the func
tions or activities of ACDA.

The House bill did not contain a comparable provision.
The committee of conference adopted the Senate provision. The 

committeQ of conference,.notes the provision is similar , to provisions 
in the organic statutes of the Department of State and other depart
ments and agencies.

AUTHORIZATION OP APPROPRIATIONS

The House bill amended section 49(a) of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act to authorize the appropriation of $14.6 million 
(and such additional amounts as may be necessary for nondiscretion- 
aiy c o ^ ) for fiscal year 1978.

® The report may he found ante, p. 312.
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The Senate amendment also amended section 49(a) of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act to authorize the appropriation of $16.6 
million (and such additional amounts as may be necessary for non- 
discretionary costs) for fiscal year 1978, $2 million of which shall be 
used only for the purpose of furthering the nuclear safeguards pro
grams and activities of the International Atomic Energy -Agency.

The committee of conference adopted the Senate provision with a 
technical and clarifying amendment. The $16.6 million authorized to 
be appropriated for ACDA for fiscal year 1978 is $3 million greater 
than the amount reqiiested by the executive branch. Funds, appt^pri- 
ated in excess of the $13.6 million requested and already programed 
by ACDA are to be used as follows: $1 million is to be used to sup
port additional ACDA public information and external research pro
grams. The remaining $2 million will be available to support the 
nuclear safeguards programs and activities of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency.

C l e m e n t  J. Z a b l o c k i,

L. H. F o u n t a i n ,

D a n t e  B. F a s c e l l ,

L e e  H .  H a m il t o n ,

J o n a t h a n  B .  B i n g h a m ,

G e r r y  S t u d d s ,
A n t h o n y  B e i l e n s o n ,
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Soviet Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: Some Methods of Monitoring Com
pliance With an Agreement on the Prohibition of Chemical 
Weapons, August 3, 1977^

From the technical standpoint there are two possible methods of 
verifying compliance with an agreement on the prohibition of chemi
cal weapons: intraterritorial monitoring and extraterritorial monitor-

‘ CCD/538.
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ing. Intraterritorial monitoring is performed in the territory of the 
State in which the installation to be monitored is situated or the 
activity to be monitored is carried on. Intraterritorial monitoring can 
be subdivided into international and national monitoring. The means 
of extraterritorial monitoring are situated outside the territory, air 
space and territorial waters of the monitored State.

In this connexion the question arises of the possible use of various 
methods of monitoring for each of the above purposes: laboratory 
(after sampling); remote; indirect (analysis of statistics and other 
information); aiid conservative (sealing up installations, telemetric or 
radiometric surveillance).

All these methods are fully applicable for purposes of intraterri
torial national monitoring. Some of the organizational forms of 
national monitoring were examined, in particular, in the socialist 
countries’ working paper CCD/403.^ However, the use of those 
methods in international monitoring is, as we know, inevitably asso
ciated with the disclosure of military, industrial and commercial 
secret ,̂ and consequently cannot be justified from the standpoint of 
assuring the security and economic interests of the States parties to a 
future agreement. The present paper therefore takes as its starting 
point the need to assess the applicability of the above methods to extra
territorial monitoring.

Since any agreement on the prohibition and destruction of chemical 
weapons will contain provisions banning the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and providing for the elimina
tion of stockpiles of such weapons, it is also desirable to analyse the 
possibilities of extraterritorial monitoring with due attention to cer
tain special features of monitoring compliance with each of those 
provisions.

Development {including testing) of chemical weapons

The development of new chemical weapon systems includes the dis
covery of new chemical agents and/or devising new techniques for 
using chemical agents for military purposes. The most characteristic 
signs that chemical weapons are being developed are the following:

(1) The presence of research centres (or systems of such centres) 
where interrelated solutions are found to chemical, biological and 
medical prc^blems;

(2) The presence of testing centres in active operation;
(3) The presence of specific systems of scientific and technical plan

ning and financing.

If it is known with suJKcient certainty that [when? where?] any of 
the above signs exist, there are serious grounds for assuming that one 
or other State is developing chemical weapons. A judgment on the 
facts concerning the development of chemical weapons can also be

* Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 344-346.
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formed from published patents and scientific and technical materials 
which indirectly reflect the interests of specialized chemists taking 
part in the development work.

Such analysis will form the basis of indirect extraterritorial moni
toring. Undeclared tests of chemical weapons can be monitored only 
by applying remote tecliniques and modem instrumentation.

Production of chemical weapom

The volume of production of chemical weapons is limited mainly by 
the production of chemical agents, wihich in turn is deteiWineii by the 
level of technological development and the availability of well- 
developed production facilities. The characteristic feature of the pro
duction of chemical agents is, above all, its close connexion with the 
production of initial, intermediate, assimilable and similar substances, 
of whidh the vast majority are not agents used for military purposes. 
For this reason, plants and shops which produce chemical agents may 
be located at a large number of industrial works belonging to various 
firms, departments and ministries throughout the territory of the State 
and even in other countries. In cases where chemical agents are being 
produced in secrecy, monitoring can be carried on by recording and 
analysi^glthe various emissions - into the. atmo3phere and liydrosgfeerjB 
by remote techniques and with the aid of the latest instrumentation. 
Great prospects for extraterritorial monitoring of the production of 
chemical agents are held out by indirect methods and, in particular, 
statistical analysis based on estimates of the consumption of initial and 
intermediate substances used in the production of chemical agents.

Stochpiling of chemical weapons

The stockpiling of chemical weapons, irrespective of the method 
used— b̂e it production or acquisition from otl;ier States—consists of 
stockpiling chemical agents proper and stockpiling the means of de
livery or other equipment designed to use ohemical argents for military 
purposes. Stockpiles of chemical weapons may be located in a large 
number of storage places in different geographical parts of *a particu
lar State and even in the territory of other States. In cases where 
chemical weapons are stockpiled secretly, the stockpiles are virtually 
impossible to detect by extraterritorial methods. Detection by remote 
methods of secret transport operations may be the only indirect indi
cation that chemical weapons are being stockpiled.

Indirect methods may be of some importance: in particular, statis
tical analysis of inter-St ate monetary and financial transactions.

Destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons

The destruction of chemical weapons inevitably entails the destruc
tion of cliemical agents proper and sometimes disarming the means of 
delivery or other equipment designed to use chemical agents for mili
tary purposes.
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Extraterritoria;! monitoring of the destruction of stockpiles of chemi
cal weapons can be performed by a remote and an indirect method. 
The basis of the remote method is the recording with sensitive instru
ments of specific gaseous substances which may be discharged into the 
atmosphere when certain methods of destruction are used. Indirect 
monitoring, whic/h in this case can play only a minor role, is feasible 
only where destruction entails making material preparations (build
ing up stocks of degassing substances, transporting chemical agents 
and degassers, etc.). In this case it should also be borne in mind that 
the .dektiiction of combat chemical ageiite entails substantial expeiid- 
iture which -may be reflected in the budgets of the appropriate 

departments.
4s af:

Our examination of the question of the applicability of various 
methods for monitoring compliance with the provisions of a future 
agreement leads to the following conclusions:

1. The basis of a monitoring system which will furnish a compre
hensive and effective solution to the problem must be nationaLmeajiŝ -̂ 
used, for the purpose of intratenitorial national and extraterritorial 
monitoring.

2. Laboratory, remote, indirect and conservative methods can be 
used in intraterritorial national monitoring in all cases.  ̂ ^

3. Extraterritorial monitoring can be performed chiefly by remote 
and indirect methods.

Remote methods of monitoring j,.

Remote methods for use in both intraterritorial and extraterritorial 
monitoring must be based mainly on instrumentation. In principle it 
is possible to develop remote methods for use in the following two
cases: :

c ;  ■

(1) Where a sample for monitorii^ is delivered “naturally” in a 
current of air or water (by the wind or a watercourse), thus making 
it possiblerto.useany laboratory methods thereafter;

(2) Where the analysis is based on remote appraisal of some optical 
(spectral) characteristics of the monitored sample, which may now.be 
performed with the aid of artificial earth satellites.

In the first case, the feasibility of monitoring depends to a great de
gree on natural conditions and phenomena. In the second case—that 
of remote appraisal by artificial earth satellite—the results of moni
toring Avill be more reliable. Hence this method is of special interest in 
organizing remote extraterritoria] monitoring. It has already been dis
cussed in the Committee on Disarmament; in particular, working 
paper CCD/371 submitted by the United Kingdom on 27 June 1972 
examined the feasibility of remote detection of field tests of chemical 
weapons.®

i m ,v v -  408-417.
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The working paper comes to the conclusion that by using satellite- 
mounted sensors it is technically possible to detect field tests with a 
sensitivity of 10"̂  mg/m^ and a probability of 0.3 and 0.75 in winter 
and summer respectively; when the analysed layer is 100 metres thick, 
detection sensitivity is 10"® mg/m®.

At the present stage of development of science and technology, a 
photoconductive detector such as the cadmium-mercury-tellurium 
(CdHgTe) described in working paper CCD/371 is not the most sensi
tive. Considerably greater sensitivity is attainable with monolithic 
detectors based on impure crystals at ultra-low temperatures (a condi
tion easily attainable in outer space) coupled with an advanced system 
of primary processing.

Other ways to achieve a high detection sensitivity involve the use 
of the induced and resonance combination scattering (Shorygin) 
effect. Here the best results are obtained with modulated lasers, which 
make it possible to operate in “windows” of atmospheric transparency. 
This will give access to a very high limit of sensitivity (five or more 
orders higher than that of ordinary combination scattering).

Cybernetic methods of identifying chemical structures and statisti
cal methods of data analysis which are not covered in working paper 
CCD/371 make it possible to expand considerably the potentialities o f 
extraterritorial monitoring methods in terms of increasing sensitivity 
and effectiveness in the identification of structures. Characteristics o f  
the structures of cheanical agents can be identified by mathematical 
methods.

Substances can be identified from infrared spectra and spectra of the 
combination scattering of light. In this case the spectral characteris
tics of the substances analysed should be fed into computer memories 
at the centres processing the results.

Special interest attaches to the use of satellites in geostationary orbit 
because in this case noise can be averaged over time, thus providing an 
effective means of eliminating noise disturbances generated by atmos
pheric fluctuations. By this method, the sensitivity of the^s?tem can be 
increased proportionally to the square root of the number of scans.

The technical solutions described above can be applied through the 
use of a combined system in Which one satellite is positioned in geo
stationary orbit while others revolve in low circular orbits at an alti
tude of about 250 km.

It follows from the foregoing that, by improving technical means 
for the remote detection of chemical agents and using a system of certi
fied earth satellites, it will be possible to increase the effectiveness of the 
method considerably, to record with a high degree of reliability the 
presence in the atmosphere of very low concentrations of chemical 
agents, and consequently to detect the production of chemical weapons 
and field tests of such weapons. Therefore the application of remote 
method making use of artificial earth satellites is quite sufficient for 
effective monitoring of compliance with many of,^e^provisions of a 
future convention on the prohibition of cliSnical weapons.
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Indirect methods of monitoring

Indiirect methods can be particularly effective for purposes of extra
territorial monitoring when based on analytical processing of a wide 
range of information accessible to the general public and covering the 
development, production aiid stockpiling of chemical agents. In addi
tion, use may be made of the national information centres already in 
existence in various countries which analyse for commercial purposes 
the activities of various foreign research centres, factories, firms and 
departments and the progress made by individual scientists and special
ists employed there. Since such national systems for selecting and eval
uating information in all fields of science and technology exist in the 
majority of large and technically developed Sta.tes, it is virtually im- 
jDossible that any of them should be alble to outstrip the others for a 
long period and on a large scale in any branch of fundamental military 
teclmology, including chemical weapons.

Individual questions connected with the use of statistical analysis in 
production have already been discussed in, for instance, the working 
papers submitted by the United States of America (OGD/283)^ and 
Japan (CCD/344 and to some extent CCD/430 ®).

♦  * *

Thus the sum tot^l of remote and indirect methods of monitoring 
afford adequate scope for extraterritorial monitoring by national 
means. By combining those methods with the specific methods of intra- 
territorial national monitoring (laboratory, conservative and other 
methods),. a. comprehen^ve and effective solution can be found for the 
entire, pr(>blem of monitoring compliance with an agreement on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.

Soviet Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: Verification of the Destruction of De
clared Stocks of Chemical Weapons, August 3, 1977^

WoVking paper CCD/497 of 29 June 1976, submitted by the United 
Stated considered problems of monitoring the destruction of declared 
stocks of chemical weapons. The paper notes, in particular, that “the 
basic purpose of on-site monitoring would be to confirm information 
provided as to the type and quantity of 'agent destroyed”.̂

The main purpose of monitoring the destruction of declared stocks 
of chemical weapons should be to establish (a) the fact of the destruc
tion of an agent of a certain type, (b) the quantity of the agent de
stroyed and (c) the quality of this agent, and to produce apprppriately 
documented results of the verification.

* 91-93.
® m a„  1974, pp. 306-325.

’̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 369-372.
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The present paper describes one of the methods of attaining this 
objective.

Taking as a basis the principle of national control over the dcvStruc- 
tion of chemical agents, it is necessary to bear in mind th at:

(a) chemical agents are destroyed by incineration or detoxification;
(b) the planning of the destruction of chemical agents, as well as 

their removal from containers or warheads and collection in special 
receptacles, are regarded as preparatory operations which are under
taken without the participation of controllers;

(c) chemical agents are transported to the place of destruction in 
special receptacles.

* ❖  Sfc

The quantity of cihemical agents brought for destruction is deter
mined by weighing them or by measuring their volume. Where the 
volume is measured, the weight of liquid substance is calculated by the 
following, forinula:

where:
y = th e  volume, in Q=V-p m̂ ,
p=the density of the substance, in g/cm  ̂or t/m ,̂ and
Q=the quantity of the substance brought for destruction.

Tlie density of the chemical agent is determined in the laboratory. 
For measuring the density, use may be made of known densitometers 
(float-type, pj^cnometric, piezometric and. radioaotiy*®) which- ai*e 
likely to prove most suitable for work with these substances.

The quantity of solid chemical agent can be nieasu;;red' in a si{nilar 
manner, with minor differences only in the measurement of density or 
bulk weight.

On completion of the process of the destruction of the chemical 
agent, the quantity of the agent remaining in the receptacle—Qrem—is 
measured.

The quality of the chemical agent brought for destruction is deter
mined by the content, in per cent, of the basic substance in the agent— 
q(%). The method of measuring this can be illustrated by the exam
ples of quality testing for sarin and yperite.

For q]iality testing for/sarin, for^exapiple, it is possible to use the 
technique based on its ability to hydrolyze in an alkaline medium! The 
control is effected by monitoring the consumption of alkali, and the 
sarin content is calculated by the following formula:

^  7.005 (tt • î NaOH  ̂* -̂ HC l) * 100
2 /0 -  ^

where:
a=the quantity 0,1 N of NaOH solution consumed for titration, 

in ml,
6=the quantity 0,1 N of HCl solution consumed for revei*se 

titration, in ml, and
u4=dose by , weight, in mg.
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Another possible technique is based on the reaction of sarin with 
hydrogen peroxide in an alkaline medium, with iodometric monitoring 
of tile consumption of hydrogen peroxide.

The sarin content is calculated by the following formula:

3.502(a 6) •i?Na2S203* 5.100 
■«% -------------------A----------------.

where:
a=the quantity 0,1 N of Na2S203 solution consumed for titration 

of the control sample, in ml,
6 = the quantity 0,1 N of Na2S203 solution consumed for titration 

of the substance tested, in ml.

In quality testing for yperite, it is possible to make use of its reac
tion with an aqueous solution of chloramine T. The control is effected 
by monitoring the consiiniption of chloramine by the iodometric 
method. The yp6rite conteiit is determined by calibration curves, ob
tained by titration of standard yperite solutions.

In terms of the main substance, the true quantity of the agent 
destroyed in one cycle is as follows:

Q tr~ {Q  Qrem) J q q ’ ( ^ ) *

It is impossible to rule out the possibility that the cjî smical agent 
brought for, destruction may be non-homogeneous in quality. In this 
case, when the substance is removed from the receptacle, f,or destruc
tion, it is necessary to analyse at least three samples—one at the 
beginning of the destruction process, one in the middle and one at the 
end.

The samples can be taken either directly from the receptacle with a 
sampler from different layers of the chemical agent, or from the flow 
by ^̂ the flow method” technique when the substance is being fed to the 
destruction facility.

Each sample is used for determining the content of the basic 
substance aixd the density. Fi:om the values for the content of the 
basic/sut)sta^ density, it is possible to calculate their
mean valiiesf and p asMlbws ^

- _ gl +  g2 +  gn 
 ̂ n

where qi, q2, and qn are the content, in per cent, of the basic substance 
in the first, second and n-th samples; and n is the number of samples 
taken.

In this case the quantity of the chemical agent destroyed, in terms of 
the basic substance, would be:

Q t r = ( Q “ ^rem) 2 ^ 5  ( ^ ) *
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Quantitative data on the destruction of d^ared stocks of chemical 
weapons should be recorded in a ledger. The ledger might have, for 
example, the following entries:

D ate
Tjrpe of 
c h c ^ c a l 

agent to  be 
destroyed

Q uantity  of 
chemical 
agent on 
arrival 
(tons)

Q

Q uantity  of 
chemical 

agent 
rem aining 

(tons)
Qrexa

Mean value 
of the  

content of 
the  basic 

substance
5(% )

Q uantity  
of basic 

substance 
destroyed 

(tons)
Qtr

Rem arks

1 2 3 4 6 e 7

Total
(tons).:__________________________________________ _________  ____ _

The final stage of laboratory chemical analysis shall be the 
analysis of the extent of decomposition of the chemical agents 
destroyed.

From the ledgers recording the quantities of substances destroyed 
at each facility, it is possible to determine whether the quantity of 
the stocks of chemical weapons actually destroyed corresponds to the 
declared stocks.

It would seem that stocks of chemical weapons declared for destruc
tion should be expressed in terms of the quantity by weight of the 
basic substance. This will make it possible to exclude from the destruc
tion records non-toxic elements present in the composition of chemical 
agents destroyed.

Gorwhmon:

Effective monitoring of the destruction of declared stocks of chemi
cal weapons is feasible provided that preparatory work and chemical 
analyses are undertaken, and that statistical records are kept— în terms 
of the basic substance—of the quantity and quality of chemical agents 
destroyed.

International Security Assistance Act of 1977: Nucfear Enrich
ment and Reprocessing Transfers [Extract], August 4, 1977^

22 use 2429. ][2. Chapter 3 of part III of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 is amended by striking out section 669 and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following new sections:

^P.L. 95-02, 95th Cong.; 91 Stat. 620-621. For ACDA teaHmony on this act, 
see ante, pp. 240-245; the President’s statement upon signing the act is reprinted 
post, pp. 483-484.
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‘‘Sec. 669. Nuclear E nrichment Transfers.— (a) 
Except as provided in subsection (b ), no funds author
ized to be appropriated by this Act or the Arms Export 
Control Act may be used for the purpose of providing 
economic assistance, providing military or security sup
porting assistance or grant military education and train
ing, or extending military credits or making guarantees, 
to any country which, on or after the date of enactment 
of the International Security Assistance Act of 1977, 
delivers nuclear enrichment equipment, materials, or 
technology to any other country, or receives such equip
ment, materials, or technology from any other country, 
unless before such delivery—

(1) the supplying country and receiving country have 
reached agreement to place all such equipment, materials, 
or technology, upon delivery, under multilateral auspices 
and management when available; and

‘‘(2) the recipient country has entered into an agree
ment with the International Atomic Energy Agency to 
place all such equipment, materials, technology, and all 
nuclear fuel and facilities in such country under the safe
guards system of such Agency.

“ (b) (1) Notwithstanding subsection (a) of this sec
tion, the President may furnish assistance which would 
otherwise be prohibited under such subsection if  he deter
mines and certifies in writing to the Speaker of the House 
of Eepresentatives and the Committee on Foreign Kela- 
tions of the Senate that—

“ (A) the termination of such assistance would have a 
serious adverse effect on vital United States interests; 
and

“ (B) he has received reliable assurances that the coun
try in question will not acquire or develop nuclear weap
ons or assist other nations in doing so.

Such certification shall set forth the reasons supporting 
such determination in each particular case.

“ (2) Any joint resolution which would terminate or 
restrict assistance described in subsection (a) with re
spect to a country to which the prohibition in such sub
section applies shall, if  introduced within thirty days 
after the transmittal of a certification under paragraph 
(1) of this subsection with respect to such country, be 
considered in the Senate in accordance with the provi
sions of section 601(b) of the International Security 
Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.̂

Assistance, 
agreements and 
safeguards.
22 use 2751 
note.

P re s id e n tia l 
c e r tif ic a tio n , 
t r a n s m it ta l  to  
S p e ak er o f th e  
H o u se  a n d  
co n g re ss io n a l 
co m m ittee .

J o in t
re so lu tio n .

* Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 386-430.
277 - 084— 79------------ 33
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90 Stat. 765. 
22 u s e  2429a.

22 u s e  2751 
note.

21 UST 483.

Presidential 
certification, 
submittal to 
Speaker of the 
House and 
congressional 
committee.

Joint
resolution.

90 Stat. 765.

“Sec. 670. N u c u e a r  E e p r o c e s s in g  T r a n s f e r s  a n d  N u 
c l e a r  D e t o n a t i o n s .— (a) Except as provided in sub
section (b), no fiinds authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act or the Arms Export Control Act may be used 
for the purpose of providing economic assistance, pro
viding military or security supporting assistance or grant 
military education and training, or extending military 
credits or making guarantees, to any country which on or 
after the date of enactment of the International Security 
Assistance Act of 1977—

“(1) delivers nuclear reprocessing equipment, mate
rials, or technology to any other country or receives such 
equipment, materials, or technology from any other 
country (except for the transfer of reprocessing technol
ogy associated with the investigation, under interna
tional evaluation programs in which the United States 
participates, of technologies which are alternatives to 
pure plutonium reprocessing); or

“ (2) is not a nuclear-weapon state as defined in article 
IX (3) of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu
clear Weapons  ̂and which detonates a nuclear explosive 
device.

“ (b)(1) Notwithstanding subsection (a) of this sec
tion, the President may furnish assistance which would 
otherwise be prohibited under such subsection if he de
termines and certifies in writing to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate that the termination of such as
sistance would be seriously prejudicial to the achieve
ment of United States nonproliferation objectives or 
otherwise jeopardize the common defense and security. 
The President shall transmit with such certification a 
statement setting forth the specific reasons therefor.

“ (2) Any joint resolution which would terminate or 
restrict assistance described in subsection (a) with re
spect to a country to which the prohibition in such sub
section applies shall, if introduced within thirty days 
after the transmittal of a certification under paragraph
(1) of this subsection with respect to such country, be 
considered in the Senate in accordance with the provi
sions of section 601 (b) of the International Security As
sistance and Anns Export Control Act of 1976.”.

1968, i>p. 461-465.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Lilchatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, August 4,  1977 ^

In my statement today I would like to dwell on some aspects 
of the problem of the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and the destruction of CW stocks.

The US'SK position on this question is well known and there is no 
need to restate it. This position is reflected, in particular, in the draft 
convention introduced by socialist countries in 1972  ̂and in the work
ing paper which was presented by those countries in 1973  ̂as well as 
in a number of subsequent statements by representatives of socialist 
countries in the Committee. As is known, we advocate the compre
hensive prohibition of this type of weapon of mass destruction and, m 
solving this problem, we are ready to go as far as other participants in 
the negotiations will be ready to go.

Without touching at present on other aspects of the problem we 
would like to focus our attention on the question of monitoring com
pliance with the convention and to state practical considerations con
cerning some of its aspects.

Speaking of control in general, we believe it is necessaiy, Avlien 
carrying it out, that conditions should be ensured in which control 
would not infringe upon the sovereign rights of the States Parties to 
the international convention and would not lead to the disclosure of 
State and military secrets. Clearly, such requirements, which are 
fundamental for all countries, could be satisfied by control based on 
national.means of verification combined with some international pro
cedures. At the same time such control would represent a sufficient 
guarantee of compliance with the corresponding convention by all its 
Parties. At the present level of development of science and technology, 
the possibilities inherent in national means of control are enormous 
and, if they are used to the full extent, these means are sufficient to 
ensure the certainty that other Parties to the agreement are complying 
with it. A considerable number of convincing arguments and. proofs 
have been cited in this Committee, in particular, by experts of socialist 
and other countries who have taken part in the work of the Committee 
at its sessions for the last two years.

At the sanie time, in order to meet the wishes of a number of coim- 
tries, and seeking a speedy achievement of agreement, the Soviet 
Union has stated its readiness to examine the possibility of using addi
tional supervision procedures, and, in particular, “to discuss methods 
of verifying the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons which 
are to be excluded from the arsenals of States”. This idea is contained 
in the USSR Memorandum on questions of ending the arms race and 
of disarmament,^ as well as in statements by the Soviet delegation at 
the spring session of the Committee this year.

 ̂OCb/PV. 759, pp. 10-13.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1912, pp. 120-124.
® m a ,, m s ,  pp. 344- 346.
* Ante, pp. 53-65.
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Expanding on those provisions, the Soviet delegation is presenting 
today for the consideration of the Committee two working papers on 
the above-mentioned aspects of the question of control.

The first of the two docmnents, which is entitled “Some methods of 
monitoring compliance with an agreement on the prohibition of chemi
cal weapons” ® is aimed at revealing the potential possibilities of na
tional means of control, and in particular of extraterritorial monitor
ing in which verification is carried out from outside the territory of 
the State being monitored. Such control may be used to verify the 
•different aspects of the prohibition of chemical weapons: develop
ment, production, stockpiling and the destruction of CW stocks. Ex
traterritorial monitoring may be carried out basically by remote and 
indirect methods.

Eemote methods for use in both intraterritorial and extraterritorial 
monitoring must be based mainly on instrumentation. In principle it 
is possible to develop remote methods for use in the following two 
cases:

(1) Where the sample for monitoring is delivered ‘‘naturally” in a 
current of air or water (by the wind or a water course), thus making 
it possible to use any laboratory methods thereafter;

(2) Where the analysis is based on remote appraisal of some optical 
(spectral) characteristics of the monitored sample which may now be 
performed with the aid of artificial earth satellites.

In the first case, the feasibility of monitoring depends to a great 
degree on natural conditions and phenomena. In the second case— t̂hat 
of remote appraisal by artificial earth satellite— t̂he results of monitor
ing will be more reliable. Hence, this method is of special interest in 
organizing remote extraterritorial monitoring. It has already been 
discussed in the Committee on Disarmament; in particular, working 
paper CCD/371 submitted by the United Kingdom examined the 
feasibility of remote detection of field tests of chemical weapons.® It 
may be noted here that the photo-conductive detector referred to in 
working paper CCD/371 may at the present level of science and tech
nology be replaced by far more sophisticated detectors and systems 
which can ensure considerably greater sensitivity.

It follows from the information contained in the USSR working 
paper that, by improving technical means for the remote detection of 
chemical agents and using a system of artificial earth satellites, it will 
be possible to increase the effectiveness of the method considerably, to 
record with a high degree of reliability the presence in the atmosphere 
of very low concentrations of chemical agents and consequently to 
detect the production of chemical weapons and field tests of such 
weapons.

Our paper also examines the great possibilities provided by indirect 
methods of monitoring (through analysis of statistics and information

® Ante, pp. 470-475.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1912, pp. 408-417.
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material) practically all kinds of activities connected with chemical 
weapons. The paper reaches the well-founded conclusion that the com
bination of remote and indirect methods of monitoring ensures, to a 
sufficient degree, extraterritorial control by national means.

Our second working paper which is entitled “Verification of the 
destruction of declared stocks of chemical weapons”  ̂ contains some 
considerations by the Soviet side concerning one of the methods of 
monitoring the destruction of declared stocks of chemical weapons. 
It is noted in the document that the main purpose of monitoring the 
destruction of declared stocks of chemical weapons should be to estab
lish (a) the fact of the destruction of an agent of a certain type, (b) 
the quantity of the agent destroyed and (c) the quality of this agent, 
and to produce appropriately documented results of the verification. 
The paper explains the importance of determining not only the type 
and quantity of the agents being destroyed but also their quality—i.e., 
the content, in per cent, of the basic substance in the agent being 
destroyed. The use of such an additional method would contribute to 
more effective monitoring of the destruction of declared stocks of 
chemical weapons.

In elaborating methods of verifying the destruction of declared 
stocks of chemical weapons, we proceeded from the promise that those 
stocks will be declared in terms of quantity by weight of the basic 
substance. It seems to us that such an approach will make it possible 
to propose a method of assessing whether an agent has been fully de
stroyed. This method is based on the registration of quantities of chemi
cal agents destroyed by incineration or detoxication, and on a deter
mination of whether the stocks which have been declared to be 
destroyed correspond to the volume of stocks which have actually been 
destroyed. Besides, this approach to the methodology of verifying the 
destruction of stocks of chemical weapons will make it possible to 
assess objectively the compara?bility of the quantities of chemical agents, 
which are destroyed by different States,

Thus, the working paper “Verification of the destruction of declared 
stocks of chemical weapons” is a concrete expression of the readiness of 
the Soviet Union to discuss methods for the said verification.

The Soviet delegation expresses the hope that the working papers 
which it has presented today will contribute to a speedy achievement 
of agreement on the question of control and thus on the problem of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons as a whole.

Statement by President Carter on Signing the International 
Security Assistance Act of 1977, August 5, 1977^

I am signing into law H.E. 6884, the International Security Assist
ance Act of 1977. The programs made possible by this law include

'^Ante, pp. 475-478.
^Weekly Compilation of Presidential Dociments. Aug. S, 1977, pp. 1185-1186. 

As enacted, H.R. 6884 is  P.L. 95-92. JSee ante, pp. 478-480.
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military aRsistance, international militar}  ̂education and training, and 
foreign military sales. The bill gives the United States an important 
tool with whi(̂ h to help meet reasonable and legitimate defense needs 
©f our friends and allies. Such.help contributes to our own security.

When I requested these authorizations from Congress in March, I 
emphasized my commitment to reducing conventional arms transfers 
throughout the world and to imposing greater discipline on our own 
arms transfers. Recently I announced a policy of restraint which is a 
major step tpward my goal. And the military programs authorized by
H.E. 6884 will help us make further progress by fostering the climate 
of security so important to lasting reductions in the world’s arms 
trade.

I am pleased to note that some two-thirds of the funds authorized 
by the bill, as I had requested, will be for nonmilitary programs. 
These will help bring economic and political stability to troubled 
regions of the world. The security supporting assistance programs in 
the bill differ somewhat from those which I proposed to Congress, but 
I believe that H.E. 6884 will nevertheless permit us to carry out an 
effective overall program in fiscal year 1978.1 welcome, in particular, 
this bill’s recognition of the special importance of security supporting 
assistance in the Middle East and in southern Africa.

However, I must note my serious concern over sections 16 and 20 of 
the bill. These provisions amend the Arms Export Control Act in 
such a way as to let Congress prevent Presidential action authorized 
under law simply by adopting a concurrent resolution of disapproval. 
Such provisions raise majpr constitutional questions, since Article I, 
section 7 of the Constitution requires that congressional action having 
the force and effect of law be presented to the President for approval. 
These provisions also have the potential of involving Congress in the 
execution of the laws, a responsibility reserved for the President under 
the Constitution. I am approving H.E. 6884 because of its importance 
to our foreign relations and national.security, but I must eixpress my 
deep reservations about thes6 two provisions and my intention to pre
serve the constitutional authority of the President.

I  intend to carry out the programs authorized by H.E. 6884—the 
first security assistance legislation of my administration—in such a 
way as to improve prospects for international peace and security.

House International Relations Committee Report on the Nuclear 
Antiproliferation Act of 1977: Discussion of Issues [Extract], 
August 5, 1977^

• • • • • • •

This legislation is designed to provide a framework for implement
ing consistent and uniform policies to control the spread of nuclear 
weapons capability. The bill recognizes the desirability of continued

 ̂H. rept. 95-587; 95th €ong., 1st sess., pp. 6-8. President Carter’s statem ents on 
th is proposed legislation are reprinted ante, pp. 274-275, and the Adm inistration 
testim ony thereon, ante, pp. 339-356 and post, pp. 564-566. The bill became the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Act o f 1978 on Mar. 10, 1978, P.L. 95-242.
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international commerce in nuclear technology for peaceful purposes, 
but seeks to restrain the use of those technologies which permit nations 
to come to within days or hours of a nuclear weapons capability.

There is no simple answer to the problem of nuclear proliferation. 
This legislation recognizes that the best way to control proliferation, 
however, is not through imilateral strictures, but rather through poli
cies that provide incentives strong enough to attract the adherence of 
other countries to our antiproliferation aims. Thus, the bill blends 
unilateral initiative and multilateral cooperation, incentives and dis
incentives, into a rational and relatively comprehensive antiprolifera
tion policy.

The legislation would assure nations which share our antiprolif^ra- 
tion goals a reliable source of fuel for nuclear light water reactors. The 
use of such fuel does not pose an immediate proliferation threat, chiefly 
because it is not suitable for quick and easy conversion into nuclear 
explosive devices. The bill also promotes policies designed to assist 
other countries in (1) exploring and developing nonnuclear energy 
options  ̂ (2) pursuing more efficient and yet more proliferation resist
ant nuclear activities, and (3) managing their sometimes quite severe 
spent fuel storage and waste problems with safety and security. 
These provisions have the effect of diminishing the need for technolo
gies, such as conventional reprocessing, that lead to quick weapons 
capability.

The bill seeks to provide a clear and understandable set of standards 
and export criteria to replace the loose and inconsistent policies of the 
past, policies which, for instance, did not explicitly rule out the manu
facture by nonnuclear weapon States of nuclear explosives labeled 
artificially as “peaceful”. The ambiguity of past agreements and poli
cies has not only led to genuine confusion, but has provided a pretext 
for distortion as well. The codification of consistent standards ac
complished by this legislation will help to eliminate such possibilities 
in the future.

The legislation also seeks to clarify the responsibilities of the various 
executive branch agencies responsible for the coordination and imple
mentation of U.S. antiproliferation policies. This is an important step 
designed to replace the ad hoc approach which has too often charac
terized past executive branch actions in the antiproliferation area.

This bill seeks to maximize the executive branch’s flexibility in seek
ing agreement with all nations on antiproliferation goals. It is par
ticularly sensitive to the need for continued cooperation with our 
European allies, even as they reassess their commitment to the use 
of plutonium as a reactor fuel. Thus, the bill permits reprocessing 
in certain initially exempted Euratom facilities for cases in which a 
compelling need for such reprocessing exists.

This legislation seeks to implement policies for international co
operation in using peaceful nuclear technology. It does not affect our 
domestic nuclear power programs. The bill incurs no direct financial



486 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

costs, though it does mandate several studies and training programs 
aimed at promoting greater safety and security.

The policies and standards promulgated in this act do not arise out 
of narrow commercial considerations, nor even out of security interests 
that are exclusively the concern of the United States. Rather, these 
policies, by helping to prevent scores of countries from coming to 
within a hair’s breadth of nuclear weapons, serve the cause of interna
tional security generally. For as one country strives to come close to a 
weapons option, its neighbors will surely follow. And the closer indi
vidual countries are allowed to come, the easier it is for their leaders, 
perhaps at a moment of high crisis, to make the final decision to ac
quire weapons themselves. With the spread of weapons, the probability 
of accidents and miscalculation must inevitably control devices that 
more modern ones have acquired. They may instead be destructive but 
vulnerable, thereby inviting preemptive attack by worried neighbors 
and adversaries. In a narrow sense, major nuclear powers will be better 
able to cope with these various problems than will others. Thus, it is 
clearly in the interest of the international community as a whole, not 
just the United States, to prevent the spread of these awesome 
capabilities.

Nor do these policies constrain the development of legitimate 
nuclear power production activities; rather by assuring that nuclear 
power is more safe, the bill contributes as well to its being more 
acceptable. Nothing should be more important to the industries re
sponsible for promoting nuclear power.

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: Prophylaxis Against Nerve Agent 
Poisoning, August 5, 1977^

The administration of drugs to prevent casualties from nerve agent 
poisoning as a prophylactic measure and after poisoning in the therapy 
of the effects of absorbed agents, has been under study for many years. 
In many countries, the results of such studies have been published in 
the medical and scientific literature and have contributed to the saving 
of life from poisoning by insecticides related in their mode of action 
to the chemical warfare nerve agents. The United Kingdom has con
sistently followed this practice of open publication, and the present 
study reported in this paper is in the nature of a progress report. The 
general status of medical protection against nerve agent poisoning was 
reviewed in a recent Yugoslav working paper (CCD/503).^

It was reported some 30 years ago that cats could l3e protected 
against the lethal effects of the organophosphorus compound DFP

* COD/541.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 443-449.



BRITISH WORKING PAPER, AUGUST 5 487

(diisopropyl phosphorofluoridate) by pretreatment with the carba
mate physostigmine. Subsequent work in the United Kingdom and 
elsewhere led to the development of oximes for treatment of organo- 
phosphorus poisoning. These act by reversing the combination between 
the organophosphorus compound and the enzyme cholinesterase, but 
in the particular case of poisoning by soman (1,2,2-trimethylpropyl 
methylphosphonofluoridate) the oximes are relatively ineffective be* 
cause the combination becomes irreversible. A British report published 
in 1970 showed that preadministration of physostigmine and atropine 
gave appreciable protection against poisoning by soman and that cer
tain other carbamates were effective in protecting guinea pigs against 
soman poisoning whereas a number of competitive anticholinesterases 
were inactive.

This work has been followed up and after a preliminary screening 
test for protection against soman, four carbamates have been studied 
for their ability to protect against a number of nerve agents in a range 
of experimental animals: rats, rabbits and guinea pigs. Supporting 
pretreatment was also given with the oxime P2S (pralidoxime mes
ylate), which was also given therapeutically (i.e. after nerve agent 
poisoning) along with atropine. The carbamates studied were pyri
dostigmine, mobam, physostigmine and decarbofuran, and nerve agents 
used were soman, sarin (isopropyl methylphosphonofluoridate), tabun 
(ethyl dimethylphosphoramidocyanidate) and VX (ethyl S-2-diiso- 
propylaminoethyl methylphosphonothiolate).

Estimation of maodmnm sign-free dose of carbamate

Pairs of animals were given intramuscular carbamate in serial doses, 
differing by a factor of 2, and were observed for a period of 3 hours. 
The times of occurrence of unmistakable signs of anticholinesterase 
poisoning (tremors, muscular fasciculations, unsteadiness, inco-ordin
ation or salivation) were noted. When two consecutive doses were 
found such that signs were evident at the upper but not at the lower 
dose an additional test was carried out using a dose three quarters of 
the higher dose. I f  that dose caused no signs it was accepted as the 
maximum sign-free dose; otherwise the dose immediately below it was 
used. The time taken for a minimally toxic dose to produce signs 
of poisoning was used in protection experiments as the appropriate 
time interval between pretreatment and the administration of the or- 
ganophosphate (“pretreatment interval”).

Safety ratio of carbamates

Acute toxicities were determined in guinea pigs for the four carba
mates and the safety ratio expressed as follows:

Safety ratio =
Maximum sign-free dose
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Protection experiments
Animals were injected intramuscularly with a carbamate, with or 

without P2S (15 m g/kg). After the appropriate pretreatment interval 
the organophosphate was given subcutaneously followed one minute 
later (or at signs of poisoning if they appeared earlier) by therapy 
with 17.4 mg/kg atropine sulphate usually mixed with 15 m gAg P2S 
(im). (In experiments in which carbamate was given without pro
phylactic P2S, the therapeutic dose of the oxime was 30 mg/kg.) LD50 
values, based on 24 hour mortalities, were calculated by the method of 
moving averages. The results of the protection experiments are ex
pressed as the

LD50 organophosphate in treated anim als 
ro ec ve ra lo — organophosphate in  untreated anim als

E e su l t s

Comparison of carbamates
Of the four carbamates, three (pyridostigmine, mobam and d,ecarbo- 

furan) appeared to be slightly superior to physostigmine in protecting 
guinea pigs against soman poisoning, as shown in Table 1. The safety 
ratios of the effective carbamates varied wid,ely, from 7.5 (physostig
mine) to more than 100 (mobam), indicating that the effective protec
tive dose of a carbamate is not a fixed proportion of the lethal dose. 
Carbamate pretreatment did not prevent the occurrence of signs of 
anticholinesterase poisoning although the response to soman was vari
able. With physostigmine, pyridostigmine and mobam signs of poison
ing began to occur two to three minutes after poisoning with doses of so
man below 4LD50: recovery was quickest with physostigmine pretreat
ment (the animals were markedly less affected by two hours) and slow
est with mobam. Kecovery in pyridostigmine-treated animals was not 
so smooth as in animals pretreated with other carbamates: there were 
recurring short periods (five to ten minutes) during which the animals 
relapsed and showed more severe signs of poisoning. In decarbofuran 
pretreated guinea pigs, the signs of poisoning appeared more slowly 
(up to 20 minutes) and lasted for a shorter time.

With higher doses of soman (6LD50 or more) the carbamate pre
treated animals became prostrate, with irregular breathing, within 
five to ten minutes and this state lasted for several hours. With decar
bofuran the animals, although severely affected, did not show the same 
degree of inertia. With all the carbamates, the surviving animals were 
usually recovered, or very much improved, by 24 hours after soman 
poisoning.

Variation in the dose of carbamate
The protection afforded against soman poisoning decreased, by a 

variable amount, as the dose of carbamate was reduced from the max
imum sign-free (Table 1). Nevertheless, all four carbamates gave sig
nificant protection (T r̂otectiVe ratio > 4) at one quarter of the sign-
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free dose. Raising the pretreatment dose had only a slight but variable 
effect: the protection afforded by pyridostigmine was raised slightly 
whereas that by mobam was reduced. However, the signs of soman 
poisoning were more severe and prolonged.

Duration of carbamate 'protection
The time course of the protection depended on the carbamate. Pyri

dostigmine and mobam gave maximmn protection one hour after in
jection and physostigmine and decarbofuran 30 minutes after. Pyri
dostigmine had the longest duration action (about four hours) and 
decarbofuran the shortest (two to three hours).

Variation in supporting treatment
The effectiveness of carbamates in the treatment of animals poisoned 

by soman depends upon supporting treatment with atropine. It may 
be expected that inclusion of an oxime in the treatment would not in
fluence the protection afforded, against soman poisoning but would 
reinforce the protective action against poisoning by “oxime respon
sive” organophosphate anticholinesterases. The effect of varying the 
supporting treatment on the protection afforded to carbamate-treated 
guinea pigs was determined against poisoning by sarin and VX (“ox
ime responsive”) , tabun (poisoning by which is not resistant to oximes 
generally but only to P2S), and soman.

Pyridostigmine, in the absence of any supporting treatment, did not 
afford protection against poisoning by any of the organophosphates 
but neither did it sensitize the guinea pigs to their lethal effects. In 
combination with atropine therapy, protection was given against tabun 
or soman poisoning and only marginal protection against sarin or VX, 
although the latter was raised considerably by incorporation of P2S 
into the therapy. Dividing the P2S treatment into prophylaxis and, 
therapy gave increased protection against soman and VX poisoning 
but not against sarin. The result for tabun was anomalous in that 
dividing dose of P2S markedly reduced the protection.

Species differences in protection
The protection afforded to rats, guinea pigs and rabbits by carba

mates pretreatment supported by atropine/P2S therapy against or
ganophosphate poisoning is summarized in Table 2. The drug treat
ment was most effective in guinea pigs and, with the exception of 
sarin, less effective in the rabbit. It was ineffective in the rat apart 
from providing some protection against VX poisoning.

The maximum sign-free dose and the appropriate pretreatment 
time interval were determined for each carbamate in each of the species 
as described earlier.

D i s c u s s i o n

The protective action of carbamates against organophosphate 
poisoning no doubt depends primarily upon the ability of the carba
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mate to inhibit acetylcholinesterase, forming a semi-stable carbamy- 
lated enzyme which can spontaneously break down to liberate the 
enzyme. The fraction of the enzyme in the tissues that was carbamy- 
lated would be protected against phosphonylation by organophos- 
phate. The gradual decarbamylation of the enzyme in parallel with 
the relatively rapid removal or destruction of the organophosphate 
would release sufficient acetylcholinesterase to maintain life.

The usual treatment for organophosphate poisoning is a combina
tion of atropine and oxime. This is not effective against poisoning by 
soman or (as far as P2S is concerned) tabun. The present study has 
shown that additional pretreatment with a suitable carbamate gives 
protection against poisoning by either of these oxime-resistant organo
phosphate without reducing the effectiveness of the atropine-P2S 
treatment against poisoning by the oxime sensitive organophosphates, 
sarin and VX. It is thus possible that a combination of pretreatment 
with a carbamate with oxime-atropine therapy could form the basis 
of a treatment that would be effective against poisoning by any or
ganophosphate antiacetylcholinesterase, including all of the chemical 
warfare nerve agents.
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Revised Soviet Draft Agreement Submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament: Prohibition of the Develop
ment and Manufacture of New Types of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction and New Systems of Such Weapons, August 8, 
1977*

The States Parties to this Agreement^
Guided by tlie interests of strengtliening international peace and 

security,
Desiring to contribute to the cause of saving mankind from the 

danger of the use of new means of warfare, limiting the arms race and 
bringing about disarmament,

Recognizing that modem science and technology have reached a 
level where a serious danger arises of the development of new, still 
more destructive types of weapons of mass destruction and of new 
systems of such weapons.

Conscious that the development and manufacture of such weapons 
are fraught with, the most serious consequences for the peace and se
curity of nations.

Bearing in mind that recent years have seen the conclusion of a 
number of important agreements concerning limitation of the arms 
race and disarmament, including those relating to the prohibition of 
weapons of mass destruction,

Expressim,g the profound interest of States and peoples in the adop
tion of measures to prevent the use of the achievements of modern 
science and technology for the developraent and manufacture of the 
above-mentioned weapons of mass destruction.

Desiring to promote the strengthening of confidence among nations 
and the further improvement of the international situation,

Seehmp to contribute to the realization of the lofty purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

Hming agreed as follows:
Article I

1. Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes not to develop 
or manufacture new types of weapons of mass destruction or new sys
tems of such weapons.

For the purposes of this Agreement, the expression ‘‘new types and 
new systems of weapons of mass destruction” includes weapons which 
may be developed in the future, either on the basis of scientific and tech
nological principles that are known now but that have not yet been 
applied severally or jointly to the development of weapons of mass 
destruction or, on the basis of scientific and teclmological principles 
that may be discovered in the future, and which will have properties 
similar to or more powerful than those of k^own types of weapons of 
mass destruction m destructive and/or injuring effect.

" 00D/511/Rev. 1.
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The list of types and systems of weapons of mass destruction to be 
prohibited by this Agreement is contained in the Annex to the 
Agreement.

2. In the event that new areas of development and manufacture of 
weapons of mass destruction and systems of such weapons not covered 
by this Agreement emerge after the entry into force of the Agreement, 
the Parties shall conduct negotiations with a view to extending the 
prohibition provided for by this Agreement to cover such potential 
new types and systems of weapons.

3. States Parties to the Agreement may, in cases where they deem it 
necessary, conclude special agreements on the prohibition of particu
lar new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

4. Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes not to assist, en
courage or induce any other State, group of States or international 
organization to engage in activities contrary to the provisions of para
graph 1 of this article.

Article II

Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes, in accordance with 
its constitutional procedures, to take the necessary measures to pro
hibit and prevent any activity contrary to the provisions of this Agree
ment within the territory of such State, under its jurisdiction or under 
its control anywhere.

Article III

1. In the event that any State Party to this Agreement has any sus
picions that another State Party has violated the provisions of this 
Agreement, the parties concerned undertake to consult one another and 
to co-operate in solving the problems which arise.

2. If the consultations referred to in paragraph 1 of this article fail 
to produce results mutually acceptable to the parties concerned, the 
State which has such suspicions may lodge a complaint with the Secu
rity Council of the United N'ations. Such complaint shall include evi
dence confirming its validity and a request for its consideration by the 
Security Council.

3. Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes to co-operate in 
carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may initi
ate, in accordance with the provisions of the Chartet of the United 
Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The 
Security Council shall inform the States Parties to the Agreement of 
the results of the investigation.

4. Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes to provide or 
support assistance in accordance with the Charter of the United Na
tions to any State Party to. the Agreement which so requests, if tlie 
Security Council decides that such State Party has been exposed to 
danger as a result of violation of the Agreement.
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Article IV

1. Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted as affecting the 
inalienable right of all the States Parties to the A^eement to de
velop and use scientific research and discoveries exclusively for peace
ful purposes without any discrimination.

2. The States Parties to this Agreement undertake to facilitate 
scientific and technological co-operation in the use of the latest achieve
ments and discoveries of science and technology for peaceful purposes.

Article V 
%

Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes to pursue in a 
spirit of good will negotiations on effective measures to limit the arms 
race in all its forms and put an end to it, and also on a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international 
control.

Article VI

1. Any State Party may propose amendments to this Agreement. 
Each proposed amendment shall be submitted to the depositary Gov
ernments and circulated by them to all Parties to the Agreement, which 
shall inform the depositary Governments of the acceptance or rejec
tion of the amendment as soon as possible after its receipt.

2. The amendment shall enter into force for each State Party ac
cepting the amendment upon its acceptance by a majority of the States 
Parties to the Agreement, including the depositary Governments, 
and thereafter for each remaining State Party on the date of its ac
ceptance of the amendment.

Article VII

1. This Agreement shall be of unlimited duration.
2. Each State Party to this Agreement shall, in the exercise of its 

State sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from the Agreement if  
it decides that extraordinary circumstances related to the subject-mat- 
ter of the Agreement have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall 
give notice of such withdrawal to all other States Parties to the 
Agreement and to the Security Council of the United Nations three 
months in advance. Such notice shall include. a.statenient of the extra
ordinary circumstances which it regards as having jeopardized its 
supreme interests.

Article VII I

1. This Agreement shall be open to all States for signature. Any 
State which does not sign the Agreement before its entry into force in 
accor(Jance with paragraph 3 of this article may accede to it at any 
time.

2. This * Agreement shall be sub ject to ratification by signatory 
States, Inst|'ui3ie?its of ratification aiid accession sKaillbe depd^edywith

277-084— 79------ 34
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the Governments o f ..............., which are hereby designated the de
positary Governments.

3. This Agreement shall enter into force after the deposit of instru
ments of ratification b y .................Governments, including the Gov
ernments designated the Governments depositaries of the Agreement.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are de
posited subsequent to the entry into force of this Agreement, it shall 
enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of rati
fication or accession.

5. The depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signa
tory and acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of de
posit of each instrument of ratification or accession and the date of 
the entry into force of this Agreement, and of the receipt of other 
notices.

6. This Agreement shall be registered by the depositary Govern
ments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article IX

Tliis Agreement, the Chinese, English, French, Russian and Span
ish texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the 
archives of the depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of the 
Agreement shall be transmitted by the depositary Governments to the 
Governments of the signatory and acceding States.

In' witness whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
thi^ Agreement.

Done in  ^   copies, at   on the day o f______ , ____ -

Annex to the Agreement

An approximate list of types and systems of weapons of mass
destruction covered by the Agreement on the prohibition of the
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons

The following types and systems of weapons shall be prohibited 
by the Agreement on the prohibition of the development and manufac
ture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of 
such weapons:

(1) Radiological means of the non-explosive type acting with the 
aid of radioactive materials.

(2) Technical means of inflicting radiation injury based on the use 
of charged or neutral particles to affect biological targets.

(3) Infrasonic means using acoustic radiation to affect biological 
targets.

(4) Means using electromagnetic radiation'to affect biological 
targets. , . ^
' This list of types and systems of vreapons to be proliibited may 
be supplemented as necessary.
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Tass Statement' on South African Nuclear Developments, 
August 9, 1977^

According to information received, the Eepublic of South Africa is 
now nearing the completion of work on the creation of a nuclear weap
on and is engaged in direct preparations for testing it.

The ESA authorities, stubbornly refusing to renounce their policy 
of racial oppression and apartheid with respect to the African popula
tion and resorting to aggressive acts against neighboring African 
states, are trying by force of arms to halt the irreversible process of the 
elimination of the colonial-racist regimes in southern Africa. To this 
end the ESA is improving its war machine and outfitting its armed 
forces with the latest in military equipment, aircraft, missiles, tanks 
and artillery of various types.

For a number of years the press in many states, some of them West
ern, has been publishing reports on the work the ESA has been doing 
to create the necessary scientific and technical base for the production 
of its own nuclear weapons. The ESA has not signed the Treaty on 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to which more than 100 states 
have now subscribed,.  ̂ In the development of military production and 
the acquisition of modern weapons the ESA relies on certain Western 
states that are NATO members, as well as Israel, despite the well- 
known UN decisions banning aid to the ESA in the field of armaments.

If nuclear weapons were to appear in the hands of the racist regime 
in Pretoria, this would create an immediate threat to the security of the 
African states, would lead to a sharp escalation of instiability and ten
sion in southern Africa, and would increase the nuclear threat to all 
mankind. The ESA authorities’ actions to obtain nuclear weapons, ac
tions supported by certain states, run counter to the.ejfforts being made 
by many countries and the United Nations to avert the dtoger of the 
spread of nuclear weapons throughout the planet. They are incom
patible with the demand of African countries, as embodied in UN deci
sions, that the African continent be made a nuclear-weapon-free zone. 
In taking the path of creating nuclear weapon^ the IlSA is challenging 
all peoples.

Tass is authorized to make the following statement. The creation of 
nuclear weapons in the ESA would have very serious and far-reaching 
consequences for international peace and the security of peoples.

Lading circles in the Soviet Union 'believe that very urgent and 
effective efforts by all states and the United Nations, as well as by the 
international public, are required to prevent the creation of nuclear 
weapons in the ESA and to avert the danger of nuclear proliferation. 
For its part, the Soviet Union, w;liich con^sistently ^nd firmly stands for 
averting the threat of a nuclear war, is ready, together with other 
states, to contribute in every way to the attainment of tliis goal.

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Sept. 7, 1977 (vol. XXIX, no. 32), p. 6.
 ̂The treaty t ^ t  can be found in Documents on Disarmament,'1968̂  pp. 461-465.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Weapons of 
Mass Destruction, August 9, 1977^

In accordance with tlie approved schedule of work of the Committee 
on Disarmament at its summer session, the coming week—from 8 to 
12 August—is assigned for informal meetings of the Committee with 
the participation of experts to examine the problem of the prohibition 
of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction and new systems of such weapons.

This problem, which I intend to comment upon in my statement to
day, has been examined in the Committee on Disarmament for about 
two years in accordance with the resolutions adopted by the United 
Nations General Assembly at its thirtieth and thirty-first sessions. It 
may be stated that, from session to session of the Committee, a certain 
movement forward has taken place, although it has not been as rapid 
as it should be in view of the importance and topical character of this 
problem. A great amount of work has, however, been done in studying 
the substance of the problem and possible approaches to its solution. It 
is also a matter of satisfaction that the problem is gaining increasingly 
wide intem^-tionai recogixition as well as in this Committee. In con
nexion with the Soviet initiative, representatives of a number of States 
have advanced many constructive ideas and considerations which, in 
our view, make it possible to come closer even at the present stage to 
agreeing on some basic provisions of a draft agreement on a generally 
acceptable basis.

This is why the USSR delegation expresses the hope that, from the 
standpoint of achieving progress in its work, the present session of the 
Committee will not be an exception as compared to previous sessions, 
and will take a further step on the way towards prohibition of the 
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction.

In the period between the spring and simimer sessions of the Com
mittee we worked intensively to elaborate the problem further. In 
doing so we took into account the comments and proposals made in the 
past in the course of the Committee’s discussions by the representatives 
of many coimtries, including those of Poland, Hungary, the German 
Demooraiic Republic, .Bulgaria, Cẑ ehô pvaĵ î ,̂  Jndia, Pakistan, Swe
den, Egypt, the United States, the United Kingdom, the Federal Re
public of Germany, Canada, Italy and other States.

At this stage of our work we have focused our attention on the ques
tion which has to be solved first of all, namely, the question of the scope 
of the prohibition. Incidentally, this question was at the centre of dis
cussions in the Committee on Disarmament and was the subject of ex
tremely detailed examination.

\cqp/gy. pp. ^25. ,
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In this connexion I would recall that a particularly active discussion 
took place on the question of defining what should be included under 
new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction to be prohibited 
in order to outline precisely the subject of the prohibition and not to 
touch upon the sphere of existing types of weapons of mass destruction, 
including those among them which are being modernized, as well as the 
areas covered by existing agreements and by agreements which are be
ing negotiated.

From the very beginning the Soviet Union proceeded from the as
sumption that a dejSnition of the concept of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction, as stated in paragraph 1 of article I  of 
the draft agreement (CCD/511), should be agreed upon through spe
cific negotiations.^ In order to establish a working basis for a compre
hensive and detailed study of this question and to identify criteria 
with a view to establishing the scope of the prohibition, the USSE del
egation last summer submitted document CCD/514.® Subsequent nego
tiations proved this to be a useful step which made it possible to come 
closer to a solution of the problem of defining new types and systems 
of weapons of mass destruction.

As is known, in the course of the discussions in the Committee on 
Disarmament, a number of delegations expressed the view that it 
would be advisable, in drawing up the definition, to use the 1948 formu
lation of the United Nations Commission for Conventional Arma
ments.  ̂ We also believed previously that the definition we had pro
posed before was in harmony with that formulation and now, taking 
into account the wishes of a number of members of the Committee and 
in the light of present circumstances, we use it as a basis in elaborating 
the definition.

The 1948 formulation defines new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion, as is known, on the basis of the factor of the novelty of weapons 
and by using the factor of commensurability of their destructive effect 
with known types of weapons of mass destruction, such as nuclear, 
chemical or bacteriological weapons. Those two factors also form the 
basis of the definition which is being elaborated for an agreement on 
new types of weapons, although they have, of course, been stated in 
greater detail and elaborated upon in the light of present requirements 
and tasks in the field of disarmament as well as of changes that have 
taken place within the past 30 years, particularly in science and tech
nology, and of the purposes of the said agreement.

The desirability of this approach is borne out, in particular, by the 
fact that the defimtion of the novelty of weapons contained in the 1948 
formulation does not, in our view, make the necessary distinction be
tween known types of weapons of mass destruction, including those 
that have been modernized, and new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion which may be developed.

* SeeDocwmen^s on Di8armam&nt,^1976t pp."516-519.
pp. 538-541.

* For the formulation, see iUd., 19^5-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
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In order to make good these deficiencies we believe it advisable to- 
expand somewhat that part of the 1948 formulation dealing with new 
weapons of mass destruction by stating it in the following way:

. . . weapons which may be developed in the future, either on the basis of 
scientific and technological principles that are known now but that have not 
yet been applied severally or jointly to the development of weaiwns of mass 
destruction or on the basis of scientific and technological principles that may 
be discovered in the future.

The situation is exactly the same as regards the question of the level 
of the destructive or injuring effect of weapons of mass destruction. 
This part of the 1948 formulation should, in our view, be supplemented 
only in the sense that it is possible to develop even more effective wea
pons than existing ones which will be more effective not only from the 
point of view of destruction but also from the point of view of the in
juries they cause to human beings.

Thus, taking into account considerations expressed in the Committee 
on Disarmament as well as with a view to achieving a greater degree 
of accuracy, we suggest that the definition of new types and new sys
tems of weapons of mass destruction to be included in article I  of the 
agreement should, in its complete form, be worded as follows:

Por the purposes of this Agreement, the expression “new types and new sys
tems of weapons of mass destruction” includes weapons which may be devel
oped in the future, either on the basis of scientific and technological principles 
that are known now but that have not yet been applied, severally or jointly, 
to the development of weapons of mass destruction or on the basis of scientific 
and technological principles that may be discovered in the future, and which 
will have properties similar to or more powerful than those of known types 
of weapons of mass destruction in destructive and/or injuring effect.

This definition, which is clear and broad, is also worded as closely as 
possible along the lines of the 1948 formulation on which there already 
exists a broad measure of agreement.

Seeking to meet the positions of those members of the Committee on 
Disarmament who pronounced themselves in favour of the prohibition 
of specific new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction on 
the basis of special agreements, the Soviet side provided for the possi
bility of applying such a method as well when necessary. It proceeds 
from the assumption that, parallel to a general agreement on the pro
hibition of the development and manufacture of new types and systems 
of weapons of mass destruction, it is possible to conclude special agree
ments on the prohibition of specific types of those weapons.

In order to reflect this possibility in the agreement, we suggest that 
article I of the draft should include the following additional provision 
as paragraph 3: “States Parties to the Agreement may, in cases where 
they deem it necessary, conclude special agreements on the prohibition 
of particular new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction”* 

An important component part of our new proposal is the inclusion 
in article I of the draft agreement (the last sentence of paragraph 1 of 
article I) of the reference to the fact that a specific list of types of 
armaments to be prohibited will be annexed to the agreement.

In our view such a flexible approach—where the agreement would at 
the same time contain a general definition of new types of weapons
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of mass destruction to be prohibited as well as a specific list of 
types and systems of such weapons to be prohibited—would make it 
considerably easier to achieve a generally acceptable solution of the 
question of the scope of the prohibition.

Our supplemented draft agreement contains an approximate list of 
the types and systems of weapons of mass destruction covered by the 
agreement. As to the possible content of such an approximate list, the 
Soviet delegation suggests that it should include the following types 
of weapons:

1. Kadiological means of the non-explosive type acting with the aid 
of radioactive materials. What is meant in this case is the prohibition 
of the development of weapons on the basis of the use of the spent fuel 
of atomic reactors and of other radioactive materials designed to injure 
human beings through radioactive emissions and to contaminate 
terrain, water, military hardware, and military and civilian targets.

2. Technical means of inflicting radiation injury based on the use of 
charged and neutral particles to affect biological targets. When in
cluding this type of potential weapons in the list, the Soviet side pro
ceeded from the fact that, for the last 30-40 years, there has taken 
place in the world an intensive development of acceleration technology. 
During this period the maximum energy level of particles was in
creased from millions of electronvolts to hundred of billions electron- 
volts, and may be increased in the foreseeable future to tens of thou
sands of billions electronvolts. This represents tremendous progress in 
the development of science and technology which is of benefit to people.. 
However, it also implies the potential possibility of the creation in the 
future of most powerful new means for military purposes, and thi& 
possibility should be precluded in advance.

3. Infrasonic means using acoustic radiation to affect biological 
targets. Even today, scientists proceed from the assumption that it is- 
in principle possible to radiate over distances of hundreds of kilo
metres infrasonic oscillations at frequencies up to 10-15 Hz whose 
effect is most harmful to human beings. The possibility of the further 
development of sources of acoustic radiation up to the levels required 
for weapons should not be, evidently, precluded.

4. Means using electromagnetic radiation to affect biological targets. 
In connexion with this area I would like to say that, at previous meet
ings of the Committee on Disarmament, sufficiently detailed informa
tion has been already presented on the effect of certain kinds of elec
tromagnetic radiation on biological targets. The use of such radiation 
may result in injuries to organs and systems of the human organism 
or affect its functioning.

Specialists believe that there exists a sufficient material basis for the 
application in practice of these scientific and technological principles 
with a view to the development of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction.

As vScientiHc, and technologioal progress wUl .continue, it would be 
unrealistic to regard a specific list of new types of weapons to be pro
hibited as exhaustive. This is why we suggest that provision should
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also be made for the possibility of supplementing tlie list as the need 
arises in the future.

Thus, in summary, our position on the question of the scope of the 
prohibition provides for: (1) the conclusion of a comprehensive agree
ment on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new 
types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons containing a specific list of the types to be pro»hibited; (2) 
the possibility of supplementing, in the future, the list of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction to be prohibited; (3) the possibility of 
concluding special agreements on individual specific new types of 
weapons of mass destruction.

This position represents, in our view, a composite approach to the 
solution of the question of the scope of the prohibition if one takes 
into account proposals presented in the Committee both by coimtries 
which are in favour of a general formulation of the prohibition and 
by countries which prefer to conclude special agreements on various 
new types of weapons of mass destruction. The solution proposed by 
the Soviet Union—and this is most important—^makes it possible not 
only to achieve the prohibition of the development and manufacture 
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction in the poten
tially dangerous areas which have been already identified but also in 
principle to bar the road to the future development and manufacture 
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

Acting on the instructions of the Government, the USSE delegation 
submits the supplemented draft agreement on the prohibition of the 
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass de
struction and new systems of such weapons (0CD/511/Eev. 1),® and 
expresses the hope that this step will make the work of the Committee 
on this problem even more concrete and purposeful in order to achieve, 
as soon as possible, accord on the text of a generally acceptable agree
ment in one of the most important areas of disarmament, as we are 
called upon to do by United Nations General Assembly resolutions.

Draff Resolution Recommended by the Committee on the Peace
ful Uses of Outer Space: Tenth Anniversary of the Entry Into 
Force of the Treaty on the Principles Governing the Activities 
of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including 
the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, August 9 ,1977 ^

The General Assembly^
Noting that ten years have passed since the entry into force of the 

Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Explora-

 ̂Ante, pp. 493-496.
 ̂Report of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses o f Outer Space, General Asaem-- 

Up Official Records: Thirty-Second Session, Supplement No. 20 (A /3 2 /2 0 ), pp. 
7-8. The draft res. w as adopted 1>y the General Assembly 'by consensus on Dec. 20 
as res. 32/195.
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tion and Use of Out^r Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies,2

GonjiTming the great importance of the Treaty for the development 
of international co-operation in the peaceful exploration and use of 
outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, and for 
developing the rule of law in this sphere of human activity,

Conmnced that during the decade in wthich the Treaty has been in 
force it has played a positive role in the implementation of the pur
poses and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the 
progressive development of the law of outer space, including the 
elaboration and adoption of other international instruments govern
ing the outer space activities of States,

Noting States have become parties to the Treaty,
Recognising that participation in the Treiaty contributes to the 

peaceful exploration and use of outer space for the benefit of all man
kind, regardless of the degree of economic or scientific development of 
States, and to the development of mutual understanding and the 
strengthening of friendly relations among States and peoples,

Recalling its resolutions 2260 (X X II) of 3 ^November 1967, 2453 
(X X III) of 20 December 1968, 2601 (X X IV ) of 16 December 1969, 
2733 (X XV ) of 16 December 1970, 2776 (X X V I) of 21 November 
1971, 2915 (X X V II) of 9 November 1972, 3182 (X X V III) of 18 De
cember 1973, 3234 (X X IX ) of 12 November 1974, 3388 (X X X ) of 
18 November 1975 and 31/8 of 8 November 1976, in which it invited 
States which had not yet become parties to the Treaty to give early 
consideration to ratifying bi* acceding to it.

Expressing the belief that the participation in the Treaty of all 
States ^nd the application of tlpiis international instrument by them 
can. contribute to enhancing the effectiveness of international co- 
pperation in thê  peaceful exploration and use of outer space, including 
the moon and other celestial bodies,

1. I\nvites States which have not yet become parties to the Treaty on 
Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and 
,Use of Outer Space, including; the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies  ̂
t6 ratify or accede to it as soon as possible;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to undertake research analysing 
the experience gained in the application of the Treaty over the past 
ten years and showing its importance for the development of inter
national co-operation in the practical application of space technology;

3. Recommends that the Corimittee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space should consider at its next session possible measures to encourage 
the largest possible number of States to participate in the Treaty.

* Bocmnents on Disarmamenti 196'tf pp. 38-43. 
’ Seventy-five in res. 32/195.



504 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Nonpro
liferation, August 11, 1977 ^

Today, I should like to take up the question of nuclear non-prolif
eration, which is one of the most urgent concerns of our time, and to 
express the basic views of the Japanese Government on this matter. 
The question so far has been presented in terms of how to secure the 
use of atomic energy for the increasing energy demand and, at the 
same time, how to prevent the danger of spreading nuclear weapons; 
that is, how to pursue these two imperatives in harmony with each 
other. This question has come to assume in recent months growing sig
nificance to a number of countries. However, tKe question should be 
examined more broadly and basically from the point of where does the 
real danger of nuclear proliferation lie, and what can be done to pre
vent such a danger, in the fields of both the military and the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy.

At the outset of my examination, I should like to emphasize the fact 
that the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, of 
which over 100 countries are now members, constitutes, in spite of its 
inherent inequality, the most important existing international legal 
framework for preventing nuclear proliferation and, as such, is the 
basic instrument upon which further international efforts should be 
based.  ̂ Therefore, the most practical way of making further inter
national efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons would be to 
take the NPT regime as a starting point.

Comparing the present situation with that of 1968, when the NPT 
was endorsed by the General Assembly of the United Nations,^ I  recall 
that reliance on nuclear energy has been rapidly increasing, especially 
since the oil crisis, to meet the world’s growing energy needs, and that 
atomic power generation has been rapidly and broadly augmented dur
ing this-intervening period. Here, I  should like to make it clear that 
I  fully share the concern that further international co-operation is 
now urgently required to prevent the danger of nuclear proliferation.

What is now needed in order to respond to this challenge is to take 
concrete measures to secure the effectiveness of the NPT itself, as well 
as to explore what measures should be taken to reinforce the NPT  
re/crime from the outside, with the participation not only of those na
tions with advanced nuclear technology, but also of a neater number 
of coimtries, whether or not they are members of the NPT.

In proceeding to examine in depth the meaning and scope of the 
NPT, it would be worthwhile to consider once again what actually the 
NPT regime is. It contains, from the standpoint of disarmament, an

 ̂CCD/PV.761, pp. 8-17.
* The text of the treaty can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp.

461-465.
pp. 431-432.
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element of nuclear arms control, to be exercised primarily by the Super
powers, in trying to prevent other countries from acquiring nuclear 
explosive capabilities. Moreover, it is also the symbol of hope on the 
part of non-nuclear-weapon States which have joined the Treaty in 
the belief that it is a realistic step toward nuclear disarmament. From 
the standpoint of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, it is a system of 
international co-operation to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States 
parties to the Treaty the inalienable right to develop nuclear energy 
for peaceful uses without discriminating them from nuclear-weapon 
States.

The Treaty provides that, while non-nuclear States parties assume 
the obligation to renounce the production or acquisition of nuclear 
weapons, the nuclear-weapon States are allowed to produce and possess 
nuclear weapons; that is, they are accorded a “special status”. Such a 
privilege, however, is accompanied by a special responsibility to take 
concrete measures for nuclear disarmament. This is the reason why 
they undertake, as a legal obligation provided for in article VI of the 
Treaty, “to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures re
lating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an earlĵ  date and to nu
clear disarmament”. I  may add further that the non-nuclear-weapon 
States, having placed their trust in the intention on the part of 
nuclear-weapon States to honour that obligation, have become par
ties to the Treaty, thus accepting an unequal status. In return, the 
Treaty assures them the inalienable right to develop the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy without discrimination. Those two elements make 
up the very fabric of the NPT regime.

Therefore, in order to give a more effective thrust to the NPT 
regime, which is the essential framework for nuclear non-proliferation, 
it is of vital importance that the nuclear-weapon States take concrete 
measures for nuclear disarmament in response to the trust placed in 
them by the non-nuclear-weapon States, and that the inalienable right 
of the non-nuclear-weapon States to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
should be substantiated to counterbalance the obligation they have 
undertaken to forego nuclear weapons. If this is not done, the cred
ibility of the NPT itself will be jeopardized and it will make it more 
•difficult to achieve universal adherence to the NPT regime.

It was this reasoning that led the Government of Japan, on the 
occasion of depositing its instruments of ratification of the N"PT last 
year, to issue a statement, in which it strongly urged “the nuclear- 
weapon States to take concrete nuclear disarmament measures”. This 
:statement also emphasized the conviction of my Government that “for 
the well-being of all mankind, international co-operation with respect 
to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy should be vigorously promoted 
in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty”.̂  Moreover, my 
•country made it clear in the statement by its then Foreign Minister, 
Mr. Kosaka, at the United Nations General Assembly last year, that.

1976, pp. 350-352.
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“this inequality between the nuclear-weapon States and the non
nuclear-weapon States should neither be consolidated, nor perpetuated,, 
and this should be rectified by the abolishment of all nuclear weapons^ 
on the part of the nuclear-weapon States”.*

However, we have to admit that, while up until now there has not 
been any meaningful progress in the field of nuclear disarmament, 
there are recurring cases of nuclear co-operation of late in which 
countries which are not members of the NPT enjoy the same benefits 
as those of NPT members without undertaking the same obligation. 
This tendency might well weaken the credibility of the Treaty, even 
more so in view of the fact that new and additional restrictions are 
being contemplated or discussed with regard to the development of the 
civil nuclear programmes of non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the 
NPT. My Government is convinced that resolute measures are des-- 
perately required in both of the fields of nuclear disarmament and 
nuclear co-operation, fully recognizing that their execution depends on 
the political will of the major nuclear Powers. These measures alone 
could induce the remaining nuclear-weapon States and many threshold 
coimtries outside the NPT to become members and thereby give this 
Treaty true universality.

In the light of the political premise that the ITPT with all these in
herent problems is in fact the most fundamental international legal 
framework to prevent nuclear proliferation, the most constructive task 
for the international community is to reinforce the NPT regime. Then, 
how should we carry out this task inside and outside the framework of 
the NPT? I should like to propose the following measures, dealing 
first with measures within its framework.

Firstly, all the States parties to the NPT that possess advanced nu
clear technology, including the nuclear-weapon States, should take, in 
their nuclear co-operation with the non-nuclear-weapon States parties^ 
positive measures to guarantee the right to the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy provided for in article IV  of the NPT. The non-nuclear-weapon 
States members are entitled to demand these measures as their legiti
mate and inalienable right under the Treaty, which should not remain 
a mere “pie in the sky”, but be substantiated at any cost.

To restrict the civil use of nuclear energy in those countries which 
have voluntarily given up the option of producing or acquiring nu
clear weapons and which have contributed, in spite of the above- 
mentioned inequalities inherent in the NPT, to the cause of nuclear 
non-proliferation will not fail to cause them misgivings. It will also 
discourage non-parties to the NPT from adhering to this Treaty. In 
specific terms, I should like to propose that the parties to the NPT  
consider some concrete measures assuring the non-nuclear-weapon 
States parties access to supplies of natural uranium, enrichment and 
reprocessing services, reactors and other necessary facilities, as well 
as related technologies.

“ A/31/PV.6, Sept. 27,1976, p. 61.
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Secondly, all the members of the NPT in their nuclear co-operation 
with non-member States, should request the latter to accept at least 
the application of IAEA safeguards to all of their civil nuclear activi
ties, and further, should co-ordinate their export policies in such a 
manner that the control to be applied to the civil nuclear activities of 
those States outside the NPT should be stricter than the safeguards 
which the parties to the Treaty have accepted. This would give the non
member States a special incentive to become parties to the NPT.

Thirdly, the nuclear-weapon States should voluntarily submit their 
civil nuclear activities to the IAEA safeguards system. At the same 
time, these States should commence negotiations for cutting-oJl the 
production of nuclear fissionable materials for weapons purposes, as 
I will mention later in this statement. In this connexion, I  welcome the 
fact that both the United States and the United Kingdom have already 
concluded safeguards agreements with the IAEA, and I would like to 
request these two States promptly to apply the IAEA safeguards to 
their facilities for peaceful uses by implementing their agreements at 
an early date. I  would also like to appeal to the other nuclear-weapon 
States to take the same measures.

Fourthly, the role of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
should be strengthened. It goes without saying that the major objective 
of peaceful uses under the NPT regime is to develop research, produc
tion, and uses of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, as well as to 
develop the free exchange of equipment, material and technical in
formation among member States.

Consequently, trying to freeze these legitimate rights and activities 
of NPT parties even partially out of the fear of nuclear proliferation 
is not the right way to solve the problem; and in fact, it may be de
scribed as a case of “the remedy being worse than the disease”.

What really matters is how to prevent nuclear technology and ma
terials, in their application for peaceful purposes, from being diverted 
to military purposes; in other words, how to establish an effective 
safeguards system to prevent it. The knowledge and experience of 
IAEA, accumulated during more than 20 years of its history, should 
be put to the best possible use, and to this end its role has to be further 
strengthened.

I would now like to examine in a wider context, beyond the NPT, 
where the danger of nuclear proliferation lies with respect to both 
nuclear arms control and the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and to 
consider, in a general way, what can be done to prevent such danger 
on a national, regional and world-wide basis.

As I have already pointed out, the NPT is a global order concerning 
nuclear arms control. It does not, however, go so far as to prescribe 
the restriction of production or the elimination of nuclear weapons. 
However, in discussing the risks of nuclear proliferation, we cannot 
overlook the fact that the very existence of nuclear weapons is the core 
of the problem. An increase in the absolute number of nuclear weapons 
leads to an increase in the possibility of their accidental or unauthor-
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ized use. There is also the danger that nuclear weapons or nuclear 
materials may be lost in accidents or may fall into the hands of ter
rorists. Having said this, the following measures should be promptly 
implemented:

(1) Prevention of Accidental Use of Nuclear Weapons

It is obvious that, with the increase in the number of nuclear war
heads, namely, thousands of strategic nuclear warheads and tens of 
thousands of tactical nuclear warheads, the chances of accidental 
warfare multiply unless an absolutely effective system of control is 
established.

I think it necessary that both the United States and the Soviet 
Union, which are overwhelmingly dominant in the number of nu
clear weapons in their arsenals, consolidate eaxih of their control 
systems for nuclear weapons and develop them into an international 
arrangement. From this point of view, the conclusion of the United 
States-USSR Accidental Warfare Prevention Treaty and the 
United States-USSR Hot Line Agreement were welcomed as an 
effort to avert such a danger, and I should like to propose that they 
further stipulate the obligation to notify each other in the event 
of such potentially dangerous activities as missile laimching tests 
and military exercises.®

(2) The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks between the United States 
and the USSR (SALT)

With respect to the danger of the existence of nuclear weapons, it 
is necessary to curb the nu6lear arms racej both in quality and in 
quantity; that is to say, to prevent the vertical proliferation of nu
clear weapons.

In specific tenns, I  fervently hope that the second part of the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks will lead to early results, enabling 
the two Superpowers to enter into SALT III negotiations, aiming 
at the substantial reduction of nuclear weapons. For the moment, 
the complexities involved appear to be insurmountable. Neverthe
less, I expect unwaivering courage and brave leadership from the 
leaders of the two Superpowers in bringing about fruitful results.

(3) Conclusion of a comprehensive test ban treaty

My delegation has appealed in the CCD for years for an early 
realization of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, and has made, year 
after year, concrete proposals to that end because we attach great 
importance to ending the qualitative improvement of nuclear weap
ons as the first ste]3 towards nuclear disarmament. You may recall 
that I made a specific proposal on procedures for these negotiations 
on 21 April in this Committee, taking into account the progress

r  ' ■

•Both the treaty and the agreement have been reprinted in Documents on Dis
armament, 1911, pp. 634-639.
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made so far, the technical problems involved, and the maturing of 
the political environment/ In anticipation of the convocation of the 
United Nations special session on disarmament lesa than a year from 
now, I should again like to reiterate my request that negotiations 
for the conclusion of a CTB treaty be started in this Committee at 
the earliest possible date.

In this connexion, I would like to malce clear again my coimtry’s 
position on peaceful nuclear explosions in the light of its importance 
in the CTB negotiations. At the CCD Meeting of Experts on Arms 
Control Implications of PNEs held in 1975, a large majority of the 
experts were of the opinion that, at the present stage of technology^ 
nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes cannot be distin
guished from those for military purposes. This technical difficulty 
was confirmed in the provisions of the Trea;ty between the United 
States and the Soviet Union of 1976 on nuclear explosions for peace
ful purposes.®

Judging from the above, it is obvious that, if we preclude the 
regulation of PNEs under the CTB regime, it leads to the danger 
of (1) non-nuclear-weapon States acquiring nuclear explosive capa
bility in the name of peaceful purposes and (2) nuclear-weapon 
States finding a loophole in the CTB regime. My delegation is of 
the view that no PNE should be conducted unless an international 
agreement is reached on an international supervision and control 
system which will ensure that no weapons-tesiting can be carried out 
in thaname of PNE.

(4) Cut-off of the Production of Fissionable Material for Weapons
Purposes

Given the trend that the production and stockpiling of fissionable 
materials of weapon grade will result in a surplus, while fissionable 
materials for peaceful purposes will be in short supply in the long 
term, I propose that, as a second concrete step towards nuclear dis
armament, the nuclear-weapon States should halt the production 
of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, so as to divert the 
natural and enriched uranium thus saved to peaceful purposes. And 
it is to be added that the technology of a uranium blending process 
for this pttrpiofee is being explored.

This would be a substantial and effective step towards preventing 
the growth of stockpiles of nuclear weapons, as well as in helping 
to meet the growing demand for nuclear fuel.

(5) Security of the Non-Nuclear-Weapon States

The last but not least important question is how to assure the se
curity of the non-nuclear-weapon States, who have given up their 
option on nuclear armaments. This question, on which most of the

 ̂OCD/t>V. 746, pp. 14-18.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1916  ̂pp. 328-332.
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arguments were centred at the NPT Review Conference in 1975, is 
indeed a difficult one to resolve.® I think that a concrete and realistic 
way to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States of their security is to 
explore a solution based upon the prevailing political and military 
conditions in each region.
I believe that the idea of establishing nuclear-weapon-free-zones, 

such as the nuclear-free-zone of the Latin American countries, may be 
one approach to the subject in the sense that it will serve to narrow, 
relatively speaking, the area in which nuclear weapons can be employed 
and, in a sense, will help to contain them. It should be borne in mind, 
however, that the establishment of siuch zones requires ample consider
ation of the actual situation in each region.

The proposed peace zone of the Indian Ocean would also contribute 
to the security of the countries in the region concerned, provided that 
the establishment of such a zone

(i) gains the consensus of the States concerned, including nuclear- 
weapon States,

(ii) does not undermine the peace and security of the region or the 
entire world,

(iii) is furnished with an effective safeguards system embracing in
spection and verification; and

(iv) is consistent with the principles of international law, including 
the principle of the freedom of navigation on the high seas.

I should now like to touch upon measures in the field of the peaceful 
uses of nuclear technology. That is, how to control effectively the sensi
tive technologies and materials which can lead to the capability of 
developing nuclear weapons. I should like to propose the following 
measures and emphasize that they should be implemented with due  ̂
consideration being given to the economic and other relevant situations 
of those countries which have already met the legal requirements of 
the NPT.

(1) Firstly, I  should like to point out the fact that the nuclear 
fuel cycle in which plutonium obtained through the reprocessing of 
spent fuel is recycled, is the only fuel cycle which has been chosen as 
a result of international research over the past 30 years, and is now 
technically and economically established. I should also like to point 
out that countries like Japan, which cannot but rely on nuclear 
power generation to meet a large amount of energy demand, and 
which, from ecological considerations, cannot physically provide for 
the long-term storage of spent fuel, cannot do without the reprocess
ing of spent fuel and the re-utilization of the uranium and pluto
nium obtained therefrom, to secure a stable supply of energy on a 
long-term basis.

At the same time, in view of the fact that the spread of reproc
essing and enrichment technology is closely linked to the prolifera
tion of potential nuclear explosive capability, effective interna

® The Final Declaration of this conference is printed Hid., 1975, pp. 146-156.
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tional co-operation is required to prevent such a danger. Sharing 
this concern with many other countries, my Government is ready to 
join in such co-operation in order to contribute to the establishment 
of an effective nuclear non-proliferation policy.

For the effective control of these sensitive materials and tech
nology it would be useful to :

(i) carry out the proposed international nuclear fuel cycle 
evaluation programme;

(ii) examine the technical possibilities of extracting plutoniimi 
in a form inappropriate for the production of nuclear 
weapons;

(iii) conclude a CTB treaty and to urge as many countries as pos
sible to accede to it in order to prevent plutonium from being 
used for nuclear test explosions.

(2) With regard to the international nuclear fuel cycle evaluation 
programme mentioned above, my Government is ready to support it 
provided that the nuclear development programme of my country 
will not be hampered. To make this international evaluation pro
gramme truly authoritative and effective, it is indispensable that the 
greatest possible number of interested countries, including the so- 
called “threshold” countries as well as nuclear-weapon States, join 
in this effort. It is desirable that available data concerning their 
national facilities should be provided as inputs for this evaluation.

(3) Even while such an international evaluation is being under
taken, we believe that the reprocessing and plutonium utilization 
programmes of such non-nuclear weapon States members of the 
NPT as urgently require the reprocessing of spent fuel to meet their 
growing energy demand should not be hindered.

(4) Lastly, the question of the physical protection of nuclear 
materials; that is, the possible danger of loss or hijacking which 
also involves environmental pollution. Taking into account the study 
and proposals made by experts under the auspices of the IAEA, I 
should like to point out the necessity of establishing an interna
tional arrangement for the physical protection of nuclear materials 
during their storage and transportation.

Mr. Chairman, almost four decades have passed since man dis
covered nuclear fission reaction in 1938 and succeeded in controlling 
it in 1941. Since then, a number of countries have invested tremen
dous amounts of human energy and financial resources in the research, 
production and uses of atomic energy for peaceful purposes. More
over, a majority of these countries have ratified the NPT and have 
accepted IAEA safeguards in the cause of nuclear non-proliferation. 
The nuclear-weapon States may notice that these deeds indicate the 
sincere desire of the non-nuclear-weapon States to co-operate for the 
cause of nuclear non-proliferation even by “giving up a portion of 
what is considered their most precious asset, namely, their own na
tional sovereignty”, as Mr. Eklund, Director General of IAEA, 
pointed out.

277-084— 79------ 35
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It must now be clear that the present task of the international com
munity, as I pointed out at the outset of my statement, cannot be ac
complished by merely freezing, either regionally or partially, the legit
imate right to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy of those States 
which have developed atomic energy solely for peaceful purposes 
and for the improvement of the public welfare. What is now called 
for is not the establishment of a “philosophy of denial” for these 
countries, but the implementation of a set of measures such as I have 
proposed within and outside the framework of the NPT to make the 
existing nuclear non-proliferation system effective, and further the 
establisliment of an international control system for the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy based on a general consensus with the widest possi
ble participation of countries interested, and thereby to resolve the 
problem in a positive and constructive manner.

We must emphasize again that such an international effort must be 
reinforced above all by the substantial furtherance of nuclear disarm
ament, namely, by an effort to prevent vertical nuclear proliferation. 
Only after concrete measures have been bravely initiated towards a 
substantial reduction of nuclear weapons so that the people of the 
world can find hope that they will be freed from the dark shadows 
of a nuclear holocaust, will international co-operation for horizontal 
nuclear non-proliferation gain powerful momentum. This is why I 
point out again the grave responsibility of the major nuclear-weapon 
States for nuclear disarmament.

This, in my firm belief, is the only way we can release the world 
from the nightmare of nuclear proliferation, the only way in which 
we can succeed in taking a big stride towards the original and ultimate 
purpose of harnessing nuclear energy, that is, as was advocated by 
President Eisenhower in 1953 in his “Atoms for Peace” programme, 
namely, to return to the initial ideal of the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy.̂ ®

Statement by the United States Representative (Fisher) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Weapons of 
Mass Destruction, August 11, 1977^

Today I would like to express some views as to the best way that 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament could protect hu
manity against weapons of mass destruction. In doing so, I will be 
quite brief and confine my remarks primarily to a discussion of the 
suggestion made by our distinguished Soviet colleague that the best 
way to approach this problem is through a comprehensive treaty ban
ning new weapons of mass destruction. He made this suggestion in 
his thoughtful remarks at our plenary session on Tuesday, 9 August.*

See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 393-400. 
 ̂CCD/PV. 761, pp. 24-26.
* Ante, pp. 498^02.
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The United States believes that all of us in this room share a com
mon objective with respect to dealing with weapons of mass destruc
tion. We all agree that both existing and possible new types of 
weapons of mass destruction pose a particularly serious threat to 
mankind, and that our ultimate objective should be to eliminate and 
prevent future development of such weapons under adequately veri
fied agreements.

With respect to weapons of mass destruction, however, we are not 
convinced that it would be either desirable or effective to attempt to 
deal with them in a single treaty. We continue to believe that the most 
effective approach would be to keep this issue under review in order 
to identify potential weapons of mass destruction as early as possi
ble. When specific potential weapons are identified we believe it would 
then be appropriate to develop a specific agreement dealing with the 
weapon in question. However, any new weapons of mass destruction 
will undoubtedly have different technical characteristics as compared 
with other weapons, and we believe it would be particularly important 
and necessary for any agreement to control such a new weapon of 
mass destruction to be tailored to the specific weapon. This is true not 
only because the dangers of weapons of mass destruction may vary, 
but also because the means of verifying compliance with an agreement 
to ban these weapons may be quite different, depending upon the na
ture of the threat posed by the weapon and its characteristics which 
might determine the means for its control.

The United States delegation has read with interest the revised 
draft treaty proposed by our distinguished Soviet colleague.

It presents two new points which we have studied with interest. 
The first is a new definition of weapons of .mass destruction by which 
it is proposed to expand the 1948 United Nations definition of weapons 
of mass destruction.® This consists of two parts. The first part em
bodies the concept of a new weapon of mass destruction based on scien
tific and technological principles that may be discovered in the future, 
or based on relationships between presently knoAvn scientific and tech
nological principles that may be developed in the future. I woidd sub
mit, however, that the very nature of this concept, one dealing with a 
principle or principles that we do not now understand, or a relation
ship among known principles that have not as yet been conceived, pre
vents our dealing in as considered a manner as we would like with 
the problem of bringing weapons of mass destruction, based on new 
principles or new relationships, under control.

The second part consists of a recommended addition to the standard 
of comparability in destructive effect contained in the 1948 United 
Nations definition, by adding the concept of greater destructive effect. 
We would be surprised if this view were not already accepted.

The second point proposed by our distinguished Soviet colleague is 
the concept of a combined approach—that we should draft an over-all

®The)19>48 definition can be found in Doctments on Disarmament^ 19J^5-ld59,
vol. I, p. 176.



514 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

agreement covering all new types of weapons of mass destruction and 
also agreements dealing with specific weapons, as we become aware of 
them and of the danger they present.

I  believe the latter portion of this approach has merit and will make 
a specific suggestion along these lines. But I do not believe our efforts 
to deal with specific weapons of mass destruction that we can identify, 
and whose dangers we can recognize, will be helped by linking them 
with an effort to draft an over-all treaty dealing with areas that we 
do not understand or with an effort to include under such an over-all 
treaty areas of scientific development where we do not have agreement 
that it is necessary or advisable to identify the potential products of 
these developments as weapons of mass destruction.

The United States believes that we should work along the lines of 
the United Nations 1948 definition of weapons of mass destruction and 
address “radioactive material weapons”, and should continue to focus 
on the concept of comparability contained in the definition.

The United States delegation heard with interest the observation 
by the representative of the USSR that scientific developments since 
1948 justify proposed amendments to the 1948 United Nations defini
tion. We are not aware of any such changes; in particular, we are not 
aware of any development that would justify changing or transform
ing the definition contained in that resolution into the operative clause 
of a multilateral treaty.

This position of the United States does not mean that we believe 
we have to wait until a weapon has been developed or deployed before 
taking steps to bring it under control. Our agreement on the Treaty on 
Outer Space  ̂ and on the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplace
ment of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction 
on the Sea-Bed,® both concluded at a time when no such emplacement 
had been made, indicates we are not opposed to preventive measures 
in the field of arms control.

The test, however, is whether or not we know enough about the 
weapons potential of a new scientific development to identify it as the 
basis for a weapon of mass destruction and to draw up an agreement 
which deals in the most effective manner with the dangers it might 
present. We still remain firmly of the view that we cannot do so in a 
vacuum because when we are dealing with a principle or a relationship 
that we do not yet know or understand, we cannot make the rational 
evaluation required if we are to advance the cause of both peace and 
progress.

In summary, what I have said thus far is, in sum, that: (1) we share 
the objective of pursuing the broad goal of curbing weapons of mass 
destruction; (2) we find the 1948 United Nations determination to be 
an adequate and reasonable basis for deciding definitional questions 
that have arisen thus far; (3) we acknowledge that the 1948 definition 
includes “radioactive material weapons” and that this type of weapon 
should be subject to an appropriate agreement; and (4) none of the

'  For text, see ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
® Ihid., m i ,  pp. 7-11.
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other examples suggested so far seem to us to qualify as weapons of 
mass destruction.

We are aware of the feeling that we should not only be concerned 
about weapons of mass destruction that we now can perceive but also 
about others that might be developed in the future. We share this 
concern.

One approach that will keep this problem constantly before us, and 
that we might wish to consider, might be along the lines suggested by 
Minister of State Lord Goronwy-Eoberts.® We might work toward a 
United Nations resolution which recognizes the potential dangers of 
new types of weapons of mass destruction, takes note of previous 
resolutions, and calls on the CCD to keep this issue under continuing 
review with a view toward negotiating agreements on specific new 
types of weapons of mass destruction as they are identified.

Report by Secretary-General Waldheim: Economic and Social 
Consequences of the Armaments Race and Its Extremely 
Harmful Effects on World Peace and Security [Extract], 
August 12, 1977"

Oonchcsiom and Recommendations

169. The main task of this report has been to analyse the social and 
economic consequences of the arms race. What emerges with particular 
force is the multiplicity of those consequences, not only in the field of 
security proper, but in all aspects of civil life. The social, political^ 
technological and industrial options of countries are affected by their 
participation in the arms race. International policies, not only i|n the 
military field, but also in the fields of international trade and of co- 
operation and exchanges generally, are infiueinced by the climate of 
confrontation and apprehension engendered by the arms race. Many of 
the major problems faced by the world community, problems of de
velopment, economic imbalance and inflation, pollution, energy and 
raw materials, trade relations and technology, and so forth, are en
hanced and exacerbated by the arms race. Progress in other areas such 
as health, education, housing and many more is delayed owing to lack 
of resources.

170. This question of the relationship between armament and dis
armament, on the one hand, and other aspects of social, economic and 
political development, on the other, has received all too little attention 
in the past. This report has attempted to indicate these interrelations, 
but am adequate analysis would require much deeper study. It is re
markable, for example, that recent studies of the future of the world

® Ante, pp. 452-460.
 ̂A/32/88, pp. 72-77. Tlie report was prepared pursuant to G.A. res. 3462 

(XXX), Dec. 11, 1975 (for text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 762- 
763).
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economy, analyses relating to the establishment of a new international 
economic order and the United Nations conferences on a variety of con
temporary problems which have beem held in recent years have in most 
cases omitted consideration of the implications of the arms race alto
gether, despite its obvious and massive implications in each of these 
cases. From every point of view it would be an advantage if in such 
studies and analyses and in the elaboration of programmes and recom
mendations the consequences of and for the arms race were specifically 
considered. Both aspects of the problem need to be taken into account: 
on the one hand, the volume of resources consumed on the arms race 
and the socially constructive uses to which they could be put; and on 
the other hand, the social, political, economic and institutional proc
esses, both domestic and international, whereby changes in military 
policies affect the future course of development in other fields and are 
themselves affected by it.

171. Discussion of the consequences of the arms race— ŝocial, eco
nomic and military-political—presupposes some conceptual view of the 
phenomenon itself. Likewise, effective progress towards disarmament 
presupposes some understanding of the forces and processes that drive 
the arms race along. There is a growing body of literature on this ques
tion, but it is mainly coinfined to consideration of one or a few countries 
and to exposition of the one or the other particular model of the arm
aments process. The impact on disarmament efforts has therefore been 
virtually non-existent. What seems to be needed is not only an elabor
ation or integration of these several approaches to obtain a clearer un
derstanding of the interplay of forces that sustain the arms race, but 
the gathering together of these separate strands in a way that could 
inform and guide action. What is even more needed is a clear outline of 
the views of different countries and groups of coujitries as to what con
stitutes the fundamental mechanisms of the arms race. Effective action 
to reverse it would seem to presuppose some agreement as to where the 
problem lies and what it consists of. It is not the task of this group, 
whose terms of reference were to examine the consequences of the arms 
race, to do more than call attention to the fact that there is here an 
area where further study is called for.

172. It has been stressed throughout this report that the two most im
portant goals of the international community, disarmament, on the 
one hand, and development, on the other, which the States Members 
of the United Nations are committed to pursue vigorously, each in its 
own right, are in fact intimately linked. Development at an acceptable 
rate would be hard if not impossible to reconcile with a co!ntinuation 
of the arms race. Research and development is one area where the mis
direction of efforts is glaring. In this as in other respects, vast resources, 
badly needed for development, are being consumed as countries make 
ever greater sacrifices for military purposes.

I7k Conversely, substantial progress in the field of development is 
increasingly understood to be essential for the preservation of world 
peace and security. These cannot in the long run be preserved in a world
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where large and growing economic gaps separate the countries of the 
world. Genuine security cannot be assured by the accumulation of arm
ament but only through disarmament, co-operation and the growth of 
exchange and interdependence in a world of diminishing inequalities.

174. Substantial progress in the field of disarmament would repre
sent a decisive turning point as regards development, imparting new 
momentum to efforts in this directio^i and greatly facilitating progress 
in this field. Progress towards disarmament would release internal ma
terial, financial and human resources both in developed and in develop
ing countries and would permit their redeployment to purposes of de
velopment. In the case of many developing countries, these resources 
are relatively small in absolute terms, but in other cases they are very 
substantial, and in all cases the impact on development would be sig
nificant. The relaxation of the climate of fear, hostility and confronta
tion which progress towards disarmament would bring about, would 
remove some of the barriers now hamperioig international exchanges 
in general and the free circulation of raw materials and advanced tech
nology in particular, and would greatly facilitate the free choice by 
each country of its particular path towards development. Last but not 
least, substantial progress towards disarmament would represent ma
jor savings in industrialized countries and would make possible sub
stantial increases in development assistance. In fact, disarmament 
should be so designed that this close connexion between disarmament 
and development gets full recognitiom. Provisions to ensure the trans
fer to development purposes of part of the resources released, provi
sions to ensure that measures of armaments limitation are so designed 
that they do not impede the transfer of technology for peaceful ends 
and other similar provisions must be an integral part of disarmamejit 
measures.

175. The 1970s were proclaimed Disarmament Decade, but through 
the first two thirds of that decade progress has been meagre and fell 
far short of what the vast majority of members of the international 
community would genuinely prefer. A number of agreements, several 
of them of great importance in their own right, have been reached, but 
progress has been much too slow to constrain the momentum of the 
arms race to any significant extent, let alone reverse it. I f results in the 
future are to be less disappointing than in the past the reasons for this 
failure must be carefully examined. In this report a number of factors 
which may be important in this respect have been considered: the 
inertial forces which tend to develop in a qualitative arms race, the 
system of reciprocal compulsion it generates, and the fact that partial 
agreements on limitations are easily overtaken by developments in 
other areas of the arms race.

176. All of this points to one of the serious short-comings of dis
armament efforts for over a decade: the lack of a comprehensive scheme 
in which partial measures would find their place and, supplementing 
each other, would add up to a coherent strategy. General and complete 
disarmament under effective international control must remain the
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ultimate goal. Agreements to regulate and confine the arms race in the 
meantime are means and, in some cases, pre-conditions for achieving 
that goal, but they cannot take its place. Effective restraining measures 
in one field, even if they are adopted, can be circumvented, and in the 
longer run new countries would be likely to enter the competition. In 
this context, it is imperative that negotiations on general and com
plete disarmament should receive greater and more urgent attention 
than has been the case in the past.

177. Effective progress towards disarmament presupposes the elabo
ration of an over-all plan, persuasive in concept and workable in 
application, a ‘‘Strategy for Disarmament” as it were. This must be 
based on a thorough assessment of the problems involved, the forces 
propelling the arms race and the experience of the past. It should in
volve specification of priorities, decision on targets and adoption of 
programmes and, where appropriate, time-tables. This strategy must 
be comprehensive enough to ensure a fair and equitable response to the 
concerns of every country, and flexible enough to permit taking realis
tic and concrete steps in the immediate future, in intermediate stages 
and in the final stage. In short, a framework is needed within which 
endeavours can be co-ordinated and against which progress can be 
measured. This is no less essential in the field of disarmament than it is 
in the field of development, or in any other field where a multiplicity of 
efforts is to lead effectively to a common goal.

178. It is not the task of this group to outline such a strategy, but 
some points of particular importance emerge from our work. Measures 
of disarmament and military disengagement affect the vital interests of 
all States, directly or indirectly. All States must necessarily be engaged 
in the task of eliminating the sources of conflict and tension, and of 
moving rapidly to the adoption and implementation of disarmament 
measures under effective international control. The determination of 
tasks and priorities must engage the participation of all States, even 
though specific measures may often be negotiated more effectively in 
regionally or otherwise limited fora.

179. Indeed, to impart a new momentum to disarmament efforts it 
seems necessary not only to engage all countries in these endeavours on 
a basis of equality, but also to involve the peoples of all countries more 
actively and in a more coherent and organized fashion than has been 
the case hitherto. A variety of movements and organizations—political, 
professional, religious and others—can play an important role in this 
respect, and have in fact done so in the past. The negative consequences 
of the arms race, in terms of endangering their existence and in terms 
of social and economic sacrifices, affect all peoples of the world. They 
have an obvious right to information about the military policies and 
programmes of Governments and their implications. Much of the 
secrecy in this field is not justified by military requirements. In some 
cases, it results from mere tradition, in others, it serves such purposes 
as shielding questionable or unnecessary armaments programmes from
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public scrutiny and public criticism. Without endangering the security 
of any country much greater openness of information could and should 
be applied in this field.

180. Given the character of the present arms race, eflFective disarma
ment will presuppose progress in two directions simultaneously: cur
tailment of the qualitative arms race, and reductions of military 
budgets. The first involves the erection of boundaries against further 
developments in weaponry. The agreements on biological weapons  ̂
and on anti-ballistic missile systems  ̂ are steps in this direction. Re
sponsibility for continued and more rapid progress in this respect 
overwhelmingly rests with the main military Powers and with the two 
largest Powers in particular, which are alone in producing the full 
range of modern weapons and where most innovations in military 
technology and all innovation in nuclear weapons and their means of 
delivery originate. As is evident from chapter I, it is particularly im
portant that mutual limitations agreed upon by the largest Powers 
should involve important qualitative limitations of nuclear-weapon 
systems and should involve curtailment of military research and 
development.

181. The second major task of immediate urgency is to bring about 
substantial reductions in the military budgets of all countries and par
ticularly of those whose military budgets are the highest. All countries 
share responsibility for taking prompt steps in this direction. In con
junction with this, steps must be taken to facilitate the conversion of 
industries and installations to civilian ends. Not only would substantial 
budget reductions mean a turning point in efforts to achieve disarma
ment and to diminish the risks of war, it would also release internal 
resources for the social and economic development of countries and 
greatly improve the prospects for the necessary expansion of aid to 
developing countries. What is needed is the adoption of a specific time- 
schedule for gradual but substantial co-ordinated reduction of budgets, 
first of all of those of the largest and most heavily armed countries and 
of strategic rivals locked in confrontation, specifying criteria and pro
portions for these reductions and ensuring that they are irreversible 
and that the means saved are in fact allocated for peaceful purposes. If  
such cuts in military expenditure are not accompanied by any further 
specifications, it is to be expected that they would in many cases pri
marily affect the size of conventional armouries and of standing forces. 
Indeed, countries able to do so might be tempted to compensate a 
decline in numbers by improved performance, in other words by a more 
vigorous pursuit of the qualitative arms race. This again indicates the 
importance of co-ordinating partial measures adopted in different 
fields.

182. Nuclear disarmament must be given the highest priority both 
because of the intolerable threat posed by nuclear weapons, and be

’ Documents on Disarmament, 197Z, pp. 133-138.
’ Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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cause current and foreseeable developments in their means of delivery 
and in the doctrines governing their use, and the prospect of their pro
liferation to new States will enhance this threat and could make dis
armament vastly more difficult in the future. As regards nuclear weap
ons proliferation, regional limitations and restraints, such as the estab
lishment of nuclear-free zones, would constitute important steps. An 
important step would also be the conclusion of a comprehensive nu
clear test ban treaty. Progress in the direction of nuclear disarmament 
would be greatly facilitated by agreement on certain targets and time- 
schedules for phased reductions in the nuclear arsenals and for outlaw
ing the use, development, production and possession of these weapons.

183. Finally, regional disarmament and disengagement designed to 
diminish the sources of tension and conflict must be part of a compre
hensive approach. There is need, on the one hand, for general tar
gets regarding military disengagement on land and on the seas, dis
mantling of military blocks and withdrawal of troops and bases from 
foreign territories, and, on the other hand, for immediate considera
tion of specific areas and regions, such as Central Europe, the Middle 
East, the Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean, taking full account 
of the precise character of the security problems of the countries con
cerned. Progress in these areas is again linked to or even conditional 
upon progress in the limitation of the arms race of the main Powers 
and their regional disengagement. It should be borne in mind that 
the bulk of the world’s military expenditures is being devoted to the 
accumulation of conventional arms. The build-up of conventional 
arms in many parts of the world in recent years has generated increas
ing concern. Without denying the overriding importance of nuclear 
disarmament, which is undoubtedly the most urgent task of our time, 
nor the inalienable right of every sovereign State of self-defence, it 
should be stressed that maybe the time has come to study this prob
lem thoroughly and to seek feasible ways to formulate international 
agreements on the transfer of weapons.

184. Progress towards disarmament, it has been indicated, will re
quire systematic co-ordination and planning with the participation of 
all States. This points, on the one hand, to the need for more effective 
means at the international level for information, research and evalua
tion on questions of disarmament to enable all Member States, not 
only the largest ones, to obtain effective insight and to take initiatives 
in questions of disarmament. On the other hand, the United Nations, 
and first of all its plenary organ, the General Assembly, whose task 
it is to harmonize the efforts of States in the attainment of their com
mon goals, should be able to fulfil its role of over-all guidance in the 
field of disarmament more effectively than it has been able to do in 
the past. Of great importance in this respect could be the special ses
sion of the General Assembly to be held in 1978. It is also to be noted 
that consideration has been given by the General Assembly to the con
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vocation of a World Disarmament Conference.  ̂ There is also a need 
for expert advice and assistance on a more continuous basis to follow 
developments closely, to advise the General Assembly, the Secretary- 
General and Member States on questions of disarmament, and to 
assist in the elaboration, specification and adjustment of targets and 
programmes. Improvement of the machinery of the United Nations 
in this direction appears to be necessary if the world Organization 
is to fulfil its task in the field of disarmament.

Statement by the Japanese Atomic Energy Commission: Nuclear 
Policy, August 15, 1977"

Thirty-two years have already passed smce the decision was made in 
August 1945 that Japan would start rebuilding as a nation of peace.

On this occasion, the Atomic Energy Commission wishes to reaf
firm its desire to promote the peaceful use of atomic energy and to 
achieve the abolition of its military application; at the same time, the 
Commission wishes to indicate its determination to make ever greater 
efforts to these ends.

The application of nuclear energy has been born out of man’s 
knowledge and ingenuity, but it is a two-edged sword, one edge of 
which can bring the prosperity of mankind and the other its 
devastation.

Under the Atomic Energy Basic Law, enforced in Japan in 1956, 
the development and application of atomic energy is limited to peace
ful purposes, and it further establishes the three basic principles of 
democratic management, independent activity, and public disclosure 
as applied to atomic energy development. Such policies were derived 
from our unique experience of what atomic bombs can do and our 
determination that this experience shall never be repeated.

It is a fact that since that time, under Japan’s “j)eace constitution,” 
the country has never owned nuclear weapons, has never produced 
nuclear weapons, and has never allowed nuclear weapons to be intro
duced to Japanese soil, continuously strengthening these three non
nuclear principles as national policies. Further, in June of last 3 ear, 
Japan ratified the treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.  ̂
These are acts based both on the Japanese people’s desire for the

* See General Assembly res. 2030 (XX) of 29 November 1965, 2833 (XXVI) of 
16 December 1971, 2930 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972, 3183 (XXVIII) of 18 De
cember 1973, 3260 (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 3469 (XXX) of 11 December 1975 
and 31/190 of 21 December 1976 (For texts, see Documents on Disarmament,
1966, p. 585; ibid., m i ,  pp. 909-910; iUd., 1972, pp. 835-836; iUd,, 1973, pp. 899- 
901; 1974, pp. 797-798; 1975, p. 776; 1976, pp. 950-951.)

^AODA files.
^The text of the treaty has been reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 

1968, pp. 461-465, and the Japanese statement upon ratification, iMd,, 1976, pp. 
350-352.
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abolition of nuclear weapons and on their expectations regarding the 
promotion of peaceful applications of atomic energy.

Based on this firm determination, Japan has striven toward the 
elevation of the people’s welfare and contributions to the realization of 
a better world through the peaceful use of atomic energy. In recent 
years, however, there seem to be growing dangers of the diversion 
of atomic energy for military use in some countries, and new chal
lenges are being presented from the viewpoint of international politics 
concerning peaceful application of nuclear energy, in particular, the 
processing of spent nuclear fuel and the development of fast breeder 
reactors.

The Atomic Energy Commission is deeply concerned with these 
challenges to non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and it wants to 
emphasize that Japan will be among the first in the world to exert her 
untiring efforts in the future in order to find more effective means of 
dealing with such problems.

At the same time, however, it is internationally recognized that the 
nuclear non-proliferation principle itself must not stand in the way of 
the peaceful application of atomic energy, and the Commission is cer
tain that as mankind is faced with the common problem of the finite 
nature of resources, the peaceful uses of atomic energy will become 
ever more necessary.

In particular, for Japan, with little in the way of natural resources, 
the development of new sources of energy to take the place of petroleum 
is a pressing matter, and the creation of semi-domestic energy through 
the establishment of the nuclear fuel cycle centering on uranium en
richment, reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, and fast breeder reactors 
is of the utmost urgency.

To make this possible, it is necessary to seek a more thorough public 
understanding concerning the peaceful applications of atomic energy 
and the public’s broader cooperation. And, needless to say, it is vital 
to establish the safety of the peaceful uses of atomic energy and 
strengthen safeguard measures.

When we recognize the common ideal of eternal peace for mankind 
and exert our unflagging efforts to bring this concept to reality, it will 
surely be possible to simultaneously achieve both the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons and their eventual abolition in the future, and 
the peaceful application of atomic energy. The people of the world 
must be deeply aware that these results can be brought about by the 
wisdom of humanity, and that they are only possible through each 
country’s individual efforts and solidarity and cooperation among all 
the countries of the world, overcoming differences in race, ideology 
and beliefs.

The Atomic Energy Commission sincerely hopes that these ideas 
will gain broad understanding among our people and among all of the 
nations of the world, and the Commission itself is determined to exert 
its utmost efforts toward making this possible.
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Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendments, 
August 17, 1977"

A n  A ct

To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1978, and for
other purposes.

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representa
tives of the United States of America in Congress 
assemhled^

SHORT TITLE

Section 1. This Act may be cited as the ‘̂Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act Amendments of 1977”.

SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE

Sec. 2. (a) Title II of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new section:

‘‘s p e c ia l  REPRESENTATIVE

“Sec. 27. The President may appoint, by and with the Appointment 
advice and consent of the Senate, a Special Eepresenta- 22°us™^2567 
tive for Arms Control and Disarmament Negotiations 
who shall perform such duties and exercise such powers 
(under the direction of the President and the Secretary 
of State, acting through the Director) as the Director 
may prescribe with respect to international arms control 
and disarmament negotiations and matters relating 
thereto.”.

(b) Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting the following new paragraph im
mediately after paragraph (49) :

“ (50) Special Representative for Arms Control and 
Disarmament Negotiations, United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency.”.

RESEARCH

Sec. 3. Section 31 of the Arms Control and, Disarma- 22 use 2571. 
ment Act is amended by striking out “United States” in 
clause (2) of the second sentence.

 ̂P.L. 95-108, 91 Stat. 871-873, 95tli Cong. -See ante, p. 128, for the Administra
tion 'bill; ante, pp. 289-292, for the House b ill; ante, pp. 36^366, for the Senate 
t»ill; and ante, pp. 467-470, for the report of the committee of conference.

Arms Control 
and
Disarmament 
Act Amend
ments of 1977. 
22 u s e  2551 
note.



524 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

22 u s e  2577.

Report to 
Congress.

P erso n n eL  
22 u s e  2581.

VERIFICATION OF ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

Sec. 4. Title III of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section:

‘^VERIFICATION OF ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

“Sec. 37. (a) It is the sense of the Congress that ade
quate verification of compliance should be an indispens
able part of any international arms control agreement. 
In recognition of such policy and in order to assure that 
arms control proposals made or accepted by the United 
States can be adequately verified, the Director shall re
port to the Congress, on a timely basis, or upon a request 
by an appropriate committee of the Congress—

“ (1) in the case of each element of any significant 
arms control proposal made to a foreign country by the 
United States, or made to the United States by a for
eign country, the determination of the Director as to 
the degree to which such element can be verified by 
existing national technical means;

‘‘(2) in the case of any arms control agreement or 
treaty that has entered into force, any significant de
gradation or alteration in the capacity of the United 
States to verify the various components of such agree
ment or treaty;

‘‘(3) the number of professional personnel assigned 
to arms control verification on a full-time basis by each 
Government agency; and

“ (4) the amount and percentage of research funds 
expended by the Agency for the purpose of analyzing 
issues relating to arms control verification.

“ (b) For purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2) of sub
section (a), the Director shall assume that all measures 
of concealment not expressly prohibited could be em
ployed and that standard practices could be altered so 
as to impede verification.

“ (c) Except as otherwise provided by law, nothing in 
this section shall be construed as requiring the disclosure 
of sensitive information relating to intelligence sources 
or methods or persons employed in the verification of 
compliance with arms control agreements.”.

GENERAL AUTHORITY

Sec. 5. (a) Section 41(b) of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act is amended to read as follows:
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‘‘(b) appoint officers and employees, including attor
neys, for the Agency in accordance with the provisions of 
title 5, United States Code, governing appointment in 
the competitive service, and fix their compensation in 
accordance with chapter 51 and with subchapter III of 
chapter 53 of such title, relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates, except that during the 2-year 
period beginning on the date of enactment of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act Amendments of 1977, the 
Director may, to the extent he deems necessary to the 
discharge of his responsibilities, appoint and fix the 
compensation of officers and employees for the Agency 
without regard to such provisions, subject to the follow
ing requirements:

“(1) an officer or employee whose compensation is 
fixed imder the foregoing exception may not be paid a 
salary at a rate in excess of the rate payable under such 
chapter 51 and such subchapter III  for positions of 
equivalent difficulty or responsibility except for (A) 
those officers and employees whose compensation is fixed 
by law, and (B) scientific and technical personnel who 
may be compensated at a rate not to exceed the rate in 
effect for grade GS-18 of the General Schedule;

“(2) the Director sfhall make adequate provision for 
administrative review of any determination to suspend 
or dismiss any officer or employee appointed under the 
foregoing exception; and

“(3) an officer or employee of the Agency serving 
under a career or career conditional appointment on the 
date of enactment of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act Amendments of 1977 may not be involuntarily de
prived, while employed by the Agency, of any rights 
normally granted such officer or employee in the competi
tive service;”.

(b) Section 41 of such Act is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (g) and (h) as 
paragraphs (h) and (i), respectively; and

(2) by inserting immediately after paragraph (f) 
the following new paragraph:

“ (g) permit, under such terms and conditions as he 
may prescribe, any officer or employee of the Agency, in 
connection with the attendance by such officer or employee 
at meetings or in performing advisory services concerned 
with the functions or activities of the Agency, to accept 
payment, in cash or in kind, from any private agency or 
organization, or from any individual affiliated with such

5 u se  101 
et seq.

5 u se  5101. 
5 u se  5331.

5 u s e  5332 
note.

Review.

22 u se  2581.

Advisory
services,
expenses,
remibursement.



526 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

22 use 2589.

International 
Atomic Energy 
Agency.

agency or organization, for travel and subsistence ex
penses, such payment to be retained by such officer or 
employee to cover the cost thereof or to be deposited to 
the credit of the appropriation from which the cost there
of is paid;”-

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 6. Section 49(a) of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act is amended to read as follows:

“(a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, there are 
authorized to be appropriated—

“ (1) for fiscal years 1976 and 1977, the sum of $23,- 
440,000 (and such additional amounts as may be neces
sary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, other 
employee benefits authorized by law, and other non- 
discretionary costs); and

“ (2) for fiscal year 1978, the stim of $16,600,000 
(and such additional amounts as may be necessary for 
increases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee 
benefits authorized by law, and other nondiscretionary 
costs);

to remain available until expended. Of the sum author
ized to be appropriated by this section for the fiscal year 
1978, $2,000,000 shall be available only for the purpose of 
furthering the nuclear safeguards programs and activi
ties of the International Atomic Energy Agency.”.

Approved August 17,1977.

Legislative History:

House Reports No. 95-219 (Comm, on Intemationaf 
Relations) and No. 95-563 (Comm, of Conference). 

Senate Report No. 95-193 (Comm, on Foreign Rela
tions).

Congressional Record, Vol. 123 (1977) :
May 3, considered and passed House.
June 16, considered and passed Senate, amended. 
Aug. 4, Senate and House agreed to conference 

report.
Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. 

13, No. 34:
Aug. 18, Presidential statement.
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Statement by President Carter on Signing the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act Amendments of 1977, August 18, 1977^

I am signing H.E. 6179, the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
Amendments of 1977. H.E. 6179 authorizes fiscal year 1978 appropria
tions of $16,600,000 for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.^

The bill also adds a new section 37 to the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act, declaring the sense of the Congress that adequate veri
fication of compliance should be an indispensable part of any interna
tional arms control agreement. The section provides for the Director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency to furnish to the Congress 
information regarding verification, including the degree to which each 
element of any significant arms control proposal made to or by the 
United States can be verified by existing national technical means. The 
report of the Conference Committee points out that this provision is 
not intended to interfere with the President’s ability to conduct arms 
control negotiations but is intended to emphasize the responsibility 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency to keep Congress in
formed on these matters.

As Congress recognizes by the adoption of the Conference Report, 
the conduct of negotiations with other nations is the responsibility of 
the President under our Constitution. But I  share Congress’ belief in 
the importance of consultation and close cooperation on these matters, 
and I am confident that we shall continue to work together in a manner 
that is consistent with our respective constitutional responsibilities in 
the conduct of the Nation’s foreign policy. It is in this spirit that I am 
signing this legislation.

Statement by the Italian Representative (Di Bernardo) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Program for 
Comprehensive Disarmament, August 18, 1977^

Mr. Chairman, first of all I would like to express my delegation’s 
satisfaction with the decision taken in our Committee to devote a new 
series of informal meetings to the question of adopting a detailed pro
gramme dealing with air aspects of the problem of a halt to the arms 
race and with general and complete disarmameiit under strict and 
effective international control: an important and delicate task ex
pressly entrusted to us by the United Nations General Assembly in 
resolution 31/68 adopted at its thirty-first session.*

This problem has been a close concern of my Government for many 
years. As long ago as 1969 Italy endeavoured to make a positive and

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Aug. 22, 1977, p. 1234. As 
enacted H.R. 0179 is P.L. 95-108, approved Aug. 17, see su^pra.

® Supra.
 ̂CCD/PV. 763, pp. 18-23.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament^ 1976, pp. 913-915.

277- 084— 79------------36
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practical contribution to the preparation of an organic and complete 
programme of disarmament, the broad lines of which are familiar to 
this Committee.  ̂In 1970 the Italian delegation, after consulting other 
delegations, took the initiative in submitting to the Committee a work
ing paper setting out the main elements of a general and complete plan 
of disarmament and the short-term and long-term prospects for the ac
tivities of the CCD. This document bore the symbol CCD/309/

Mv, Chairman, my delegation has noted with interest and satisfac
tion the increasing attention paid by many Governments to the prob
lem of adopting a general and detailed programme of disarmament. 
This problem is constantly referred to in the expressions of opinion 
communicated by various Governments to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations concerning the agenda for the special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, in accordance with para
graph 3 of resolution 31/189 B adopted by the General Assembly at its 
thirty-first regular session.®

We were happy to see that the programme had been placed as a 
separate item on the draft agenda drawn up at the second session of 
the Preparatory Committee for the special session of the General As
sembly devoted to disarmament.

]\Iy delegation would therefore like to take this opportunity to share 
with the Committee some preliminary thoughts on the framework for 
an organic programme of global negotiations on disarmament.

ISlr. Chairman, the United Nations should be—and in fact is, de
spite certain inevitable shortcomings—an instrument for peace. In 
order that the United Nations may strengthen the role it ought to play, 
it is essential that the documents to be adopted at the special session 
should state the specific objectives to be achieved. These objectives will 
necessarily have to be fitted into a structural policy that will put an 
end to the underlying causes of instability. Any such policy should be 
founded on disarmament, international security, respect for the prin
ciples of detente at the world level, the development and application 
of peaceful means for the settlement of disputes and—for the future— 
the gradual elimination of the great economic, social and technological 
disparities.

That being so, a global programme of disarmament should be based 
on the following general principles:

(1) Negotiations on disarmament are essential for peace and have 
general repercussions. They may be influenced by international events 
but, in their turn, are infallibly a dynamic and positive factor in the 
evolution of the political situation as a whole.

(2) The great majority of States have expressed their determination 
to go forward on the double path of general and complete disarmament 
and adoption of specific measures. The two questions are closely linked,

«IMd., 1969, pp. 189-191. 
" Ibid., m o ,  pp. 44(M:45. 
® IMd., 1976, pp. 947-948.
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and the aim of future negotiations on disarmament should be to com
bine them harmoniously.

(3) Through efforts which they have now been making for more 
than a quarter of a century, the United Nations and the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament have doubtless made a little prog
ress in the disarmament field by establishing specific agreements and 
by adopting an important series of principles which form, so to speak, 
the ‘‘charter” of disarmament: for example, the principles approved 
on 20 December 1961 and adopted by the General Assembly in resolu
tion 1722 (XVI).°

(4) In order to prevent the process of disarmament from creating 
imbalances or strengthening positions of privilege, it will be necessary 
to take collcctive security measures and carry out the strictest po^ible 
verifications.

(5) Any programme of negotiations on disarmament should be 
planned coherently and globally and should be well constructed in 
order to provide the international community with clear guidelines. 
The disarmament process will then be able to follow a rational course 
from its initial or priority stages to its final culmination: general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control.

^Ir. Chairman, to be acceptable, the programme envisaged by my 
Government will have to strike a balance between its various compo
nent parts. It will have to be capable of execution in successive stages 
but without rigid time-limits.

In laying, down the broad lines of general and complete disarma
ment, the programme in question will have to identify the priority 
measures to which the first efforts must be directed.

It will also have to indicate the measures that require further and 
more thorough study in order to overcame the existing differences.

In the Italian delegation’s opinion, the master programme envisaged 
will have to embody the following principles:

(a) The principle of a degree of “flexibility” in following the time
table laid down;

(b) The principle of balance between the measures to be taken in the 
different sectors of disarmament: thus nuclear disarmament will 
have to keep in step with conventional disarmament;

(c) The principle of appropriate co-ordination between global and 
regional disarmament.

Mr. Chairman, when it comes to filling in the details of the pro
gramme, my delegation considers that the following questions should 
be taken up as a matter of priority in this order: nuclear disarmament; 
the prohibition of chemical weapons and other weapons of mass de
struction; and the reduction of conventional weapons.

® I.e., the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations 
(see i&id, 1961̂  pp. 431^42. The res. has been reprinted ibid.f pp. 741-742).
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As regards nuclear disarmament, the continuation of the talks be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union is still of fundamental 
importance. China, France and the United Kingdom should be able 
to join in those talks when the time comes.

in  the first stage, agreement should be reached on the complete ces
sation of all nuclear tests; the next stage should be that of disarmament 
proper under strict and effective international control.

Measures might be adopted to strengthen the system of nuclear non
proliferation without, however, ignoring or prejudicing the right of 
all States to develop, acquire and use nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses. This right must be safeguarded in the most effective way.

Mr. Chairman, parallel efforts will have to be made to initiate ne
gotiations on the reduction of conventional weapons and the armed 
forces. It will be necessary at the same time to promote urgent meas
ures of co-operation in bringing to a halt the dangerous and costly 
conventional arms race.

To this end, it would be possible to envisage, for instance:

(a) Pilot studies, to be carried out by a group of States on a volun
tary and reciprocal basis, for the purpose of devising and trying 
out jointly an effective system of international statements of 
military expenditure, with the object of reducing military 
budgets;

(b) Preparatory studies on the conversion of the armaments indus
tries of the principal developed countries; the aim will be to 
provide alternative lines of production while maintaining the 
employment rate at a constant level;

(c) The periodical publication by the United Nations of data on the 
production and transfers of weapons, and the development of 
an effective system for processing them;

(d) The establishment, on the basis of Article 29 of the Charter of 
the United Nations, of a commission divided into regional sub
commissions, in which the principal arms suppliers in each re
gion would participate. The function of this commission would 
be to maintain conventional armaments at the lowest possible 
level.

To facilitate the establishment of these regional subsidiary organs 
with the consent of the parties concerned, it might be possible -to con
sider setting up committees or separate parallel groups in which the 
purchasing countries would participate. As a result of these activities, 
an agreement for the gradual elimination of conventional weapons 
might be concluded and the first disarmament measures might be 
adopted.

In adopting a global disarmament programme, it would be neces
sary to contemplate:
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Specific measures to establish an international climate of confidence;

Detailed studies on problems relating to the application of peaceful 
means to the settlement of international disputes;
Kenewed efforts to supplement the existing arrangements with re
gard to United Nations peace-keeping operations;
Studies and/or negotiations with a view to setting up a United Na
tions police force (Article 43 of the Charter) and establishing an 
international organ to supervise the application of disarmament 
agreements in force.

Lastly, it will be necessary to consider other problems which are 
closely linked to the disarmament negotiations: balance, verifica

tion, universal participation, methods of work, etc.
Mr. Chairman, the CCD has the necessary experience and has stood 

the test of time sufficiently well to be able to continue to function as 
the main organ of negotiations—negotiations which are becoming in
creasingly complex and technical.

Moreover, the CCD has already embarked on a review of its struc
tures in order to make itself more representative and efficient. My dele
gation is following these developments with interest and hope.

In the view of the Italian delegation, the study of measures calcu
lated to render the negotiating process more incisive should be carried 
on in a constructive and at the same time realistic spirit. The CCD will 
be able to make a useful contribution to this study in the light of the 
experience it has gained in recent years.

The Italian delegation is open to any proposal whose specific purpose 
is to lead gradually to tangible and practical results. It is convinced 
that substantial progress is possible if such results are sought with 
the necessary firmness, on the basis of thinking which is mature but 
open-minded in the context of the historical reality of our times, with
out ideological or other prejudices, and guided by the essential prin
ciple of peaceful, free and fruitful co-operation between peoples. At 
the same time, form and substance should be given to the real guaran
tees which alone can lead to the necessary solutions and consequently 
promote the formation of a genuine political will.

Mr. Chairman, those are some of the considerations which my dele
gation wishes to submit to the CCD at a time when, before closing a 
session which has not yielded all the hoped-for results, we are turning 
our attention briefly to the problem of a global and detailed programme 
of negotiations on disarmament.

This problem will be taken up again and studied in depth in a few 
days’ time in New York as part of the work to be done by the Prepara
tory Committee for the special session of the General Assembly de
voted to disarmament at its third session. The Italian Government 
reserves the right to enlarge upon and supplement, in that context, 
these preliminary views, which we are very happy to communicate in 
broad outline to our CCD partners beforehand.
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News Conference Remarks by President Carter: South African 
Nuclear Developments [Extract], August 23, 1977^

First of all, in response to our own direct inquiry and that of other 
nations, South Africa has informed us that they do not have and do 
not intend to develop nuclear explosive devices for any purpose, either 
peaceful or as a weapon, that the Kalahari test site which has been in 
question is not designed for use to test nuclear explosives, and that 
no nuclear explosive test will be taken in South Africa now or in the 
future.

We appreciate this commitment from South Africa and this infor
mation. We will, of course, continue to monitor the situation there very 
closely. We’ll also renew our efforts to encourage South Africa to place 
all their nuclear power production capabilities under international 
safeguards and inspections and encourage them along with other 
nations to sign the nuclear nonproliferation treaty.®

Mexican Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Preliminary Draft Comprehen
sive Program of Disarmament, August 23, 1977^

In its resolution 2602 E (X XIV) of 16 December 1969 the United 
Nations General Assembly declared the decade of the 1970s as a Dis
armament Decade and, inter aliâ  requested the “Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, while continuing intensive negotiations 
with a view to reaching the widest possible agreement on collateral 
measures, to work out at the same time a comprehensive programme,, 
dealing with all aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms 
race and general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control, which would provide the Conference with a guideline 
to chart the course of its further work and its negotiations”.̂

A number of suggestions and documents were submitted to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament during 1970. In its resolu
tion 2661 C (X XV ) of 7 December 1970,® the General Assembly, inter 
aliâ  expressed “its appreciation of the important and constructive 
documents and views submitted at the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament, including the working papers on a comprehensive 
programme of disarmament submitted by the Netherlands on 24 Feb-

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Aug. 29, 1977, p. 1241.
®For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂CCD/545 and Corr. 1.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 714.
1970, w- 682-683.
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ruary 1970̂  and by Italy on 19 August 1970,® and the draft comprehen
sive programme of disarmament submitted by Mexico, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia on 27 August 1970,® and of the comprehensive programme 
of disarmament submitted to the General Assembly by Ireland  ̂
Mexico, Morocco, Pakistan, Sweden and Yugoslavia on 1 December 
1970”J In the same resolution, the General Assembly recommended to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament ‘̂ that it take into 
account in its further work and its negotiations” the comprehensive 
programme of disarmament submitted by Ireland, Mexico, Morocco  ̂
Pakistan, Sweden and Yugoslavia (document A/8191) “as well as 
other disarmament suggestions presented or to be presented in the 
future”.

In 1974 and 1975 the General Assembly adopted resolutions (3261 A 
(XXIX) and 3470 (X X X )) which, in reviewing the implementation 
of the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament Decade, urged that 
new efforts should be made to negotiate effective disarmament meas
ures.® At the 1975 session of the CCD, Eomania submitted a document 
entitled “Steps to be taken within a disarmament programme” (CCD/ 
449). At the 1976 session Nigeria submitted a working paper on Con
clusions of the Mid-Term Eeview of the Disarmament Decade (CCD/ 
510) in which it referred, in te r  alia^ to the adoption of a comprehensive 
programme as a primary obligation of the CCD during the Disarma
ment Decade.®

On 10 December 1976 the General Assembly adopted resolution 
31/68 in which, in te r  alia^ it urged “the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament to adopt, during its 1977 session, a comprehensive 
programme dealing with all aspects of the problem of the cessation of 
the arms race and general and complete disarmament under strict and 
effective international control, in accordance with General Assembly 
resolution 2602 E (X X IV ) proclaiming the Disarmament Decade”.̂ ^

The present comprehensive programme of disarmament has been 
prepared in accordance with that request of the General Assembly.

In the light of the contents of resolutions 2602 E (X X IV ) and 31/68 
it would seem fully justified to state that the General Assembly’s re
quest means that the comprehensive programme of disarmament 
should embrace not only the work of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament but all negotiations conducted and other acts per
formed in this matter, in whatever place and form they are carried on, 
and that the programme should include effective procedures to facili
tate the co-ordination of such activities and to ensure that the United 
Nations General Assembly is kept informed of their progress so as to 
be able to perform its functions, including the continuous appraisal of 
the situation, properly.

pp. 59-63.
^lua ,, pp. 440-445.
 ̂IMd., pp. 459-465.

653-658.
® IUd„ 19^1 p. 800, and 1975, pp. 776-778.

1976, pp. 515-516.
"°/&i(Z.,pp. 913-915.
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It seems advisable to point out that the term “disarmament” is used 
here in the same sense in which it has been used in the various forums 
of the United Nations: that is, as a generic term which encompasses 
and may designate any type of measures relating to the matter, whether 
they are measures for the prevention, limitation, reduction or elimina
tion of armaments or for the reduction of military forces.

I. O bjectiv e

The aim of the comprehensive programme is to achieve tangible 
progress in order that the goal of general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control may become a reality in a world 
in which international peace and security prevail and the New Inter
national Economic Order is attained.

II. P r in ciples

1. The measures provided for in the comprehensive programme 
should be carried out in accordance with the joint statement of agreed 
principles for disarmament negotiations of September 1961,̂  ̂ taking 
into account the obligations assumed in various treaties on disarma
ment, the relevant resolutions of the United Nations and any new 
factor or possibility arising in this area.

2 . The highest priority should be given to disarmament measures 
dealing with nuclear and chemical weapons.

3. Parallel to the negotiations on partial disarmament measures, 
including measures to prevent and limit armaments and measures to 
reduce armaments, the problem of general and complete disarmament 
should be given intensive treatment in order to facilitate further clarifi
cation of positions and possibilities, including the revision and up
dating of the existing draft treaties submitted by the USSR and the 
United States of America respectively, or the submission of new 
proposals.^2

4. The principle of balanced disarmament should be kept in mind. 
This principle relates both to a numerical reduction of armed forces 
and certain types of weapons to predetermined levels, and to sets of 
disarmament measures whereby an over-all balance is achieved that 
all parties consider satisfactory from the standpoint of their own 
security. The militarily important Powers will have to make particular 
efforts to reduce the disparity between them and other countries. It is 
understood that the final solution with regard to the limitation and 
reduction of conventional armaments can only be achieved in the con
text of general and complete disarmament.

5. Methods of verification form an essential part of disarmament 
measures. In devising such methods it must be recognized that 100 per 
cent certainty can never be attained with any such system. A single

JUd.. 1961, pp. 439-442.
The absence of such revision and updating: has of necessity left this compre

hensive prosrramme of disarmament, and in particular sections III.B .l and 3, 
incomplete. [Footnote in original document.]
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method of control is rarely sufficient. A combination, in which several 
methods reinforce one another, should as a rule be employed in order 
to obtain the necessary assurances that a particular disarmament meas
ure is being duly implemented by all parties.

6. The comprehensive programme is correlated with other United 
Nations programmes for the maintenance of international peace and 
security. Progress in the former should not, however, be made de
pendent on progress in the latter, and vice versa.

7. It should be kept in mind that, in concluding disarmament agree
ments, any adverse effects on the scientific, technological or economic 
future of nations must be avoided.

8. Efforts in support of the link between disarmament and de
velopment, envisaged in General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) 
on the Disarmament Decade, should be intensified in order to pro
mote negotiations relating to disarmament and to ensure that the hu
man and material resources freed by disarmament are used to pro
mote economic and social development, particularly in the develop
ing countries.

9. The steady acceleration of the arms race is incompatible with 
the efforts aimed at establishing the New International Economic 
Order, as defined in the Declaration and Programme of Action on the 
Establishment of a New International Economic Order, contained in 
General Assembly resolutions 3201 (S-V I) and 3202 (S-V I) of 1 
May 1974,̂ ® and in the Charter of Economic Eights and Duties of 
States, contained in General Assembly resolution 3281 (X X IX ) of 12 
December 1974.̂  ̂Those efforts entail, more than ever, resolute action 
by all States to achieve the cessation of the arms race and the imple
mentation of effective measures of disarmament, particularly in the 
nuclear field.

10. Appropriate changes should be made in the organization and 
procedures of multilateral organs of negotiation on disarmament in 
order to secure the participation of all nuclear-weapon States.

11. The United Nations, which has specific responsibility for dis
armament under the Charter, should be kept informed of all measures, 
whether unilateral, bilateral or multilateral, adopted in that con
nexion.

12. Public opinion should be supplied with adequate information 
about armaments and disarmament, so that it may bring its influence 
to bear to strengthen disarmament efforts.

III. C o m p o n e n t s  a n d  S t a g e s  o f  t h e  P r o g r a m m e

A. Disarmament treaties in force or in 'preparation

1. The results achieved so far in the disarmament field constitute 
partial or collateral measures which facilitate the pursuit of the final

“ General Assembly Offtdal Records: Sixth Special Session, Supplement No. 1 
(A/9557), pp. 3-12.

General Assembly Offioial Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 
SI (A/9631), pp. 50-55.
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objective of general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control and form part of it. Those results consist mainly of 
the following multilateral instruments at present in force:

(a) The Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyx
iating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Meth
ods of Warfare, 1925 (Geneva Protocol)

(b) The Antarctic Treaty, 1959
(c) The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 

in Outer Space and under Water, 1963
(d) The Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States 

in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon 
and Other Celestial Bodies, 1967

(e) The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) and its two Additional Proto
cols, 1967;̂ "

(f) The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
1968 ;2o

(g) The Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea- 
Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof, 1972

(h) The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Pro
duction and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, 1975 [1972].^2

Special attention should be paid to the fulfilment of the obliga
tions arising from those treaties, to the review conferences provided 
for in some of them and, where applicable, to the adoption of meas
ures designed to supplement them.

2. Efforts and negotiations to reach agreement before the end of the 
Disarmament Decade on the treaties, conventions and proposals which 
have been under consideration for some time by the General Assembly, 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and other com
petent international organs should be urgently intensified. This work 
has included consideration o f:

(a) A complete prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests;
(b) The prohibition of the development, production and stockpil

ing of chemical weapons and the destruction of stockpiles of 
such weapons;

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765. 
“ m a ., m5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1559. 

m d., 1963, pp. 291-293.
1967, VV- 38-43. 

pp. 69-83.
^lUd., 1968, pp. 461-465.
^lUd., 1971, w - 7-11,
^ lUd., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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'(c) Further measures in the field of disarmament, in particular 
those aimed at achieving important qualitative limitations on 
and substantial reductions in strategic nuclear-weapon systems 
with a view to eliminating such systems from the arsenals of 
States;

(d) The establisliment of additional nuclear-weapon-free zones.

B. Other disarmament measures

1. Measures for whose implementation the political will of the two 
principal nuclear-weapon States is essential,

(a) Nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction
(i) A moratorium upon or the cessation of the testing and 

deployment of new strategic nuclear-weapon systems;
(ii) A ban on flight testing of delivery vehicles for nuclear 

weapons;
(iii) The cessation of production of fissionable materials for 

military purposes and the assignment of existing stocks to 
civilian uses;

(iv) A freeze or limitation on the deployment of all types of 
nuclear weapons;

(v) A solution to the problem concerning prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons or of the threat to use such weapons;

(vi) The complete prohibition of all techniques of environ
mental modification for military or any other hostile pur
poses ;

(vii) The prohibition of new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion.

(b) Con/centional armaments and armed forces
(i) Further prohibitions of the use of the sea-bed and the 

ocean floor, and of the subsoil thereof for military pur
poses ;

(ii) The setting of ceilings for the level and types of conven
tional armaments and for the numerical strength of armed 
forces;

(iii) The elimination of foreign military bases and the creation 
of zones of peace;

(iv) The limitation and regulation of the international trans
fer of conventional weapons;

(v) The reduction of the military budgets of the States perma
nent members of the Security Council and of any other 
State with comparable military expenditures.

“ See n. 12, above.
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2. Measures for which the 'political will of the States directly con
cerned may he sufficient.

(a) Nuclear weapons

The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

(b) Conventional armaments and armed forces

(i) The convening, on the initiative of the States of the re
gion, of regional conferences for the prevention and limi> 
tation of armaments;

(ii) The conclusion of regional non-aggression, security and 
disarmament treaties on the initiative of the States 
concerned;

(iii) The reduction of military expenditures.

3. Elimination of armaments.

In accordance with the joint statement of agreed principles for dis
armament negotiations of 1961, the final stage of the comprehensive 
programme should consist of the conclusion of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control, providing 
for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and the reduc
tion of conventional armaments and armed forces to the levels required 
for the maintenance of internal order and international peace.^

IV. T h e  M a in ten a n ce  op P eace and S ec u ritt

1. It is undeniable that there is a close relationship between dis
armament, international security, the peaceful settlement of dispute 
and the creation of a climate of confidence.

2. During the period of negotiations on the disarmament measures 
listed above, parallel negotiations should be carried on in the appro
priate organs for the establishment or development of machinery and 
procedures for peaceful settlement and peace-keeping within the 
United Nations in order to increase international peace and security 
and to ensure that they are maintained.

3. Agreement on such measures will facilitate the success of efforts 
for disarmament, just as the adoption of disarmament measures will 
create favourable conditions for strengthening international security. 
Nevertheless, as has already been pointed out above, progress in one 
of these spheres should not be made dependent on progress in the 
other, and vice versa.

V. P rocedure

1. The General Assembly should examine annually the progress 
made in the implementation of the comprehensive programme. Every

^*In this matter more than others, the revision and updating of the draft 
treaties submitted by the Soviet Union and the United States in 1962 are essen
tial. [Footnote in original document] For the texts of the draft treaties, see 
Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 103-127 and pp. 351-382.
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three years the General Assembly should examine the comprehensive 
programme and revise it as appropriate.

2. A thorough study should be made of the question of convening at 
an appropriate time an adequately prepared world disarmament con
ference, and of its institutionalization.

3. Until such time as a world disarmament conference is convened, 
the General Assembly should hold regularly—for instance, every three 
years—special sessions devoted to disarmament.

4. The practice of requesting the Secretary-General to prepare, with 
the assistance of expert consultants, authoritative studies on specij&c 
questions relating to the arms race and disarmament should be 
continued.

5. In view of the growing complexity of disarmament questions. 
States Members of the United Nations should endeavour to strengthen 
their Ministries of Foreign Affairs and their permanent missions in 
this field.

6. The United Nations Centre for Disarmament should be continu
ously strengthened and efforts should be made to ensure periodic pub
lication of the United Nations Disarmament Yearbook.

7. More conferences and scientific interchanges should be held be
tween scientists and experts from various countries on problems of the 
arms race and disarmament.

8. Universities and other academic institutions should be encour
aged to hold continuing courses and seminars to study problems of the 
arms race, military expenditures and disarmament.

9. The intensification of exchanges and publication of relevant in
formation and data should provide an atmosphere of greater sincerity 
and trust between States and a steady increase in knowledge of and 
interest in these matters among the public.

10. A world-wide “Disarmament Day” should be established imder 
the auspices of the United Nations.

Statement by the French Council of Ministers, August 24, 1977 ^

The Council of Ministers heard a report on the problems of dis
armament by the Minister of Foreign Affairs. M. de Guiringaud 
recalled that, in spite of their number, the multiple initiatives and pro
posals to which disarmament has given rise on the international plane 
imfortunately have produced very few results. The reason is that in 
spite of appearances, many of these proposals were aimed at objectives 
other than those of true disarmament. This is why France has been 
obliged to deny them its support. The true disarmament, which France 
has not ceased to advocate for twenty years, should meet certain 
characteristics.

ACDA files.
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It should be real, that is to say, result in real diminution of thê  
qualitative and quantitative level of armaments, beginning with those 
countries whose arsenals are the most disproportionate to the require
ments of global strategic equilibrium.

It should be general and complete, that is to say, it should not 
involve discrimination in favor of any particular state, geographic 
zone or type of arms.

It should be effectively controlled. It is therefore necessary to take 
best possible advantage of technical progress.

On the basis of these principles, and in light of the givens of the 
present situation, France has undertaken a new initiative to reflect on 
disarmament and intends to present an overall plan at an appropriate 
time.

The President of the Eepublic has underlined the importance he 
attaches to the problem of arms limitation and indicated that a per
sonality with international experience will be named shortly to coordi
nate the work in this field under the Minister for Foreign Affairs. He 
defined the attitude of France in these terms:

International disarmament is an essential problem for France. It  
corresponds to its pacific vocation, to the tradition of its foreign policy 
and to its interest. It is only because of lack of progress in this area 
that France makes a defense effort whose purpose is to assure its 
security and independence.

Disarmament is also a serious matter. In an area which concerns the 
security and life of peoples, one has no right to satisfy oneself with 
slogans or false pretense. A success in appearances only would produce 
the most dangerous illusions, a setback would serve as the pretext for 
resumption of the arms race.

Finally, arms limitation is a current issue. The excessive accumula
tion of armaments in the world makes it mandatory to undertake 
urgent and resolute action. France will make its contribution.

Statement by South African Prime Minister Vorster: Nuclear 
Developments, August 25, 1977 ^

It is well laiown when I speak about this subject that I, as Prime 
Minister, and other Ministers as well as the President of the South 
African Atomic Energy Board, have on frequent occasions stated and 
reaffirmed the South African Government’s support for the ideal that 
nuclear energy be used solely for peaceful purposes. As a practical 
manifestation of our policy in support of non-proliferation. South 
Africa has participated actively in setting up the safeguard system of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. Furthermore, South Africa 
has voluntarily undertaken to supply its uranium to non-nuclear weap-

^ACDA files.
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on states and only under Agency or equivalent safeguard. Indeed^ 
South Africa has throughout scrupulously honored all its obligations 
under the statute of the Agency. There is ample evidence of the con
structive role South Africa has played in this field in the Agency from 
its very founding days. Therefore, although South Africa has not ac
ceded to the Non-Proliferation Treaty,  ̂ that does not mean that we 
have not cooperated in achieving the object of preventing prolifera
tion. Indeed all the evidence shows that we have, in fact, cooperated 
to prevent proliferation.

South Africa’s offer to place its large-scale commercial enrichment 
plant which is to be erected in South Africa unilaterally under Agency 
safeguards was taken a step further in August 1976, when the Pi êsi- 
dent of the South African Atomic Energy Board asiked the Director 
General of the Agency to provide a proposed draft for such an agree
ment. A design information questionnaire was received in October 1976, 
followed by a draft safeguards agreement at the end of February 1977. 
Since then the President of the South African Atomic Energy Board 
has had discussions on this matter with the Inspector Gener^ of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, and during these discussions in 
Salzburg, tlie President pointed out that the Uranium Enricliment 
Corporation of South Africa had in fact completed the questionnaire 
assuming hypothetical capacity for the commercial enrichment plant. 
He indicate, however, that as announced before, the South African 
Government would only decide on the size of the plant in 1978. He 
pointed out that if the size differs substantially from the one that had 
been assumed in filling in the questionnaire, the answers would not be 
applica;ble at all. In these circumstances, it was agreed that it would 
be better to wait until the South African Government had taken a firm 
decision on the size of the commercial plant before the completion of 
the questionnaire and its submission to the Agency. These facts are well 
known.

Furthermore, South Africa has on various occasions in the past 
given consideration to accession to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. In 
this process South Africa must naturally bear in mind the obligations 
undertaken by the other parties on a bilateral as well as a multilateral 
basis in this field. For instance, in teims of Article IV (2) of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty all parties undertake to facilitate the fullest pos
sible exchange of equipment, materials, and scientific and technological 
information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Arising from bi
lateral agreements, there have been specific commitments in regard to 
the supply of materials and equipment subject to Agency safeguards. 
But it has been South Africa’s experience in the recent past that these 
commitments have been totally ignored.

Inevitably South Africa must in considering accession to the NPT 
be influenced by the way in which the powers concerned live up to their 
comirritments under bilateral agreements with South Africa, as well

* Documents on Disarmamenty 1968̂  pp. 461-465.
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as under Article IV (2) of the N'on-Proliferation Treaty in general. 
The International Atomic Energy Agency, Which has a responsibility 
of insuring that the obligations of the NPT are carried out by the sig
natories, must inspire confidence with all the parties to the treaty, and 
only then can it fulfill these fimctions satisfactorily. Far from inspir
ing confidence, however, and contrary to its own statute, it decided in 
June last to oust South Africa from the Board of Governors and to 
replace it by Egypt “as the most advanced country in Africa in the field 
of nuclear energy, including the production of nuclear raw materials.” 
So it was motivated. This, ladies and gentlemen, in spite of the fact 
that since the inception of the Agency, South Africa has been a member 
of the Board of Governors, and in spite of its recognized position as a 
major producer of uranium as well as its achievements in the field of 
nuclear research, including the development of a new enrichment 
process.

Furthermore, countries like the USA have not honored the commit
ments they have entered into bilaterally. So, for example, the USA has 
not honored the undertaking to supply fuel for this research reactor. 
Safari I, which is under full International Atomic Energy Agency 
safeguards. In spite of the undertaking South Africa has given and 
honored that the burnt fuel elements will be returned to the USA for 
re-processing, no delivery has yet been made on the fuel elements or
dered from the USA two years ago, although the enriched uranium was 
paid for at the time that the order was placed. Up to now, South Africa 
has not even received an indication whether an export permit for the 
elements will be issued. As you know. South Africa has decided to build 
a nuclear power station at Koeberg. South Africa has entered into a 
contract with the US Energy Eesearch and Development Agency for 
the supply of the necessary fuel for the initial period. What guarantee 
do we have that this contract will be honored and that the fuel will be 
delivered in time, is the question I am entitled to put tonight.

We are still seriously considering accession to the N'PT and we 
would be prepared to discuss the matter with the United States who 
last week urged us to do so. But naturally the discriminatory actions 
including those to which I have referred will be raised and will have 
to be sorted out at the same time. In the envisaged discussions we would, 
of course, also ask for information on what steps the United States 
Government has taken to induce other countries to adhere to the NPT.

According to the latest information at my disposal, it is interesting 
to note that apart from other countries which have not done so, no 
less than 13 of the 34 members of the Board of Governors of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency have either not ratified or acceded to 
the NPT. These 13 countries are: Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil, 
Chile, Colombia, Egypt, France (May I pause here for a moment and 
say tu India, Indonesia, Niger, Pakistan, Panama and
Portugal. I ask you in all seriousness, ladies and gentlemen, I ask the 
world by what rights are they pressurizing South Africa when there 
are so many other countries and even 13 who are sitting on the Board 
itself ? Why must South Africa again be singled out ?
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The USA, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom are parties to 
the treaty, but they have fully protected their positions as nuclear wea
pons states with large nuclear arsenals. Indeed, at this time when the 
Soviet Union is accusing South Africa of preparing a nuclear explo
sion, reports indicate that the Soviet Union herself has set off a further 
explosion in its current series. Such, ladies and gentlemen, are the dou
ble standards to which South Africa is subjected in this world. And I 
say so in all seriousness. As a matter of fact, I say so in all humility. 
If these things continue and don’t stop, the time will arrive when South 
Africa will have no option, small as it is, to say to the world, so far 
and no further, do your damnedest if  you so wish.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Yunus) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Nonpro- 
h'feration [Extract], August 25, 1977^

Mr. Chairman, my delegation would like to place its views before 
this Committee in a general statement on disarmament, non-prolifera
tion and peaceful nuclear co-operation.

During the spring and summer sessions this year, the danger of 
nuclear proliferation has been repeatedly and forcefully underlined. 
An atmosphere of renewed concern seems to pervade these references. 
Pakistan appreciates this renewed concern and fully shares it. It could 
not be otherwise, since we have been constantly voicing this concern 
now for well-nigh a decade, not always to a receptive audience. Paki
stan has also taken several initiatives to avert this danger and remains 
determined to pursue them. That this concern is now generally shared 
is, therefore, a welcome sign. I must, however, express our disappoint
ment with the approach that is being generally advocated to this prob
lem. The major nuclear Powers and their allies— t̂he so-called “London 
Club”—appear to have placed their trust in (a) the Nuclear Non-Pro
liferation Treaty2 and (b) unilateral controls and restraints on the 
transfer of nuclear technology (even under the strictest international 
safeguards).

We cannot help feeling that this approach is not only unlikely to 
attain its objective but would, in fact, be dangerous in that it could (i) 
deflect the thrust of the attempts at non-proliferation and (ii) create 
a false sense of confidence in the proposed non-proliferation regime.

Let me first comment on the Non-Proliferation Treaty. I need not 
repeat here that Pakistan supported the adoption of the non-prolifera
tion treaty in the United Nations General Assembly in 1968. However, 
it was our view then, and has been since, that this treaty could not 
proved an effective barrier against nuclear proliferation unless and un-

" CCB/PV. 765, pp. 14r-18.
“ See Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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til (a) the treaty was subscribed to by the major “threshold” Powers, 
and, (b) the security of non-nuclear States was effectively safeguarded.

As it is, most of the threshold nuclear States have made it clear that 
they will not join the NPT because of its so-called discriminatory na
ture. Nor has any progress been made towards devising effective meas
ures to safeguard the non-nuclear weapon States against the threat or 
use of nuclear weapons. Pakistan has made several efforts to promote 
a consensus on this subject. The attitude of the nuclear Powers, except 
China, has been one of indifference.

The new policy of restraints and embargoes on tlie transfer of nu
clear technology, despite the imposition of international safeguards^ 
cannot be successful for several reasons. First, it contravenes the 
principle of the sovereignty of States; second, it violates the “bargain” 
between the nuclear “haves” and “have-nots” embodied in the NPT 
and the concept of international safeguards; third, it involves dis
crimination not only between nuclear and non-nuclear States but even 
among non-nuclear States; and fourth, this policy can only be con
strued as an effort to deny the potential benefits of nuclear teclinology 
to the developing countries.

I have set out this point in order to explain that such a policy can 
hardly be expected to secure general acceptance or compliance, regard
less of all the pressures and inducements exercised on individual 
States. Sooner rather than later, the developing countries are bound 
to adopt a common position on this issue, thereby leading to further 
difficulties in North-South relations.

In any case, restrictions on the transfer of nuclear technology can 
be at best only a shoit-term and partial answer to the problem of nu
clear proliferation. The so-called “sensitive” technologies, such as 
plutoniiun reprocessing, are in fact available from public sources. The 
acquisition of this technology by an increasing number of States can
not be prevented through pressures. The best course for the interna
tional community is to ensure that this and other nuclear technology 
are acquired under the necessary controls and safeguards.

My Government has also given the United States proposal for a 
nuclear fuel cycle evaluation programme the consideration it deserves. 
We do feel, however, that the proposal appears to be based on an in
correct premise—that plutonium reprocessing plants and breeder re
actors are “bad”. As the distinguished representative of Japan has 
already pointed out in this Committee, plutonium reprocessing is a 
proven and well established technology which is essential for many 
fuel-deficient non-nuclear States. In addition we feel that it would 
have been preferable to undertake this programme within the United 
Nations system, for instance under IAEA.

One may look at the question of nuclear proliferation from differ
ent angles, but it is always better to be realistic and look for effective, 
feasible and durable solutions to this complex problem. The only dur
able solution to the problem of nuclear proliferation lies in building: 
an international climate of trust and confidence in which nations 
would not feel the need to acquire nuclear weapons.
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To this end, the world must focus its attention on the more basic tasks 
in the field of disarmament, i.e. preventing the further development and 
sophistication of nuclear weapons and delivery systems, immediate 
lowering of the existing level of armaments, especially nuclear anna- 
ments, and initiating moves towards their eventual destruction and 
complete elimination.

The drive towards these goals must stem firstly from the two super- 
Powers which already enjoy a preponderant position in military arms 
and therefore do not need to continue extending their arsenals either 
quantitatively or qualitatively. The arms race between the two super- 
Powers and the stockpiles already existing in their nuclear arsenals 
offer an ever-present threat to international peace and security. It is 
therefore their responsibility, as was recognized in article VI of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, to reduce their arsenals and to create a 
climate of confidence in which the other nuclear States can be per
suaded to join in the efforts to promote global disarmament.

We do recognize that some measures were taken by the super-Powers, 
such as the SALT I agreement on anti-ballistic missile systems and 
the Vladivostok agreements in respect of a freeze on certain levels of 
strategic weapons.  ̂ But the SALT I agreement is due to expire, the 
Vladivostok agreements are yet to be confirmed and further phases of 
actual arms reduction are not yet in sight. We appreciate the desire 
expressed by the leaders of both the Soviet Union and the United 
States to make early progress in their SALT talks and look forward 
to hearing good news in this respect in the near future.

For the immediate future it is imperative to reach agreement on the 
prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests so as to prevent the further 
development and sophistication of nuclear weapons as well as horizon
tal proliferation. It is particularly unfortunate that such tests con
tinue to be carried out. The primary condition necessary for the success 
of such a treaty is that the two super-Powers should agree to suspend 
nuclear-weapon tests. Since they are teclinologically far in advance of 
the other nuclear Powers, an immediate suspension of nuclear-weapon 
tests by the two would in no way jeopardize their security. It would 
at the same time constitute a manifestation of their sinceiity in seeking 
to halt the nuclear-arms race and to induce other nuclear-weapon 
States to join in the general prohibition.

As I mentioned above, an essential step in creating a suitable inter
national climate for disarmament is to reassure the non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the threat or use of nuclear weapons. Unless 
their security is assured by credible and binding guarantees, the nu
clear threat to them is bound to mount. Pakistan has made several 
efforts to promote a consensus on the question of security guarantees 
to non-nuclear-weapon States. I need hardly elaborate on this, since I 
had occasion to dwell at length on this question in the course of my 
earlier statement during the spring session.

® The SALT I agreement can be found itid., 1972, pp. 197 ff. and 1974, PP. 229- 
231; and the Vladivostok agreements, ibid., pp. 746-747.
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At the same time, Pakistan believes that non-miclear-weapon States 
must alscKhemselves take initiatives towards regional security meas
ures against the nuclear threat emanating from within or outside their 
respective regions. In this context, the establishment of nuclear-weap
on-free zones provides the best available approach to preventing nu
clear proliferation. There is increasing interest within the internation
al community in the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones, and the 
majority of States in various regions such as Africa, the ]\Iiddle East, 
South Asia and the South Pacific, besides Latin America, have ex
pressed interest in creating nuclear-weapon-free zones in their respec
tive regions.

The General Assembly has responded to this desire by adopting 
resolutions urging the establisliment of such zones in those regions. 
Some of the nuclear-weapon States and their allies have insisted that 
the prior agreement of all regional States is necessary in order to attain 
the objective of a nuclear-weapon-free zone and that the creation of 
such a zone should not prejudice existing security arrangements. These 
pre-conditions have operated to retard the creation of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in South Asia, the Middle East and Africa. My Govern
ment believes that, if the principle of the creation of such zones is 
accepted as a desirable goal, then it should be pursued and promoted 
regardless of the reservations of one or two regional States. Since de
nuclearization is obviously an accepted objective in the NPT for all 
non-nuclear-weapon States, its achievement in any particular region 
cannot be regarded as contrary to “existing security arrangements”.

Non-proliferation can hardly be achieved if the nuclear danger is 
brought to the very doorstep of the non-nuclear States of Africa, the 
Middle East and South Asia. We would express the hope that the nu- 
clear-weapon States would take an active part in the promotion and 
establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in South Asia, the Middle 
East and Africa.

Pakistan has been constantly voicing its concern about the danger 
of nuclear proliferation and has indeed taken several initiatives to help 
avert the danger. At this juncture we strongly feel that there is need 
for a new consensus on the question of peaceful nuclear co-operation. 
To this end Pakistan would, at the forthcoming session of the General 
Assembly, propose the principles for promoting peaceful nuclear co
operation within the framework of the restraints against the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons.

My delegation welcomes the statement made by Ambassador Garcia 
Eobles, the distinguished representative of Mexico. We always listen to 
Ambassador Garcia Eobles with attention. His outstanding expertise 
and long experience in disarmament matters are matched by his deep 
concern with the slow pace of progress in the work of this Committee. 
We share this concern entirely and attach great importance to the 
working paper that he has just introduced, containing “a preliminary 
draft comprehensive programme of disarmament” (CCD/545).^ We

* Ante, pp. 532-539.
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fully agree with its contents and, given a small addition to item (a) (v) 
under “Measures for whose implementation the political will of the 
two principal nuclear-weapon States is essential”, on page 6,® we would 
like to join in the presentation of this paper to the Committee. We 
would add at the end of item (a) (v) the words “including the question 
of security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States”. I would request 
that this position of my delegation be reflected in the record.

Declaration of the World Conference for Action Against 
Apartheid  [Extracts], August 26, 1977

The World Conference for Action against Afartheid organized by 
the United Nations, in co-operation with the Organization of African 
Unity and the Federal Government of Nigeria, met in Lagos, Nigeria, 
from 22 to 26 August 1977, with the participation of representatives of 
112 Governments, 12 intergovernmental organizations, 5 liberation 
movements, 51 non-governmental organizations and a number of prom
inent individuals.

1. The Conference heard keynote speeches from the Head of State of 
Nigeria, the President of Zambia and the Prime Minister of Norway, 
as well as other prominent personalities.

2. After a full discussion of the items on its agenda, the Conference 
adopted the following Declaration.

17. The Conference calls upon Governments, intergovernmental and 
non-governmental organizations to intensify the campaign for the fur
ther isolation of the apartheid regime with a view to complementing 
the efforts of the South African people and their national liberation 
movement and to ensure:

(i) The immediate cessation by the apartheid regime of the mili
tary and nuclear build-up which constitutes a serious danger to inter
national peace and security.

24. The Conference calls upon all States for the cessation of any as
sistance or co-operation enabling South Africa to obtain nuclear capa
bility. It further calls upon all States to prevent companies or institu
tions within their jurisdiction, from any nuclear co-operation with 
South Africa.

® Ante, p. 537.
 ̂S/12426/1, Oct. 28,1977; also issued under the symbol A/AO. 115/L.477.
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25. The Conference solemnly calls upon all States to cease forthwith 
all sales and supplies of arms and military equipment, spare parts and 
components thereof; to withdraw all lice!nces for the manufacture of 
arms and military equipment in South Africa and to refrain from any 
assistance to the South Africa regime in its military build-up or any 
military co-operation with that regime. It further recommends the 
setting up of a watchdog committee to follow up the observance of the 
arms embargo.

Communique of the Nordic Foreign Ministers Meeting in 
Helsinki [Extract], September 2, 1977^

The Foreign Ministers !noted that in the international situation there 
are still conflict areas and tensions creating serious unrest. At the same 
time efforts are continued in order to find solutions to central prob
lems of importance in order to achieve interjaational peace and secur
ity and to secure progress in the work for greater economic justice in 
the world. In this connection, the Ministers reafl^med the strong sup
port of the Nordic countries for the United Nations and its activities 
with a view to resolving international problems and conflicts through 
peaceful means in accordance with the UN Charter.

There is no realistic alternative to the policy of detente. The Minis
ters therefore stated with satisfaction that at the preparatory meeting 
in Belgrade for the autumn follow-up conference to the Conference on 
Security and Cooperatiopn in Europe (CSCE) an agreement was 
reached on the rules of procedure and on the agenda. The Nordic coun
tries wish to contribute at the Belgrade Conference to an objective and 
constructive exchange of opinions about the extent to which the pro
visions of the Helsipiki Act  ̂have so far been implemented as well as 
to concrete decisions on additional measures for the realization of the 
objectives of the Conference. It was noted with satisfaction that the 
time and place of a new follow-up conference will be decided at the 
autumn conference. The Milnisters considered it important that the 
participating states shall meet also in the future for the purpose of 
evaluating how security and cooperation can best be strengthened and 
developed.

The Ministers reaffirmed that tangible disarmament measures are 
necessary to strengthen the detente process and to make it lasting. They 
underlined the importance of the decision to convene a special session 
on disarmament at the General Assembly in the spring of 1978 for the 
work under way in this area. The Nordic countries make great ejfforts

 ̂ACDA files. The meeting took place Sept. 1-2 and was attended by the Foreign 
Ministers of Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden.

the Final Act of the conference. For complete text, see Department of 
State Bulletin, vol. LXXIII, no. 1888 (Sept. 1, 1975), pp. 323-350. The section 
relevant to disarmament matters can he found in Documents on Disarmament, 
1975, pp. 304-308.
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to actively prepare the conferelnce. It is of capital importance to pre
vent proliferation of nuclear weapons. This makes endeavours to 
achieve progress in the limitation of nuclear arms more urgent than 
ever. In this connection the Ministers recalled the importance of reach
ing results before the special session on disarmament regarding a com
prehensive test ban treaty as well as on the other main topic at the 
Geneva disarmament negotiations, a ban on chemical weapons.

The Ministers expressed their deep concern over the reports that 
South Africa had planned a nuclear explosiopn. Once again they 
stressed the necessity of all states acceding to the non-proliferation 
treaty.

They hoped that the Soviei>-American negotiations on limitation of 
strategic arms as well as the negotiations on reduction of forces ip. 
Central Europe would soon yield favourable results.

The Ministers stated that the connection between the efforts to 
achieve disarmament and the solving of the pressing development prob
lems is given special urgejncy at the special session and that the Nordic 
countries jointly seek to contribute to an intensified UN treatment of 
this issue.

Interview of Secretary of Defense Brown, September 5, 1977*

Q, Mr. Secretary, is the Soviet military build-up threatening to shift 
the strategic balance against this country ?

A. The Soviet build-up is a real one. It’s not a fiction made up by the 
Pentagon. It’s something which has been going on for several years, 
and it is substantial.

As of now, I would say that it has not shifted the military balance 
against the United States and its allies. On an over-all basis, we and 
the Soviets are roughly equivalent in military terms at this time.

That does not mean that there aren’t areas where the Soviets are 
ahead militarily, and other areas where we’re ahead—geographical 
areas and also functional areas. Some of those are already of consider
able concern to us. Certainly the European balance is less advantageous 
to us and more advantageous to the Soviets than it was even five years 
ago.

If the present trends continue—if the Soviets continue to build up 
military capability relative to us—then I think the situation five years 
down the road could be a serious one.

Q. A number of reputable strategic experts maintain that the Eus- 
sians are preparing to fight a nuclear war, rather than simply to deter 
it. Is that a correct assessment ?

 ̂U,S, News d World Report, Sept. 5,1977.
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A. That’s a potential danger. I can’t say whether that’s the Soviet 
doctrine and plan. I ’m not sure that their own political leaders know 
themselves. But I believe that they are building up military forces that 
might mislead them into the thinking that such a strategy was feasible 
for them.

What we have to do is make sure that they are disabused of that no
tion by our own national-security programs and by clear indications of 
what our own strategy is.

Does the build-up of a civil-defense system strengthen Russia’s 
capacity to fight a nuclear war? Would they come through such a war 
in better shape than the United States would ?

A, The Soviets have been building up their civil defense over a pe
riod of five, six, seven years—and it keeps growing. We’re looking at 
it more carefully to see whether there’s more to it than we have as
sumed in the past. The level of the Soviet civil-defense effort is of 
some concern because it suggests that they may—mistakenly, in my 
belief—arrive at the conclusion that they could survive as a function
ing and powerful country after an all-out thermonuclear exchange.

Their civil-defense program consists of very clear efforts to protect 
the leadership—^political, military and Communist Party—in very 
substantial protective structures, a lesser effort to protect key workers 
in less-effective shelters, and little more than an evacuation scheme for 
the bulk of the population.

I haven’t seen anything that convinces me that, in practice, this is 
workable.

Q. Should we counter this by building an extensive civil-defense 
system of our own?

A. We went through that in the 1960s. The principal conclusion I  
drew from that experience was that the American political and social 
structure is not such that a massive civil-defense program is politically 
feasible for us. I  don’t think it will be effective for the Soviets, either. 
I think that the idea of evacuating people from big cities into the coun
try, without practice—and there hasn’t been practice in the Soviet 
Union—means that the plan would fail in the event.

My own view is that the best response to the Soviet civil-defense 
program is likely to be the modification of our offensive-force capabil
ity to show the Soviets that civil defense doesn’t work. However, I  
wouldn’t rule out a modest increase in U.S. civil-defense efforts.

Q. In view of the continuing Soviet strategic build-up, why is the 
Carter Administration canceling or deferring weapons like the B-1 
and the MX mobile missile ?

A. Those decisions are taken on the basis of what is the most effective 
way for the U.S. to meet its objectives. In the case of the B-1, it wasn’t 
a matter simply of canceling the program. It was a matter of replacing 
a B-1 program with a program for cruise missiles launched from B - 
52s, and perhaps from other air-launch platforms as well.
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The judgment that the President and I made is that, although the 
B-1 was quite likely to penetrate Soviet air defenses, the cruise mis
sile is more certain to penetrate. Therefore, it is a more-effective 
weapons system. Aside from that, it’s less expensive.

In the case of the MX, no decision has been reached yet. The situa
tion there is that our fixed land-based missiles, like Minuteman, are 
becoming more vulnerable as the accuracy and multiplicity of Soviet 
ICBM re-entry vehicles increases. We can’t rely on our present ICBM's 
to survive an attack in any large numbers past the early to mid-1980s.

I f  we want to keep a land-based missile capability—and there are 
reasons for wanting to do so—then we have to find a basing system 
which is both survivable and publicly acceptable. We’re working on 
that now for the MX. Whether we decide to go ahead with a full- 
scale development, and later with deployment, will depend on the 
answers to questions which we don’t really have yet,

Q, What do you mean by a basing system that is survivable and 
publicly acceptable?

A. I t’s a question of where to put an MX missile. It could be put in 
trucks or railroad trains, or it could be put underground in a blast- 
resistant pipe that runs back and forth for several hundred linear 
miles, but would still fit into an area maybe 30 by 30 miles. In such a 
scheme, the MX would move inside the pipe, and it would not be easy 
to target.

Q. What will the United States have to do to prevent the Soviet 
build-up from giving the Kussians a strategic advantage in the next 
five or 10 years ?

A, You know, there are dangers other than the strategic. In fact, 
strategic nuclear war is the least likely war, in my view. In that re
gard, I would make these points :

First, I want to say that the best way in principle to reduce the threat 
to the United States is to get an equitable strategic-arms-limitation 
agreement that limits the Soviet forces. I f what concerns us is the 
Soviet build-up, then the most obvious thing to do is to limit the build
up itself, rather than adding to our own strategic forces. That’s why 
a good deal of our effort in SALT talks is directed at reducing forces 
and limiting the accuracy of land-based missile systems, for example.

But supposing that this is not successful and that we do not get a 
SALT agreement that prevents these, threats from developing. Then 
what can we do ? Well, our strategic retaliatory capability, which is 
the basis of our deterrent, consists of three different kinds of systems: 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles; ICBM’s, which are land-based; 
and various kinds of bombers and bomber-launched systems.

Now, as far as the SLBM program is concerned, we will have Tri
dent submarines coming into operation at the end of this decade. Those 
will provide still greater capability than our present Polaris and Po
seidon force. As for the ICBM situation, the MX, which we discussed 
earlier, is a possible follow-on. With respect to bombers. I ’ve mentioned



552 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

already the air-launched cruise missile. We can increase our level of 
capability by putting cruise missiles not only on B-52s but on other 
carriers. Also, we could increase the alert rate on our bombers, which is 
now less than it was 10 years ago.

So there are various things we can do in each one of these compo
nents to increase its survivability, to assure its penetrability, or to in
crease the capability by putting more payload on it.

Q. Is dt really necessary to preserve the strategic triad concept that 
you’ve outlined— t̂hree separate nuclear forces ?

A. One is clearly not enough; it’s too vulnerable to a single change in 
the situation.

For example, if you depended on SLBM’s alone, then a break
through in antisubmarine warfare would be enormously dangerous, 
even though the probability of such a breakthrough may be very low.

The bombers can take off on warnings of an attack and survive 
that way. They penetrate in a different way from ballistic missiles, and 
so provide a hedge against a possible Soviet deployment of an anti- 
ballistic-missile system designed to defend against our ICBM’s.

The ICBM component of the triad provides rapid response, high 
accuracy and very good command and control, because it’s located in 
the United States. The communications are therefore very good.

What the mix should be—or whether in the end one might conceiv
ably get by with less than three—I don’t think we have to decide yet*

Q. W iat were you getting at earlier when you said that strategic 
war is the least likely war ?

A. We’ve been involved in a number of wars since 1945, and none 
of them have been strategic nuclear wars. The Soviets clearly are fish
ing in troubled waters in a number of areas in the world. I think such 
local conflicts are by far the most likely thing that we will have to deal 
with. I think that larger-scale conflicts outside of Europe are the next 
most likely. A massive European conflict is less likely still, but very 
important—indeed, critical—to us if it happens. So we have to spend 
a lot of effoit on it. Strategic nuclear war, which is the most critical 
of all, is the least likely.

Q. How prepared is the United States to deal with what you regard 
as the most likely wars ?

A. In terms of strategic mobility—airlift capability, the ability to 
deploy force, and project force at a lower level of conflict in distant 
regions of the world—we are substantially more capable than the 
Soviet Union.

With respect to manpower, we don’t want to get involved in those 
regions with large commitments of ground forces. We have, nonethe
less, three divisions of Marines and a number of light divisions of 
active Army forces that are specially suited for such conflicts. So I  
think that we’re in relatively good shape for these low-level conflicts, 
if we ever have to get into them.
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Q. ^Vhat about Europe? Is there a danger that the Russians will be 
tempted to attack or blackmail us there because of the weakness of 
KTATO?

A. We do have to guard against that. But my attitude is that you 
can't look only at the military picture in that regard. The strength or 
vulnerability of Western Europe involves a complex of economic, po
litical and military factors. We don’t want any of those to get too ad
verse. The military one, for example, could by itself under some cir
cumstances get so adverse as to allow Soviet blackmail of Western 
Europe—if not a Soviet overrunning of Western Europe.

The same thing, however, is true politically. I f the Western Euro
peans were all to decide to vote for Communist parties which identified 
with Moscow, that would finish it right there, even if the military bal
ance were in great shape. Economically, the Soviets have rather little 
leverage directly on Europe.

When you look at all of these together— t̂he militaiy, political and 
economic areas—^West̂ rn Europe does not seem very vulnerable to 
me. If I were asked, “^Vhich of these areas is the weakest and which 
needs to be built up the most?”, I would have to say it’s a combination 
of military and political.

There are political weaknesses in NATO nations. Some express 
themselves in a very direct way—for example, the situation in Greece 
and Turkey. Others express themselves in a more subtle way in some 
of the nations of Western Europe. There’s an interaction here: Politi
cal weakness generates military weakness, and vice versa.

Q. Are you saying that it would wreck NATO if Communist parties 
gain a share of power in Italy and France ?

A. I would preface any answer to that question by saying that it’s 
up to the people in those countries whom they elect to office.

At the same time, of course, we have an interest in the political 
stability of NATO. I think that the people in those countries should 
ask their own Communist parties how they would propose to remain 
Communist and still preserve Western security if they were to come 
into power.

Answers from Communist paii:ies to that kind of question I find 
unsatisfactory. But again, it’s up to the voters of those countries to 
ask the question, get the answers, make their own decisions. I would, 
if I were they, ask for better answers than I ’ve seen.

Q. During the Vietnam War, we heard that American forces in 
NATO were in pretty bad shape. What condition are they in today ?

A. They’re better than I can remember them having been in the 
16 years—on and off—that I ’ve been associated with the Defense De
partment. That doesn’t mean that every unit is as fully equipped as 
we’d like it to be. And, of course, whenever you introduce a new 
weapon into NATO, there is immediately a very large “shoitage’’ of 
that weapon, because the first one that is deployed makes for an un
filled need in every other organization. I mention that, not because I
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think that all the shortages or lack of readiness are of that character  ̂
but because some of them are—and that should be understood.

Our forces in Europe are equipped with our best systems. WeVe 
just put more F - l l ls  and some F-15s over there on the Air Force side. 
Earlier this year, I watched armored forces practicing in West Ger
many, and I know that they are well equipped.

I would observe that U.S. forces are not optimally placed geograph- 
icalh’, partly because of historical reasons. Because it’s very expensive 
to build new facilities in places that would be more optimal geograph
ically, such malpositioning is hard to correct. We also need to pre
position more equipment over there for the divisions that we would 
bring over as prompt reinforcements. It’s a lot easier to move people 
than move equipment. There are a lot of things we have to do in this 
direction, but we’re better off in terms of capability in an absolute 
sense than I ’ve ever seen us in Europe.

Q. A final question on European defense: 'Wliat is the point of 
putting neutron bombs in Europe when the United States has so many 
tactical nuclear weapons there already ? Are these seen as a substitute 
for increased conventional strength ?

ud. No, they are not a substitute for increased conventional strength, 
because the use of any nuclear weapon by NATO in a European war 
would be a very grave decision indeed.

Because we want to deter a Soviet attack on all levels, we need to 
strengthen our conventional forces—particularly since the balance not 
only of strategic but also of theater or tactical nuclear weapons has 
become more even in the past six or eig«ht years. We need to concentrate 
on conventional capability.

At the same time, it seems to me that we need to make our tactical 
nuclear weapons as militarily effective as we can. We also should mini
mize their side effects.

The enhanced-radiation weapon, which has been dubbed “neutron 
bomb,” has the same lethal effect as existing tactical nuclear weapons 
in a given tactical situation— t̂hat is, a battlefield area that might in
volve an attacking tank force—^while reducing the number of people 
killed outside the limited area of combat. So it’s a more effective 
weapon. If we decide to deploy it, it will be on the basis of its effective
ness, and not because we think it lowers the nuclear threshold. I don’t 
think it lowers the nuclear threshold. Any decision to use nuclear 
weapons will still be just as difficult as ever.

Q. Turning to the Far East: On the basis of your recent trip to 
South Korea and Japan, do you think that the Administration should 
reconsider its decision to withdraw American ground forces from 
South Korea over the next four to five years ?

A. No, I don’t think that. My recent trip there reconfirmed my view 
that we can provide the Koreans with the capabilities to deter attack 
on and defend South Korea—to deter by being able to defend. We can 
do this—given congressional support for the program we have worked
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out with the Koreans— b̂y transferring equipment and by extending 
military-sales credits, by training and exercises, and by adding some 
aircraft to the aircraft already there.

Q. What happens, though, if Congress doesn’t go along with the 
plan to provide more arms to South Korea ?

A, That certainly would increase the difficulty of our being able to 
meet our national-security objectives. I think that the Congress, from 
my own conversations with members, will look at this very carefully 
and, in the end, will do what’s necessary for U.S. security.

Q, Mr. Secretary, the opinion polls indicate that the majority of the 
people in this country don’t support the withdrawal of American 
troops from South Korea. Why does the Administration feel it’s so 
important to start pulling them out now %

A, I ’m sure it depends on how you ask the question. If you were to 
ask, “Do you think that U.S. ground forces should stay in Korea for
ever?”, I ’m sure the answer would be quite different.

The experience always has been that if you ask the people in Korea 
whether they think American ground forces, which have been there 
more than 25 years, should remain there indefinitely, the answer by 
and large is, “No, but they shouldn’t be withdrawn now.” Then if you 
ask when the troops should be withdrawn, the answer is, “Five years 
from now.”

It’s five 3̂ ears from now whenever you ask the question.
Therefore, it seemed to the Administration—and it seems to me— 

that you have to make plans for the withdrawal of ground-combat 
forces, and ask what has to be done to fill in.

I think the Korean economy is such, and the Korean military capa
bility is such, that over this period of four or five years, the military 
structure can be built up in such a way as to continue to provide 
deterrence and defense. And once we do that, the big advantage of 
having done it is that you’re more stable then than you are now.

Q. Is there a bit of racism in that policy ? Our troops have been in 
Western Europe longer than in Korea, and you’re not suggesting it’s 
time to withdraw them—

A. The difference between Western Europe and Korea is not a 
matter of race; it is a matter of the nature of the opponent. North 
Korea is not the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union has an enormous 
military machine. The U.S. interests, vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, are 
directly engaged in Western Europe, whereas in Northeast Asia you’ve 
got a much more complicated convergence of U.S., Japanese, Chinese 
and Soviet interests.

I  think that the presence of U.S. ground forces in Korea is the 
anomaly.

Q, Do you look to the Soviet Union and China to deter a war in, 
Korea ?
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A, I think that neither the Chinese nor the Soviets are urging the 
North Koreans to attack the South Koreans—in fact, quite the reverse. 
And I think that’s a situation that adds basis for taking the actions 
that we’re taking.

Q. I f we can turn to Africa: How worried are you by the gains that 
the Soviets seem to be making in black Africa—^Angola, and now the 
Horn of Africa ?

A. I find them rather equivocal gains. Let’s stand where the Soviets 
stand and ask, “How’s the game going in Africa?” And I don’t think 
that it’s an unmixed, positive picture for them. Indeed, the Neto Gov
ernment in Angola was supported by the Soviet Union and by Cuba, 
but it is by no means comparable in its dependence on or subservience 
to the Soviets to, say, the Eastern European countries.

In Somalia, it seems to me, the tide has turned against them. It’s 
turned toward them in Ethiopia, but it’s not clear to me whether that’s 
a net gain to the Soviets. Certainly in the rest of North Africa, they’ve 
not made advances.

In the rest of black Africa, I think it’s a mixed picture—and, in 
fact, if you ask, “To whom do these countries look to help them 
politically, economically the answer is much less likely to be the So
viet Union than it is the United States.

That’s not all to the good for us, because the problems these countries 
face are difficult. They may be disappointed when and if we can’t de
liver all they would like us to, which may be more than we can. But 
I don’t see the Soviet Union as having become dominant by any means 
in Africa.

Turning to the problems of recruiting military manpower in this 
country: Do we face a return to some form of the draft ?

A. All of our active-duty forces are doing quite well in recruiting 
the numbers and quality of people that they need. The Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps and Air Force don’t do equally well, but they all do 
quite well. Moreover, the picture that I get from four-star generals 
and from captains and from sergeants is that this is the highest-quality 
peacetime force they’ve ever seen.

So I think that as of now that situation is in good shape. It’s likely 
to get more difficult in the future as the demography changes. There 
are going to be fewer people arriving at age 18 in the 1980s than there 
are now. The private sector will be more competitive with military 
service as a career as the economy improves.

We therefore have to leam to use our personnel resources more effi
ciently if we are to avoid—as I think we should—going back to a 
conscription situation.

Q. What about the Reserves ?
A. The Reserves are in a more difficult position because they have 

traditionally been staffed principally by people who had been drafted
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and whose obligation extended beyond their active duty. Therefore, 
Eeserve organizations are having more difficulty.

I believe that a good deal can be done by making the Eeserves more 
ready and by engaging them in peacetime in activities that are more 
directly connected with the role of the active forces. In many cases, 
what keeps people from joining the Reserves is not that the duties are 
too onerous but that they’re not interesting enough.

I want to look much more carefully at the value of Eeserve forces at 
their present size and at their present degree of availability, because 
many Eeserve units would not be capable of being committed to com
bat for many months after a war started.

Q. In other words, the size of the Eeserves might be reduced—
A. They might. I  don’t see as very advantageous a large number of 

people who are ready to serve two years after a thermonuclear war. 
Before I advocate a draft, I want to make sure that the Eeserves have 
to be at their present size.

Q, Why do you oppose the draft ? Isn’t it cheaper ?
A. It’s not much cheaper, providing that you give people pay com

parable to that they would receive in the private economy.
It’s cheaper only if you force involuntary servitude—and make it 

unpaid involuntary servitude to boot.
The bulk of the pay raise in the military services came while there 

was still a draft—came as a result of legislation establishing com
parability with the civilian sector in pay.

Q. One final question, Mr. Secretary, on the way defense decisions 
are made by the Carter Administration: The two most critical deci
sions—cancellation of the B-1 and the Korean troop withdrawal— 
both were made against the recommendation of the Joint Chiefs. Does 
that indicate a declining Pentagon influence in shaping defense 
policy?

A, In the particular case of Korea, the Joint Chiefs’ views were 
very clearly taken into account, as the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
stated in his testimony. If the decision had been left entirely to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, it would have come out somewhat different in 
form. But there still would have been reductions and withdrawals 
of some U.S. ground forces from Korea.

The Chiefs were consulted at every step of the way by me and by 
the President as well. There were, perhaps, three or four or five con
versations about this. And the program as it finally emerged has their 
endorsement because it did take their views into account.

The Chiefs were consulted in the case of the B-1 and cruise-missile 
decision as well. The decision that was made was that we should have 
a cruise missile instead of the B-1. The Chiefs would have chosen to 
deploy the cruise missile and the B-1 as well.^

 ̂Copyriglit 1977 U.S. News & World Report, Inc.
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Working Poper Submitted by the Soviet Union and Its Allies to 
the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of the Gen
eral Assembly Devoted to Disarmament: Basic Provisions of 
the Program of Action on Disarmament, September 7, 1977^

I

Guided by the purposes and principles set forth in the Declaration 
on Disarmament, it is essential to seek appropriate international agree
ments in the following principal areas:

Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. It is 
essential to halt the nuclear arms race, i.e. to stop manufacturing nu
clear weapons, equipping the armed forces of States with them, and 
developing and constructing new models and types of such weapons; to 
begin reducing the stockpiles of nuclear weapons and subsequently to 
proceed with their complete elimination.

The limitation and reduction of the armed forces of States and of 
conventional weapons, which also pose a major threat to peoples, 
should be carried out parallel with nuclear disarmament.

Measures to awert the danger of nuclear war. Measures to avert the 
danger of nuclear war should be taken in the interests of achieving 
disarmament and providing reliable safeguards for the future of all 
mankind. Such measures can be bilateral and multilateral.

Complete and general 'prohi'bition o f nuclear-wea'pon tests. This 
urgent measure, for the implementation of which all the necessary 
prerequisites exist, including the solution of the problem of effective 
verification of compliance, will make it possible to put an end to the 
qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons and to prevent the de
velopment of new types of such weapons.

Consolidation in every possible %oay of the regime of the non-pro
liferation of nuclear weapons. The Treaty on the Non-Prolife^tion 
of Nuclear Weapons  ̂ should be made more effective and truly" uni
versal ; the IAEA system of safeguards should be strengthened in every 
possible way; broad international co-operation in the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy, which plays an important role in the development 
of the national economies of States, should not be permitted to become 
a channel for the proliferation of nuclear weapons and other nuclear 
explosive devices.

Prohi'bition and destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles. The 
elimination of this type of weapon of mass destruction is long overdue. 
Measures to ban the most dangerous types of chemical weapons can 
be taken as the initial step towards a radical resolution of the entire 
problem.

Prohi'bition of the developm ent of n^w types and system s of weap
ons of mass destruction. The solution of this problem is very urgently

 ̂A/AC.187/82. The co-sponsors were Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, 
and Poland.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465.
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needed as a means of curbing the most dangerous aspects of a con
tinued arms race and preventing the use of scientific and technological 
achievements for the purpose of destroying human beings.

Establishment of nucleaT-free zones and zones of peace. The estab
lishment of nuclear-free zones and zones of peace in various parts of 
die world is an important measure of regional military detente; it 
should contribute to strengthening the security of States within such 
zones and international security as a whole. Specifically, it would be of 
great importance to establish a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean, to 
withdraw ships and submarines carrying nuclear weapons from the 
Mediterranean area and to establish nuclear-free zones in various parts 
of the world.

Lim itation  and reduction of arm sd forces and conventional weapons. 
Military conflicts involving the use of conventional weapons lead to 
the tragic and often mass destruction of human lives and of the mate
rial values created by man. Accordingly, practical steps should be 
taken to limit and reduce aircraft, artillery, tank forces and other 
modern types of conventional weapons as well as armed forces 
equipped with them. Foreign military bases in foreign territories 
should be dismantled; foreign troops should be withdrawn from such 
territories.

Reduction of m ilitary bv/lgets. This measure is one of the most effec
tive means of curbing the arms race. The resources thus released would 
be used to pi^omote the economic and social progress of peoples and for 
assistance to developing countries. The question of reducing military 
appropriations should be made the suhject of concrete, businesslike 
negotiations among States, and a start should be made on their sys
tematic reduction.

Complete dem ilitarization of the sea-bed a/nd the ocean floor. The 
exclusively peaceful use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor should be the 
ultimate goal of States in this field. It would be a major contribution to 
the achievement of this goal if all the parties to the Treaty on the Pro
hibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons 
of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the 
Subsoil Thereof strictly complied with their obligations, if the number 
of parties to this Treaty was enlarged and if a new agreement on com
plete* demilitarization of the sea-bed was worked out at an early date.^

Regional measures for m ilitary detente and disarmament. Measures 
sucli as mutual reductions of armed forces together with the establish
ment of zones of peace and nuclear-free zones can make a substantial 
contribution to the limitation of the arms race and to disarmament— 
above all, in those areas where military confrontation is particularly 
grave.

II

M achinery fo r disarmament negotiations. All channels for the con
duct of negotiations should be effectively used by States for the pur-

“ The treaty text has been reprinted pp. 7-11.
277-084— 79------ 38
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pose of solving vital problems connected with ending the arms race and 
achieving disarmament.

On the whole, the existing system of negotiations—multilateral, bi
lateral and regional—is suited to the scope and nature of the varied 
problems of disarmament. The existing types of negotiation should be 
utilized further in order to reach the necessary international agree
ments.

A breakthrough in solving the problem of disarmament, which af
fects the interests of all countries without exception, requires that the 
problem should be considered in the broadest and most authoritative 
international forum—a World Disarmament Conference. Such a truly 
universal forum could consider with expertise and in sufficient depth 
the totality of disarmament questions. I f properly organized and with 
working bodies available to ensure a thorough preparation and prac
tical agreement in taking appropriate decisions with due regard for 
the interests of all States, a World Disarmament Conference could 
work out specij&c, effective measures aimed at curbing the arms race 
and achieving disarmament.

A World Disarmament Conference should be convened in . . .  A  
preparatory committee is being set up for its practical preparation.

United States-Japanese Communique Regarding the Joint De
termination for Reprocessing of Special Nuclear Material of 
United States Origin, September 12, 1977^

Negotiations between the Governments of Japan and the United 
States of America concerning the operation, in accordance with the 
Agreement for Cooperation between the Government of Japan and the 
Government of the United States of America Concerning Civil Uses 
of Atomic Energy of February 26, 1968, as amended (hereinafter re
ferred to as “the Agreement for Cooperation”),̂  of the Tokai Eeproc- 
essing Facility (hereinafter referred to as “the Facility”) were held in 
Tokyo from August 29 to September 1,1977. The Japanese delegation 
was led by H. E. Mr. Sosuke Uno, Minister of State for Science and 
Technology and chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, while 
the United, States delegation was headed by H. E. Ambassador Gerard 
Smith, Special Representative for Non-Proliferation Matters. The 
negotiations were conducted in a frank and friendly atmosphere 
throughout the session.

The United States recognizes the importance of the development of 
nuclear energy for the energy security and economic development of 
Japan. The United States strongly supports continued development of 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy in Japan. The United States is pre-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 10,1977, pp. 460-461.
® 19 UST 5214, TIAS 6517, 683 UNTS 179; 23 UST 275, TIAS 7306 ; 24 UST 2323, 

TIAS 7758 ; 27 UST 2696, TIAS 8341; 27 UST 1069, TIAS 8246 ; TIAS 8616.
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pared to cooperate with Japan for the purpose of assuring that Japan’s 
long-term nuclear energy programs, including its breeder research and 
•development program, not be prejudiced. The United States is pre
pared to work with Japan and other countries to establish arrange
ments for assured supply of natural and low enriched uranium. The 
United States affirms that its policy is to accord Japan non-discrimina- 
tory treatment in the field of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

Japan and the United States will cooperate in evaluating the nuclear 
fuel cycle, and the future role of plutonium. They share the view that 
plutonium poses a serious proliferation danger, that its recycling in 
light water reactors is not ready at present for commercial use, and that 
its premature commercialization should be avoided. They equally share 
the view that, if separation of plutonium for research and development 
work on fast breeder reactors and other advanced reactors is carried 
out, it should be at a rate not exceeding actual plutonium needs for such 
purposes.

Both Japan and the United States intend to defer decisions relating 
to the commercial use of plutonium in light water reactors at least 
during the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation Program 
(IXFCEP), which is expected to continue for two years. Japan plans 
to do related research and development work involving several Idlo- 
grams of plutonium during this period. Furthermore, Japan and the 
United States do not intend to undertake any major moves regarding 
additional reprocessing facilities for plutonium separation during the 
above-mentioned period. Thereafter, when making decisions on such 
facilities, they intend to take into account the outcome of the INFCEP, 
including spent fuel storage possibilities and other technical and insti
tutional alternatives to reprocessing.

Taking into account both immediate practical considerations and 
the desire of the paities to identify fuel cycles that are as proliferation 
resistant as possible, the parlies reached an understanding that the 
operation of the Facility will be guided, for an initial period of two 
years, by the following principles, in accordance with the relevant laws 
and regulations of Japan:

1. The Facility will process up to 99 tonnes of U.S.-origin spent fuel. 
The major portion of this spent fuel will be processed in the scheduled 
mode to prove out plant design and to preserve Japan’s warranty 
rights. Some of this spent fuel may be used for the experimental co- 
proc^ î|:?.g5l^ c i'^ d  in ^^ragraph 4'belp;w.

2 . japan intends to defer, during the initial period of operation, the 
construction of the plutonium conversion facility scheduled to be at
tached to the Facility.

3. The United States is prepared to consider with Japan on an an
nual basis Japanese plutonium requirements for advanced react/or 
research and development and to seek ways to ensure that any short
falls of plutonium resulting from deferral of the construction of the 
I)lutonium conversion facility referred to in the preceding paragraph 
will not entail unnecessary delay in the Japanese program.
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4. Experimental coprocessing will be imclertaken in the Operational' 
Test Laboratory (OTL) at the Facility and in other facilities, dmdng  ̂
the period when the main Facility is operating in the scheduled mode. 
The results of this experimental work will be made available to 
INFCEP in support of the INFCEP effort to identify fuel cycles that 
are as proliferation resistant as the “once through” fuel cycle.

5. At the end of the initial period of operation, the mode of operat
ing the Facility will be promptly converted from conventional reproc
essing to full-scale coprocessing, if such coprocessing is agreed by the 
two Governments to be technically feasible and effective as a result of 
the experimental work in the OTL and in the light of the results of 
INFCEP. The necessary modifications of the Facility will be carried 
out in such a way as to assure that the expenditures and delays in
volved are kept to the minimum consistent with fulfilling the purposes 
of these principles, and that the operation of the Facility may start 
expeditiously in the coprocessing mode.

6. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) will be af
forded full opportunity to apply safeguards at the Facility, including 
continuous inspection, in accordance with the relevant existing and 
future international agreements. Japan is willing to improve the safe- 
guardability and physical security at the Facility, and for this pur
pose is prepared to cooperate with the IAEA in the testing of ad
vanced safeguards instrumentation, and to make timely preparations 
to facilitate the use of such instrumentation in the initial period. The 
United States is prepared to participate in this safeguards testing 
through agreed means. Japan and the United States will promptly 
consult with the IAEA to facilitate implementation of this testing- 
program. The results of this safeguards experimentation will be made 
available to INFCEP.

On the basis of the understandings, principles and intentions set 
out above, and in view of Japan’s continued adherence to the Non- 
Proliferation Ti*eaty  ̂ and its undertakings herein with respect to 
safeguards, the limited amount of plutonium involved, the carefully 
monitored experimental character of the process, and the provisions 
for the application of effective safeguards by the IAEA and for ad
vanced safeguards experimentation, a joint determination has been 
made pursuant to Aiticle VIII C of the Agreement for Cooperation 
that the provisions of Article X I of that Agreement may be effectively 
applied to the reprocessing at the Facility of irradiated fuel elements 
containing up to 99 tomies of fuel material received from the United 
States.

J apan and the United States will consult on a regular basis, or at 
the request of either of the parties, on the implementation of the above- 
mentioned matters and on any other matters related to the Agreement, 
for Cooperation between the two coimtries.

 ̂Do(\uments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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United States-^Japanese Determination for Reprocessing of Spe
cial Nuclear Material of United States Origin, September 12, 
1977^

On the basis of the understandings, principles and intentions set out 
in the Communique of the Go\ emment of Japan and the Government 
of the United States of America issued on September 12,1977,^ and in 
view of Japan’s continuing adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Pro- 
liferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂ and its undertakings therein with 
respect to safeguards, the limited amount of plutonium involved, the 
carefully monitored experimental character of the process, and the 
provisions for the application of effective safeguards by the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency and for advanced safeguards experi
mentation,

1. The Government of Japan and the Government of the United 
States of America hereby jointly determine pursuant to Article VIII 
C of the Agreement for Cooperation between the Government of J apan 
and the Government of the United States of America Concerning Civil 
Uses of Atomic Energy of February 26, 1968, as amended, that the 
provisions of Article X I of that Agreement may be effectively applied 
to the reprocessing in the Tokai Facility of the Power Reactor and 
Nuclear Fuel Development Corporation of irradiated fuel elements 
containing up to 99 tonnes of fuel material received from the United 
. States;

2 . No determination is now being made as to whether safeguards can 
be effectively applied to Purex reprocessing plants in general;

3. There is no change in the requirement for subsequent determina
tions as to whether the provisions of Article X I may be effectively 
applied to the reprocessing or other alteration in form or content of 
any special nuclear material or irradiated fuel elements subject to 
Article V III C beyond the irradiated fuel elements referred to in para
graph 1 above. However, the United States would be prepared to enter 
into an affirmative joint determination, if the mode of operating the 
said facility is converted to full-scale coprocessing, subject to the re
quirements of its laws and mutual agreement on the scope and char
acter of the coprocessing operation.

^Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 10, 1977, pp. 461-462; TIAS 8734. 
 ̂Supra,

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Keeny Before a  Subcom
mittee of the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources: N ucbar Nonproliferation, September 13, 1977^

. . .  I am pleased to have an opportunity to comment on nonpro
liferation policy bills that have been referred to your committee.

Such legislation, when enacted, will be a critical component of our 
nonproliferation policy. In this connection, the administration appre
ciates the interest of many Members of the Senate on tliis subject and 
their active participation in the development of this legislation.

S. 897 has now been amended to adopt in several important respects 
some of the language of S. 1432, the original administration proposal.  ̂
It now represents a clarification of our nonproliferation policy that 
strengthens that policy while making more predictable the terms of 
our nuclear exports.

This bill contains a number of desirable reforms, and it is import^int 
that such legislation—with the modifications requested by the admin
istration— b̂e enacted in the current session of the Congress. I f such 
action is delayed, the imcertainties that have hung over our nuclear 
export policies in the iDast few years would continue. This could have 
a major adverse impact on our nonproliferation policy.

My agency agrees with the statements of the other administration 
witnesses today, and those which Secretary Vance recently sent thia 
committee.

I would, however, like to comment briefly on four differences be
tween the language of S. 897, as amended, and the administratiorn 
position. We believe the arrangement in S. 897 could prove counter
productive in some ways in our overall proliferation efforts.

With regard to subsequent arrangements, the first of these differ
ences relates to subsequent arrangements. S. 897 seeks to regulate^ 
among other things, those provisions in our agreements for cooperation 
that cover retransfer and reprocessing of nuclear material exported by 
the United States or produced by use of U.S. exports.

We are in agreement with the requirements in subsection (b) (1) of 
section 303, which require advance notification to the Congress of cer
tain proposed subsequent arrangements. We do, however, have serious 
problems with soibsection (b) (2) of that section. This section prohibits

’̂ Nuclear Non-proliferation Policy Act of 1977: Hearings Before the Sul)Com-  
mittee on Energy Research and Development of the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, First Session, 
on S. 897, a Bill To Strengthen United States Policies on Non-proliferation and 
To Reorganize Certain Export Functions of the Federal Government To Promote 
More Efficient Administration of Such Functions; S. lJfS2, a Bill To Provide for 
More Efficient and Effective Control Over the Proliferation of Nuclear Explo
sives ty  Amendments to the Atomic Energy Act of 195//, as Amended, and for 
Other Purposes, pp. 175-177. The statement was printed also in the Department 
of State Bulletin, Nov. 14,1977, pp. 671-673.

* The text of S. 1432 can be found in the Hearings cited above, pp. 3-37. For 
the amended version of S. 897 referred to here, see iMd., pp. 103-158.
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any consent to reprocessing, or to a subsequent transfer to a nonnuclear 
weapons-state of recovered plutonium, unless, in the view of the deci
sionmaker, such transaction will take place mider conditions designed 
to provide to the United States timely warning of diversion “well in ad
vance of the time at which the nonnuclear w^eapon-state coidd trans
form the diverted material into a nuclear explosive device.”

Timely warning is clearly an important aspect of effective safe- 
g*uards. However, this provision, as now written, could present serious 
problems.

This administration considei's that the spread of plutonium reproc
essing is very undesirable, and I am confident that it will be extremely 
circumspect in considering consents for such reprocessing. Neverthe
less, a legislative provision that can be construed as a flat, permanent 
prohibition on such consents has several serious disadvantages:

First, it would almost certainly make impossible the task mandated 
by another section of the bill, of persuading the European communities 
to give us a legal right of consent over the reprocessing of U.S.-origin 
fuel. They would know that when a U.S. consent was required, we 
would be compelled to withhold it.

Second, it could provide the basis for lawsuits, thus adding ma
terially to the delays and uncertainties other recipient countries might 
have to suffer as the price of doing business with us.

Third, it could decrease our ability to persuade others that the inter
national nuclear fuel cycle evaluation program is an objective study,, 
since, by appearing to prejudge the outcome, it could encourage other 
participants to prejudge the outcome their own way.

Fourth, it would elevate one of the factors which should clearly 
be taken into account in an assessment of proliferation risk, to be the* 
only controlling factor in each case, whereas in some cases it may not 
be the most important one.

Finally, unless a clear exception is made before enactment, it could 
jeopardize the arrangement with Japan with respect to the Tokai fa
cility. If this settlement were invalidated by legislation, or by litigation 
based on that legislation, it would adversely affect our nonproliferation 
policy. It would foreclose an arrangement that, as Mr. Fri has re
ported, contains many elements in support of our nonproliferation 
policy and would have serious consequences for our relations with Ja- 
pan, whose cooperation on our nonproliferation policy is indispensable.

For these reasons, the administration strongly opposes subsection 
303(b) (2) of the bill. I f this is not acceptable, we think that this pro
vision should be modified along the lines described in Secretary Yance's 
comments. This modification would insure the “grandfathering’' o f  
the Tokai settlement and would prescribe “timely warning” as only 
one of the considerations that must be taken into account in making 
decisions on subsequent arrangements regarding reprocessing.

Turning to other problem areas, if we hope to influence the rest o f  
the world in our nonproliferation policies, other countries must havê  
confidence that we will honor our agreements and be a reliable sup
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plier. Our trading partners must have confidence in our agreements for 
nuclear export once they have been made. This confidence will not be 
bolstered by the provisions in S. 897 for expedited procedures and for 
congressional override by a one-House resolution.

These provisions would inject an undue degree of uncertainty into 
the export process. Lack of confidence may drive recipient nations to 
alternatives, such as indigenous enrichment and reprocessing facilities, 
that we are trying to discourage. I want to emphasize that we are not 
opposed to congressional review or expedited consideration of adminis
trative actions. However, as presently drafted in S. 897, these provi
sions would contribute to uncertainty as to the prospects of dealmg 
with the United States.

With regard to nuclear proliferation assessment statements, the ad
ministration believes that the nuclear proliferation assessment state
ments to be prepared by the Director of ACDA under S. 897 will prove 
to be a useful tool for the executive branch and the Congress in con
sidering subsequent arrangements and agreements for cooperation.

At the same time, I am sure that the Congress shares the view of the 
administration that nuclear proliferation assessment statements should 
not be utilized in legal interventions in export licensing proceedings. 
The threat of such actions would add to the uncertainties faced by 
countries wishing to deal with the United States.

Section 406 of S. 897, as amended, is intended to avoid this risk, but 
it is not as comprehensive as we would like it to be. We believe that the 
more encompassing language found in S. 1432 should be adopted. This 
language would preclude legal actions with respect to whether an as
sessment stat êment is required in a particular case, or, if  so, whether 
this requirement has been met.

We should not burden our agreements with foreign countries with 
unnecessary requirements. In this regard, there is not a persuasive rea
son why the United States should require others to obtain our advance 
approval for the storage of low-enriched uranium and spent fuel. This 
is also true for alterations of low enriched uranium, such as fuel 
fabrication.

We believe that the language of S. 897, as amended, contains overly 
broad requirements for prior U.S. approval of storage facilities and 
alteration. Under the present language of S. 897, we would be required 
to seek a constraint in the renegotiation of our agreements for coopera
tion which would undoubtedly be criticized as unreasonable and as 
demanding unnecessary veto rights on foreign programs. Accordingly, 
we believe the language of S. 897, as amended, should be modified to 
require prior approval for storage facilities only for weapons-usable 
nuclear material and reprocessing or other alteration only for weapons 
usable or irradiated nuclear material.

In summary. Mr. Chairman, we think that this legislation is a major 
contribution to our nonproliferation policy and that it is important 
that the legislation be enacted promptly with the modifications that 
the other witnesses and I liave discussed.



WALDHEIM REPORT, SEPTEMBER 14 567

Report by Secretary-General Waldheim to the General Assembly: 
Reduction of Military Budgets [Extracts], September 14„ 
1977"

I ntro ducto ry  N ote

The General Assembly, at its 98th plenary meeting on 14 December 
1976, adopted resolution 31/87 entitled “Eeduction of military 
budgets”.̂  In paragraph 4 of the resolution, the Assembly, inter alia  ̂
requested ‘‘the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of an 
intergovernmental group of budgetary experts appointed by him, a 
report containing an analysis of the comments provided by States pur
suant to paragraph 3 above, in the light of the suggestions contained 
in the report,  ̂ as well as any further conclusions and recommenda
tions”. By paragraph 3, the Assembly invited “all States to communi
cate to the Secretary-General before 30 April 1977 their comments with 
regard to matters covered in the report and in particular:

“(a) Their views and suggestions on the proposed standardized 
reporting instrument contained in the report;

“(b) Any information they may wish to convey on their military 
expenditure accounting practices, including a description of methods 
currently in use;

“(c) Suggestions and recommendations concerning possible practical 
approaches for further development and operation of a standardized! 
reporting system.”

In pursuance of resolution 31/87, after consultation with Member 
States, the members of the intergovernmental group of budgetary 
experts were appointed. The group held two sessions at Geneva in the* 
period between May and August 1977. On 19 August, the Chairman- 
submitted the report of the group to the Secretary-General. This re
port, which the Secretary-General hereby transmits to the General 
Assembly for consideration, contains observations and recommenda
tions of the experts. In this connexion, the Secretary-General wishes to* 
refer to the comments concerning the preparation of such reports made* 
in the introductory note to the previous reports on the subject of the 
reduction of military budgets.'̂

 ̂A/32/194, Sept. 20,1977, pp. 3-5, 28-30.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 937-939.
“ A/31/222/Rev.l. Reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 687-696.
• A/9770/Rev. 1 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.75.I.10) and A /31/222/ 

Rev.l.
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L etter  of T r a n sm it t a l

19 August 1977
His Excellency Mr. Kurt Waldheim 
Secretary-General of the United Nations 
New York
S ir ,

I have the honour to submit herewith the report of the Intergovern
mental Group of Budgetary Experts, appointed by you, which was re
quested by the General Assembly in paragraph 4 of its resolution 31/ 
87 of 14 December 1976.

The experts appointed in accordance with the General Assembly res
olution were the following:

Brigadier Francis Olorunfemi A is id a  
Ministry of Defence  ̂Lagos 
Nigeria
]\Ir. Karunakaran B r e c k e n r id g e  
Counsellor of the Permanent Mission 
of Sri Lanka to the United/ Nations at Geneva
Mr. J o se  A. E n c in a s  d e l  P a n d o  
Dean of School of Economics 
ZJniversity of Lima 
Peru
Mr. Brian A. F i e l d  
-Economic Adviser 
Ministry of Defence  ̂London
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland
]\Ir. John E. K o e h l e r  
Assistant Director 
^Congressional Budget Ofice 
'Washington  ̂D,C,
United Stoftes of America
o\Ir. K iy o h ik o  K o ik e

Chief of Communication Division  ̂Equipment Bureau 
Japan Defence Agency  ̂Tokyo 
J apan
Mr. M ig u e l M a r in -B o s c h
Minister Counsellor of the Permanent Delegation 
^f Mexico to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament^ Geneva
Mr. Karl-Erik S t r a n d
Head of Division
Ministry of Budget  ̂Stockholm
Sweden
]\fr. Klaus S u d e r g a t h  

Head of Section 
Ministry of Defence  ̂Bonn 
Federal Republic of Germany
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At its first meeting, on 31 March 1977, the Group of Experts elected 
Mr. J. A. Encinas del Pando of Peru as its Chairman. Mr. P. Csillag, 
Chief of Information and Research Section of the Centre for Disarma
ment, served as Secretary of the Group.

The report was prepared between May aaid August 1977, during 
which period the Group held two sessions, from 31 May to 3 June and 
from 8 to 19 August 1977, at Geneva.

Brigadier F. O. Aisida of Nigeria, Mr. K. Breckenridge of Sri 
Lanka, Mr. M. Marin-Bosch of Mexico and Mr. K. Sudergath of the 
Federal Republic of Germany joined the Group at the beginning of its 
second session.

The report of the Group of Experts is submitted on the basis of con- 
'sensus among its members. According to paragraph 4 of resolution 
81/87, they were appointed as an “Intergover^imental Group of 
Budgetary Experts”. The views expressed in the report do not, in 
any way, commit their respective Governments.

The Group of Experts wishes to acknowledge with appreciation the 
assistance it received from the Centre for Disarmament, Department 
of Political aijid Security Council Affairs, the Statistical Office of the 
Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the United Nations 
Secretariat and from Mr. G. Mollet, who served as consultant to the 
Group.

I have been requested by the Group of Experts, as its Chairman, to 
submit this report to you on its behalf.

Respectfully yours,
(Signed) J. A. E n c in a s  d e l  P a n d o  

Chairman of the Group of Experts

IV. C o n c lu s io n s  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a t io n s

97. On the basis of the foregoing discussion and analysis, and pur
suant to the General Assembly’s request set forth in paragraph 4 of 
its resolution 31/87, the group of experts submits the conclusions and 
rrecommendations below.

A. Introduction

98. It is important to keep in mind that the basic aim of the exercise 
t)egmi pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3093 A a^d B 
(X X V III) of 7 December, 1973 ® is to achieve agreement regarding 

the reduction of the military budgets of the States permanent mem
bers of the Security Council, as well as any other State with compar
able military expenditures, and to ensure that part of the resources 
thus released be utilized for social and economic development, par
ticularly of the developing countries.

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1978̂  pp. 876-878.
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99. An essential element for the achievement of that aim is the avail
ability of a satisfactory instrument for the effective reporting of mil
itary expenditures by States. This instrument should be characterized 
by consistency and comprehensiveness, which add to the verifiability 
of compliance by participants.

100. Much progress has been made, in the course of the studies under
lying the 1974 and 1976 reports, towards developing and refining a 
reporting instrument with the following characteristics:

(a) Acceptable definitions of the military sector and of military ex
penditures have been devised;

(b) An international reporting format has been constructed which 
balances the needs of detail and verifiability against the difficulty of 
reporting;

(c) This reporting format and the report of which it was a part have- 
been submitted to States, and comments have been invited; an analy
sis of those replies has been undertaken in this report.

101. The group of experts believes that the views of respondent 
States reaffirm the validity of the concepts of the reporting instrument: 
contained in the 1976 report. Nonetheless, it should be observed that 
some degrees of reservations, and suggestions for modifications, were* 
offered by some States, and that the data on which this report is based! 
are less than complete, as indicated in paragraph 71 above. However, 
the highly successful attempt of one State (Sweden) to complete the 
matrix and the indications from other States that it would be passible 
without excessive difficulty to supply the required military expenditure 
data, emphasize the practicability of the proposed reporting instru
ment.

B. Development of the reporting instrument

102. The expert group considers it important to put before the* 
General Assembly the choices which will be involved in completing 
the matrix. Where States are not presently in a position to provide the 
kind of detailed data required, choices lie between (a) reducing the 
level of detail required; (b) allowing approximations for some of the 
cell entries; and (c) appropriately modifying their budgeting and 
accounting systems. Although some simplification of reporting proce
dures may be appropriate in the early stages, reaching effective agree
ments to reduce military expenditures will ultimately involve the 
modification of the budgeting and accounting systems of States.

103. The following recommendations are made on the basis of 
chapter III, as they are related to the resolution of issues raised in the 
formal replies submitted by States:

(a) The definitions of the military sector and military expenditures 
are appropriate;

(b) The importance of including paramilitary forces and all mili
tary assistance in the military sector was emphasized;
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,(c) Keserve production facilities and civil defence are part of the 
military sector in principle, although practical problems of measuring 
expenditures on them remain to be addressed as the development of 
the reporting system proceeds;

(d) Whether United Nations peace-keeping forces should be in- 
<jluded or not depends on how they are mobilized and demobilized;

(e) Where military or quasi-military organizations perform civilian 
activities, only the additional costs arising from those activities should 
be excluded from the military sector;

( f ) It will be necessary during operational development to further 
examine national practice with respect to personnel compensation, 
rental policy, the division between investment and repair, etc., in order 
to avoid discrepancies between States;

(g) Ammunition going to stockpiles should not be distinguished 
from ammunition for training;

(h) Some slight modifications of the subdivision of the resource 
<jost category “construction” are suggested;

(i) Where the proposed force group divisions do not exactly match 
a State’s military organization, some flexibility of division should be 
allowed;

(j) The distinction between imported and domestically-produced 
procurement items is important but will require further attention as 
the development of the reporting system proceeds.

C. Further recommendations

104. The testing and refinement during the phase of operational 
development of the proposed reporting instrument will involve, in 
part, the completion of the matrix by a number of States. For this 
purpose a body will be required to carry out the work, to assess its 
results, and to develop practical recommendations for larger-scale 
applications and further refinement of the reporting instrument. Con
sideration should therefore be given to the composition and functions 
of such a body. The group of experts, in accordance with the 1976 re
port, recommends that such tasks might be delegated to an ad hoc panel 
of experienced practitioners in the field of military budgeting, under 
the aegis of the United Nations. The group of experts further deems it 
advisable that, in establishing the initial calendar of work of that body, 
account should be taken of the decision of the General Assembly to hold 
a special session on disarmament in May/June 1978.

105. For the phase of operational development referred to above, the 
sample of countries would preferably be manageably small, although 
participation would be open to all States. In order to test and refine 
the reporting instrument as thoroughly as possible, it is the opinion of 
the expert group that the sample should reflect as varied a group as 
possible of different military budgeting and accounting systems as well 
as different mechanisms for establishing the relevant prices for the 
imilitary sector.



572 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT. 1977

106. The work set in motion by General Assembly resolution 3093 A 
and B (X X V IIl) of 7 December 1973 has reached a decisive stage. 
A satisfactory reporting instrument has been devised and reviewed. 
The time thus appears propitious to attempt to move a step further. 
Progress along these lines will require operational testing and refining 
of the reporting instrument, which is ŵ ork of a character different 
from that undertaken by the expert groups of 1974, 1976 and 1977. 
Development of the instrument, although necessary, is not sufficient in 
itself. It must be recalled that without an accompanying process of 
co-operation among States with large military expenditures, as re
ferred to in Assembly resolution 3093 (X X V III), in reducing military 
expenditures it will not be possible to accomplish the ultimate objec
tives—the reduction of military expenditures and the freeing of 
significant resources for social and economic development, particularly 
of developing countries.

United States Comments on the Report on the Reduction of Mili
tary Budgets by Secretary-General Waldheim, September 14, 
1977^

1. The United States of America considers the 1976 report of the 
Secretary-General on the measurement and international reporting of 
military expenditures (A/31/222) ̂  to be a constructive contribution 
to the process of developing generally acceptable reporting standards. 
Making meaningful and reliable data on military expenditures avail
able in a form well suited to international comparisons could play an 
important role in promoting international security and confidence. 
Standardized reporting by all nations would help develop a basis for 
possible future agreements limiting military expenditures. Accord
ingly, as recommended in the Secretary-General’s report, the United 
States supports continuing systematic and careful development of a 
reporting framework.

2. The standardized instrument proposed in the 1976 report is a 
logical outgrowth of the Secretary-GeneraPs 1974 report on the reduc
tion of military budgets (A/9770/Rev.l).^ Based on the United States 
Government’s review of the standard reporting instrument proposed 
by the group of experts in the 1976 report, its completion should not 
present great difficulties. Nevertheless, readily available United States 
data cannot be directly inserted in the reporting matrix, for a variety 
of technical reasons:

(a) Data on United States military expenditures is more readily 
available by ‘‘resource costs” or by “force groups” than by combina
tions of them;

" A/32/104, Annex I. pp. 18-20.
“ Reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 687-696.
• Hid., 197i, pp. 523-546.
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(b) Current United States budget reporting practices do not dis
tinguish between domestic production and imported material, between 
force-allocated stocks and general stockpiles, or among a number of 
different types of construction;

(c) Information on total United States expenditures on paramili
tary forces and on civil defence is not currently available, because 
Federal spending for these purposes is supplemented by state and local 
expenditures.

3. An additional problem relates to the fact that a definitive deter
mination of military spending or outlays for a given fiscal year is not 
possible until several years later. Thus there are significant technical 
issues which the United States would have to resolve in completing 
the standardized reporting instrument, but they seem to be surmount
able with a moderate amount of effort.

4. In developing an international reporting system for military ex
penditures, it will be useful to identify certain well-known relation
ships between Defence Department spending and over-all national in
come and product accounts. For example, certain types of expenditures 
related to past activities should be deleted (e.g., pensions), as well 
as those which serve civil purposes (e.g., control of waterways and 
rivers) or which do not directly contribute to military capabilities 
(e.g., spending for the health and housing of military dependents). 
In addition, certain types of expenditures of other organizations (e.g., 
the United States Coast Guard) should be added to Defence Depart
ment budget figures.

5. A further complication arises because of the legislative aspects 
of the United States budgetary process. In this connexion it will be 
necessary to maintain clear distinctions between the amounts author
ized by Congress, the amounts appropriated by Congress, and the 
amounts actually spent by the Executive Branch. Only the last type 
of figures, actual outlays, is specifically applicable to the standardized 
reporting instrument.

6. These and similar problems identified by other countries can un
doubtedly be resolved during the process of operational testing and 
refinement, as suggested in the 1976 report. The United States Govern
ment supports the approach to implementation described in the re
port, including the establishment of an ad hoc panel of experienced 
military budget practitioners who would provide technical assistance 
during implementation. In order to discover and resolve problems of 
comparison over time, it will be necessary to evaluate data for several 
years. In addition, in order to ensure that the standardized reporting 
instrument is both sufficiently flexible and sufficiently precise to char
acterize and compare expenditure data derived from different national 
accounting practices, it will be important to include information from 
countries which represent the main types of national economic systems 
and which have large hiilitary expenditures.

7. Before it will be possible to formulate realistic and effective un
dertakings limiting military expenditures, a number of technical is-
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sues remain to be resolved, especially those associated with verification. 
In the 1976 report, the group of experts expressed the view that im
plementation of an orderly reporting procedure should lead without 
delay to international consideration of these issues, and the United 
States Government concurs with this view. Part of the subsequent work 
will involve the development of techniques for accurate international 
comparisons of military expenditures, requiring consistent standards 
for resource valuation, price deflation, and currency conversion,

8. The United States Government supports efforts to reduce tensions 
and enhance international security, and is prepared to participate in 
the work of the acl hoc panel concerned with implementing an inter
national reporting instrument for military expenditures, as well as 
in subsequent efforts directed towards the resolution of remaining 
technical issues. Implementation will be a very constructive step, but 
it can only be considered a beginning to the process of devising reliable 
international means which could form the basis for agreements limit- 
i ng military expenditures.

Address by Secretary of Defense Brown: Strategic Nuclear 
Forces [Extract], September 15, 1977^

Although a strategic nuclear attack is the least likely contingency 
we face, maintenance of the strategic nuclear balance is one of the 
most vital defense tasks before us. A strategic nuclear equilibrium, 
in fact, exists between the United States and the Soviet Union at the 
present time. Some might even call it a stalemate. Strategic deter
rence is in effect.

This Administration is determined to maintain the U.S. strategic 
deterrent. We would prefer to maintain it through equitable and veri  ̂
fiable agreements for nuclear arms limitations and reductions. But we 
will maintain it by whatever means and resources are necessary. No 
one should have any doubts whatsoever on that score.

I stress this determination for two basic reasons:

—The first, quite simply, is that the strategic balance is not static; 
owing to a substantial and continuing Soviet effort, it is highly 
dynamic.

—The second reason is that the task of coping with this dynamism 
is complex and demanding; there is no easy, one-shot solution 
to it.

The United States has not been idle in the competition; we have done 
more than sit on our hands. But all of us must recognize that the So
viets have underway a number of large, impressive, and costly strategic

 ̂Dept, of Defense news release.
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programs to strengthen their offensive capabilities, their active de
fenses, and their passive defense system. They are not just studying the 
problem; they keep working on it.

To give you just one indication of the effort—and of the momen
tum behind it— t̂he Soviets are now deploying a fourth generation of 
ICBMs at a rate of between 100 and 150 a year. These missiles are, 
almost uniformly jBrst-class in terms of their accuracy and payload.

At the same time that the Soviets have four new ICBMs under de
velopment, they are continuing work on the SS-16, their mobile ICBM, 
and they are modifying four other missiles. Exactly why the Soviets 
are pushing so hard to improve their strategic nuclear capabilities is 
uncertain.

What is certain is that we cannot ignore their efforts or assume that 
the Soviets are motivated by considerations of defense or even altru
ism. My own view is that, for many years now, we have been at the 
point where a full-scale thermonuclear exchange between the Soviet 
Union and the United States would be a disaster of unprecedented 
proportions to both sides. Nothing I have learned in the past eight 
months has altered that conclusion.

I  also think that any use of nuclear weapons by the two superpowers 
against one another— t̂actical or strategic—would carry a high risk of 
rapidly escalating the conflict to a full-scale thermonuclear exchange, 
although I cannot be quite as certain of that prediction as of the pre
vious proposition.

But if deterrence of nuclear war is our most fundamental defense 
objective—and it surely is— ŵhat counts is what Soviet civilian and 
military leaders believe. On that score, we face another uncertainty. 
What we see as sufficient may appear as something else to them. What 
would deter us might not deter them. What some consider credible 
as a deterrent, they may dismiss as a bluff.

Great caution and careful hedging are essential in the face of these 
uncertainties. Basically, they require us to insist on essential equiva
lence with the Soviet Union in strategic nuclear forces. Because of the 
stakes, no lesser standard will do.

By essential equivalence, we mean the achievement of these four 
general conditions:

— f̂irst, that the Soviets do not see their strategic nuclear forces as 
usable instruments for political leverage, diplomatic coercion, or 
military superiority;

—second, that nuclear stability, especially in a crisis, is maintained;
— t̂hird, that any advantages in force characteristics enjoyed by the 

Soviets are offset by other U.S. advantages; and
—fourth, that the U.S. posture is not in fact, and is not seen as, 

inferior in performance to the forces of the Soviet Union.

I should add that the United States has no desire for or plan to 
develop a first-strike, disarming capability against the Soviet Union.

277-084— 79--- 39
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Accordingly, we shall not seek such a capability provided that the 
Soviets show similar restraint toward the United States.

The specific conditions of equivalance will undoubtedly vary with 
time and the success of the SALT negotiations. But, at all times, they 
should include the capabilities to perform the following tasks:

—j)rovide timely warning and assessment of any nuclear attack;

—absorb a full-scale, well-coordinated, surprise attack by the Soviets 
and still complete all essential missions.

These missions should include the ability to :

—inflict unacceptable damage on the USSR after an all-out Soviet 
first strike;

■—implement a range of selective options so as to control escalation, 
limit damage insofar as feasible, and end an exchange on the most 
favorable terms possible;

—^maintain the command and control necessary to execute these 
options as well as full-scale responses;

—hold a secure force in reserve for possible use in the wake of a 
major nuclear exchange;

—permit adequate surveillance and control of U.S. airspace; and;
—ensure research and development of active strategic defenses (in

cluding ABMs) sufficient to assess and respond to Soviet defense 
programs, as appropriate.

As long as we maintain the capabilities for these tasks, the strategic 
nuclear balance should remain stable. I intend to see those capabilities 
maintained.

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to the Chairman of the Sen
ate Committee on Foreign Relations (Sparkman): United 
States Intent Regarding the SALT I Interim Agreement, Sep
tember 21, 1977^

D e a r  M r. C h a ir m a n  : As you know, we have been exploring for 
some time ways in which we can facilitate an early and successful con
clusion of the SALT II negotiations. One aspect of this subject which 
State and ACDA staffs have discussed with you is the situation that 
will exist after the present Interim SALT Agreement expires on 
October 3.̂  In this regard, we have been considering a policy decla
ration expressing our intention, while the negotiations are being com
pleted, not to take any action that would be inconsistent with the

 ̂Cong. Record (daily), Oct. 3,1977, p. S16128.
* For the text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
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Interim Agreement’s provisions, or with the goals of the ongoing nego
tiations, provided that the Soviet Union exercises similar restraint. 
Under this proposal, although the Soviets may also issue a statement 
of their policy in this regard, along the same lines, there would be no 
agreement limiting strategic offensive arms in force between the United 
States and the Soviet Union after October 3 and pending the conclu
sion of a new SALT Agreement.

Our objective is to maintain the status quo while the SALT II  
negotiations are being completed, and to complete the work on a 
SALT II Agreement within the near future. We do not seek to enter 
into a new agreement extending SALT I during this period, by an 
“exchange” of statements or otherwise. Accordingly, we have informed 
the Soviets that we intend to issue a unilateral policy declaration along 
the following lines:

In order to maintain the status quo while [SALT II] negotiations 
are being completed, the United States declares its intention not to 
take any action inconsistent with the provisions of the Interim Agree
ment on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation ox Strategic 
Offensive Arms which expires October 3, 1977, and with the goals of 
these ongoing negotiations, provided that the Soviet Union exercises 
similar restraint.®

In considering how to proceed in this matter, we considered and 
rejected the possibility of a joint U.S.-Soviet statement which might 
have raised the question of whether an international agreement was 
intended. We do not intend to enter into an agreement and believe that 
our proposal is consistent with this intent, in substance as well as in 
form.

As indicated in our discussions with you and with the Committee 
staff, it is our desire to proceed in this matter in close consultation 
Avith the Congress. We fully recognize your committee’s responsibili
ties with regard to international agreements generally and SALT II 
in particular. We hope you share our assessment that our discussions 
of this subject have been most helpful and constructive.

Sincerely,
C y r u s  V a n c e .

Stafemenf by Secretary of Sfate Vance: United States Intent Re
garding the SALT I Interim Agreement, September 23, 1977 *

In order to maintain the status quo wliile SALT II negotiations are 
being completed, the United States declares its intention not to take 
any action inconsistent with the provisions of the Interim Agreement

 ̂The U.S. statement is printed infra. For a similar statement issued by the 
Soviet Union see infra,

* Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 7, 1977, p. 642. A similar statement was 
issued by the Soviet Union; see infra.
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on Certain Measures With Eespect to the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms which expires October 3,1977,® and with the goals of 
these ongoing negotiations provided that the Soviet Union exercises 
similar restraint.

Statement by the Soviet Union: Intent Regarding the SALT I 
Interim Agreement, September 24, 1977®

In accordance with the readiness expressed by both sides to complete 
within the near future the work on a new agreement limiting strategic 
offensive arms and in the interests of maintaining the status quo while 
;the talks on the new agreement are being concluded, the Soviet Union 
.expresses its intention to keep from any actions incompatible with 
:the provisions of the interim agreement on some measures pertaining 
to the limitation of strategic offensive arms which expires on October 3, 
1977/ and with the goals of the talks that are being conducted, pro- 
ŷided that the United States of America shows the same restraint.

United States-Sovlet Communique, September 24, 1977^

On September 22 and 23,1977, talks were held in Washington be
tween Jimmy Carter, President of the United States of America, and 
Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State of the United States of America, 
and Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the USSE.

A useful exchange of views took place on key questions of U S- 
Soviet relations and on several international issues of interest to both 
sides.

Both sides expressed their desire for a constructive and stable devel
opment of relations between the United States and the Soviet Union, 
building on existing treaties and agreements. To this end, both sides 
consider it necessary to intensify their efforts to find mutually accepta
ble solutions to existing problems. Both sides agreed that such efforts, 
which can assure progress in various spheres of US-Soviet relations, 
serve the interests of their peoples as well as contributing to the 
strengthening of peace and the lessening of international tensions.

Both sides attach particular importance to the development and 
implementation of further measures aimed at the effective prevention

® The text of the agreement can he found in Documents on Disarmament, 1912,
pp. 202 20'!.

*PBI8 Daily Report, Sept. 26, 1977, vol. I l l ,  p. A ^ ;  Tass, Sept 24, 1977. A 
sim ilar statement issued by tlie TJnit^ States is printed s«pra.

‘'T he interim agreement can he found in Docum,ewts on Disarm^imentf Wlaf 
pp. 202-204.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Nov. 7,1977, pp. 643-644.
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of nuclear war and the limitation of armaments, thereby contributing 
to progress toward real disarmament.

In their discussions, the two sides focused on issues relating to the 
limitation of strategic arms, particularly those pertaining to the prep
aration of a new agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive 
arms. Progress was achieved in bringing closer together the positions 
of the two sides. However, there are still issues requiring agreement. 
They have issued additional statements on this subject.^

Other specific arms limitations issues which are the subject of 
negotiations between the US and the USSR were also discussed: 
negotiations for a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing; the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons; the prohibition of chemical weap
ons ; the prohibition of radiological and other new types and systems of 
mass destruction weapons; and questions relating to the Indian Ocean. 
The two sides noted the utility of the negotiations on these issues that 
have so far taken place and expressed their intention of continuing 
their active efforts to achieve practical results.

Both sides emphasized the great importance they attach to achiev
ing real progress in the negotiations on the mutual reduction of forces 
and armaments in Central Europe in accordance with the agreed prin
ciple of undiminished security for all parties. They expressed their 
intention to continue efforts to achieve agreement.

The two sides also expressed their intention to work for a suc
cessful and constructive Belgrade meeting of representatives of states- 
parties to the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.

Pursuant to their previous discussions, the two sides reviewed the 
situation in the Middle East. The US and the USSR aflirmed that 
they will continue their determined efforts to convene the Geneva

Joint Statement by the United States and the Soviet Union: 
Strategic Arms Limitations, September 24, 1977®

In discussions between Secretary Vance and Minister Gromyko on 
the questions related to strategic arms, both sides— t̂he Soviet Union 
and the United States of America— ĥave reaffirmed their determina
tion to conclude a new agreement limiting strategic offensive arms and 
have declared their intention to continue active negotiations with a 
view to completing within the near future the work on that agreement* 

The United States and the Soviet Union agree that the Treaty on 
the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, s i^ ed  in Moscow 
in 1972“̂ and amended in 1974,® serves the security interests of both 
countries. They share the view that this treaty decreases the risk of

*Ante, pp. 577-578.
^Department of State Bulletin^ Nov. 7, 1977, p. 644.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1912  ̂pp. 197-201.
*IUa., 1974, PP- 229-231.
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nuclear war and facilitates progress in the further limitation and 
reduction of strategic offensive arms. Both sides also agree that the 
ABM treaty has operated effectively, thus demonstrating the mutual 
commitment of the U.S.S.E. and the TJ.S.A. to the goal of nuclear 
arms limitations and to the principle of equal security.

Accordingly, in connection with the 5-year review of the ABM 
treaty, the two sides reaffirm their commitment to the treaty. It is 
agreed that this review will be conducted in the Standing Consulta
tive Conmiittee after its regular fall meeting.

Statement by ACDA Director Warnke Before the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: United States Intent Regarding 
the SALT I Interim Agreement, September 26, 1977 ^

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee today 
to discuss the expiration of the SALT I Interim Agreement on Certain 
Measures With Eespect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. 
The 1972 Interim Agreement expires on October 3, and it is clear that 
a SALT II agreement to replace it cannot be concluded by that date.^

In recent days, there has been much discussion in the press about the 
Administration’s plans with respect to this matter. On September 23, 
Secretary Vance issued a statement to the effect that, in order to main
tain a stable situation while the SALT II negotiations are being com
pleted, the United States intends not to take any action inconsistent 
with the Interim Agreement or the goals of the ongoing negotiations, 
provided that the Soviet Union exercises similar restraint.® The Soviets 
have now issued a policy statement along the lines of our statement.^

It should be noted that U.S. defense plans would not cause us to 
exceed any of the Interim Agreement limits in the near future, while 
the Soviets are in a position to do so because of their active ongoing 
SLBM [submarine-launched ballistic missiles] construction program.

We carefully considered what action should be taken in view of the 
fact that the October 3 date would pass before the completion of 
negotiations on a new agreement. In our deliberations, we concluded, 
after consultation with a number of Members of both the Senate and 
House, that an extension of the Interim Agreement would be in
appropriate for two reasons:

—First, it would have reduced the pressure on the Soviets and on us 
to pursue a SALT II agreement based on equal aggregates of strategic 
offensive arms and

—Second, it would formally reaffirm acceptance of the disparity in 
numbers of strategic weapons established in the Interim Agreement.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 7,1977, pp. 642-643.
* For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
® Ante, pp. 577-578.
* Ante, p. 578.
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Our policy statement is exactly what it says—a declaration of present 
intent. It is nonbinding and nonobligatory. The Interim Agreement 
will expire on October 3 and will not be extended; no agreement limit
ing strategic offensive arms will be in force after next Monday. The 
United States will be free to change the policy announced in its state
ment of September 23 at any time.

Because our nonbinding statement is not part of an international 
agreement and does not impose any obligation on the United States, 
we have not requested congressional approval for it. We will carefully 
and continually monitor Soviet activities.

I f these activities or any other circumstances warrant, we will be 
free to take whatever actions are appropriate, irrespective of the provi
sions set forth in the Interim Agreement.

We will, of course, continue to consult closely with members of this 
committee and other Members of Congress on the progress of SALT. 
We hope you will support our efforts in this regard.

Statement by the Director General of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (Eklund): Safeguards [Extract], September 26, 
1977"

Finally, a few remarks regarding the Agency’s safeguards activity.
The Agency is a product of the awareness that the spread of the use 

of nuclear energy should be actively promoted, balanced against con
cern about the spread of military nuclear capacity or proliferation.

In the twenty years of the Agency’s existence, and particularly in 
the past several years, concern about proliferation has played an in
creasingly important part in the thinking of a growing number of 
States. The Salzburg Conference underscored the depth of this 
concern.

Eecent years have shown that safeguards (in the sense of interna
tional measures to detect, and thereby deter, the diversion of nuclear 
material to explosive uses) remain the central element of any combina
tion of measures taken against nuclear proliferation; their existence 
has shown to be a primary condition for international commerce and 
co-operation in the nuclear field. The NPT is most relevant in this con
nection, and it is heartening to note that 99 non-nuclear-weapons States 
have now acceded to it.̂  In future I would also hope either that the 
remaining States that have not yet acceded to the NPT will find it 
possible to do so—or, if not, that in such cases agreement can be 
reached for the application of complete fuel-cycle safeguards. This is

^International Atomic Energy Ageney Bulletin^ vol. 19, no. 6 (Dec. 1977), pp. 
18-20.

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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an appeal which, as you will recall, I  have repeatedly made on the occa
sion of the General Conference.

In February of this year, the Safeguards Agreement with EUKA- 
TOM finally entered into force and I hope that it will soon be possible 
to fully implement it.*

International interest in the potential ejOfectiveness of safeguards 
continues to increase. The first issue of the Special Safeguards Imple
mentation Report has been received by the Board with interest. Such 
reports will in future be prepared on an annual basis in order to pro
vide background for the continuing review of progress in this area. The 
recent organizational changes made within the Department of Safe
guards will prove most useful for the continuous evaluation of safe
guards effectiveness.

It is evident from the report that effective and strong national sys
tems to account for and control fissile material are required. I appeal 
to Member States to now give their fullest co-operation in establishing 
effective national systems and wish to re-affirm the Agency’s readiness 
to assist them in any way possible.

Intensive development work will be essential to make safeguards 
both more credible and more cost effective. We have recently made 
considerable advances with surveillance instruments which will serve 
both purposes; more needs to be done to improve safeguards in con
tinuously fuelled power reactors and certain types of fuel fabrication 
plants. I  need hardly mention that the support we are receiving from 
Member States is absolutely essential for these programmes.

At the same time, there is recognition of certain limitations of the 
non-proliferation measures so far taken. In addition to the need for 
better control and physical protection of all nuclear material it must 
be recognized that the handling of large quantities of plutonium, such 
as in a reprocessing plant, requires a particular type of materials man
agement. Even the strictest international safeguards verification does 
not prevent accumulation of weapons grade nuclear material within 
the peaceful fuel cycle. Hence there is a tendency to try to prevent pro
liferation by limiting the expansion of the peaceful nuclear fuel cycle. 
There is also an awareness that such measures might be counter-pro
ductive by impeding development or by encouraging independent na
tional fuel cycles instead of furthering international cooperation in 
this field.

It is worth recalling that reprocessing was declassified by the time of 
the first Geneva Conference in 1955. As the result of experience gained 
to date, including the Agency’s study of regional nuclear fuel cycle 
centres, it is generally accepted that the number of such plants should 
be limited to a minimum. To prohibit them, however, would probably 
lead to a result opposite to that intended. Isotope separation has always 
been classified by the nuclear-weapons States, which only seems tô  
have stimulated a great deal of work in several countries on new sep

3 m a., 1973, pp. 116-158.
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aration methods, a fact which became clear at Salzburg. This is a 
prime example of how a policy of denial may stimulate research and 
development activity in a sensitive area.

Let us remember that in the long rim there is no way of stopping the 
spread of nuclear technology amongst nations, and we must face the 
proliferation problems that result. The question is therefore not how 
to stop nuclear development but how best to make use of it and how 
to apply effective safeguards.

Because of its interest in promoting as well as safeguarding nuclear 
energy, the Agency is interested in the plans now being drawn up 
for the International Fuel Cycle Evaluation Programme to be under
taken by a group of States.

The Salzburg Conference indicated the potential usefulness of cer
tain measures aimed at reducing the risk of proliferation and which 
would be complementary to the safeguards regime. One suggestion 
made at the time of the 1975 NPT Eeview Conference was that the 
common export requirements recommended by the Conference be com
plemented by common import requirements. Other proposals that have 
been discussed in recent years and which would go beyond the mere 
detection of diversion concern the development of multinational fuel 
cycle centres and the protected storage of fissile material imder the 
control of the Agency. Some of these measures would require new 
forms of international co-operation, and it is clear that such co-opera
tion will be required if trade in the nuclear field and the transfer of 
nuclear technology are to develop to their full potential. The Agency 
is prepared to serve as a forum for discussion and as a mechanism for 
implemention of these new concepts aimed at non-proliferation.

Soviet Draft Declaration Submitted to the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly: Deepening and Consolidation of International 
Detente, September 27,1 9 7 7  ̂

The General Assembly notes with satisfaction that in recent years 
the trend towards international detente has become more widespread, 
and considers that a proclamation by the United Nations of its alle
giance to detente follows directly from the obligation assumed by the 
States Members of the United Nations under the Charter to live to
gether in peace with one another as good neighbours. A joint expres
sion by the States Members of the United Nations of their political 
will and determination to promote the cause of detente will help to

 ̂A/32/242, Annex I. The draft declaration was submitted as an annex to a 
letter from Foreign Minister Gromyko to the Secretary-General. It was with
drawn in favor of an Iranian draft resolution containing a declaration on the 
same subject, see post, ip. 873, n, 1.
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overcome the obstacles to this process, improve the political climate in 
the world, reduce the threat of nuclear war, build up confidence and 
develop all-round co-operation among States.

Guided by the supreme interests of peace and the future of mankind, 
the General Assembly solemnly urges all States to continue and inten
sify their efforts to deepen and consolidate international detente and to 
that end:

To promote actively the implementation of multilateral treaties and 
agreements which serve the interests of the strengthening of interna
tional security and the development of peaceful relations, as well as of 
the declarations and resolutions of the United Nations aimed at achiev
ing these objectives;

To take decisive initiatives towards curbing the stockpiling of arms 
and implementing disarmament measures with a view to achieving the 
ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament under strict and 
effective international control;

To facilitate the speedy peaceful settlement of conflict situations and 
to prevent the recurrence of situations of this kind;

To pursue a policy of non-interference in each other’s internal af
fairs, and mutual respect for sovereignty and independence;

To settle differences and disputes by peaceful means without resort
ing to force or threat of force;

To seek to ensure that the development of the spirit of detente is not 
impeded by considerations of bloc policies;

To maintain a favourable atmosphere in relations among States;
To take into account the legitimate interests and views of other 

States;
To measure.their actions in relation to other States and in all parts 

of the globe against the requirements of detente;
To facilitate the earliest po^ible completion of the liberation of all 

colonial countries and peoples, and the elimination of racist regimes 
and of vestiges of national oppression and inequality in international 
relations;

To develop in every way equitable and mutually beneficial economic 
relations among all States on a fair basis, with due regard for the in
terests of developing countries, and to co-operate with a view to making 
fuller use of natural resources and advancing knowledge;

To foster mutual understanding among peoples by developing con
tacts between them and enhancing reciprocal familiarization with the 
culture and life of peoples;

To promote the growth of feelings of friendship and mutual trust 
among all peoples;

To encourage respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms 
for all without distinction as to race, sex, language or religion, as laid 
down in the International Covenants on Human Rights and other rele
vant international treaties and instruments.
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The General Assembly expresses the hope that States, taking fully 
into account the peculiarities and the diversity of their positions and 
views, will join efforts in the process of detente to the benefit of all 
peoples.

Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly: Prevention of the Danger of Nuclear War, 
September 27, 1977^

The General Assembly^
Conscious that a nuclear war would have devastating consequences 

for all mankind,
N oting w ith  satisfaction  the important steps taken in recent years to 

remove the nuclear threat and expressing the confidence that the deep
ening and consolidation of international detente will help to diminish 
this threat.

Bearing in m ind  the need to pursue efforts in this direction and to 
take all possible measures to ensure that the danger of an outbreak of 
nuclear war is diminished and eventually removed.

Conscious of its responsibility under the United Nations Charter, 
Solem nly urges^ on behalf of all States Members of the United ISTa- 

tions, that:

1. All States should, with a view to removing the danger of nuclear 
war, act in such a way as to avert situations which could cause a dan
gerous aggravation of relations between them and avoid military con
frontations which could lead to a miclear war, making full use to that 
end of the possibilities of the Security Council in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations;

2. The nuclear-weapon States, in view of their special responsibility 
as permanent members of the Security Council, should always exercise 
restraint in their mutual relations, show a willingness to negotiate and 
settle differences by peaceful means, and do all in their power to pre
vent conflicts and situations which could exa<ierbate international 
tension;

3. Those nuclear-weapon States which have not yet done so, should 
conclude agreements with other nuclear-weapon States concerning 
measures to diminish and avert the danger of nuclear war and to pre
vent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons, and those 
nuclear-weapon States which have concluded such agreements with 
each other should improve and develop such measures;

 ̂A/32/242, Annex II, submitted as an annex to a letter from Foreign Minister 
Gromyko to the Secretary-General, and withdrawn after Iran submitted a draft 
resolution containing a declaration on international detente, post, pp. 873-875.
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4. All States should strictly observe the principle of the non-use of 
force or the threat of force in international relations involving both 
nuclear and conventional weapons and enter into negotiations concern
ing the conclusion of an appropriate international treaty to that effect;

5. The nuclear-weapon States should enter into negotiations with a 
view to reaching agreement on the withdrawal of ships carrying nu
clear weapons from certain areas of the world’s oceans and on other 
possible measures to limit the nuclear arms race in those areas;

6. All non-nuclear-weapon States should establish nuclear-weapon- 
free zones, which may cover entire continents or large geographical 
areas, as well as groups of States or individual States, and nuclear 
States should respect the status of such nuclear-free zones;

7. The States participating in the strategic nuclear arms limitation 
talks should bring them to the earliest possible conclusion and reach 
agreement on the renunciation, on a reciprocal and equal basis, of the 
■development of new and even more destructive systems of such 
weapons;

8. All States and above all the nuclear-weapon States, should con
duct negotiations in appropriate forums with a view to agreeing upon 
and adopting additional measures for the prevention of nuclear war, 
the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, the re
duction of nuclear weapons, and nuclear disarmament as important 
steps towards general and complete disarmament under strict and ef
fective international control;

9. All States which have not yet done so, should accede to the trea
ties on the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests in the three environ
ments, on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and on the non
emplacement of nuclear weapons on the sea-bed and in outer space, 
land, pending their accession, should act as if they were parties to those 
treaties, which are designed to limit the nuclear-arms race and reduce 
the danger of nuclear war;

10. All States ^ould make efforts to prevent a further proliferation 
of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices while ensuring 
access for all States to the use of nuclear energy for the purposes of 
peaceful economic development;

11. All States should refrain from any actions which would impede 
international talks designed to work out agreements directed towards 
the limitation of the nuclear-arms race and the removal of the danger 
of nuclear war.

Address by Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko to the United Na
tions General Assembly [Extracts], September 27, 1977^

Another appropriate channel for directing efforts to the benefit of 
peace and peaceful relations among States is, of course, that of taking

 ̂A/32/PV. 8 (prov.), pp. 42̂ 7, 51-52, 62-77.
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resolute steps to contain the arms race and to turn the course of events 
towards disarmament. What words can be found to make those respon
sible for the policies of their States realize the imperative need to act 
seriously in this area ?

In the post-war period the arms race has been spiralling upwards 
continuously, but we were not the ones to cause this. This race was 
forced on the world by others. However, at every stage the Soviet 
Union proposed, backing its proposals up with concrete deeds, that an 
end be put to the dangerous competition and that funds be diverted to 
the noble endeavour of improving conditions of life for the peoples of 
the world. And that is still our position.

The Soviet proposals in the field of disarmament are well known. At 
the last session of the General Assembly we submitted them again in a 
summarized foim in the memorandum of the Soviet Union on ques
tions of ending the arms race and on disarmament (A /31/232).̂  It 
emphasizes our willingness to search for new measures in the field of 
disarmament as well as to advance towards general and complete 
disarmament.

We do not in the least underestimate the significance of some con
straints placed on the arms race in a number of areas in recent years. 
The Soviet Union has made its contribution, together with other coun
tries, in the preparation and implementation of a whole series of rele
vant international treaties and agreements. These either curtail the 
build-up of certain types of weapons or ban the arms race in certain 
environments. The latest example of this is the signing of the Con
vention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of 
Environmental Modification Techniques.^ In our view, all States with
out exception should accede to it if they want to support by deeds 
their words about peace.

Nonetheless, in realistic terms very little has been done so far. 
Actually, physical disarmament and the elimination of the material 
means of warfare have not even been started yet. The armies of States 
have not been reduced by a single aircraft or a single tank as called for 
in United Nations resolutions. How many good and excellent concrete 
proposals failed to materialize because of overt or covert sabotage by 
those who would not even hear of disarmament? Will they ever give 
thought to where they are pushing the world by incessantly whipping 
up war production and the arms race ?

If one listens to the pronouncements of certain statesmen, one might 
even get the impression that they appear to be in favour of putting an 
end to this. But what, I  ask, is the actual state of affairs ?

A closer look at what are sometimes proposed as “comprehensive^ 
disarmament recipes would reveal that the objectives pursued are dia
metrically opposed to those of reaching agreements. It would seem 
that the intent here is roughly as follows: what about making a pro

*The memorandum has been reprinted in Documents on Diaarmament, 191
pp. 631-641.
* Ante, pp. 322-326.
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posal known in advance to be unacceptable to our counterpart? He 
then will reject it, thereby giving us a convenient excuse, first, to blame 
him for that and, secondly, by invoking his rejection, to take steps to 
build up armaments which, in the absence of such camouflage, would 
appear quite unseemly.

Can one really on the one hand propose various “drastic reductions” 
while on the other hand authorizing the development of new and, 
bluntly speaking, merciless, terrifying types of weapons such as the 
neutron bomb? No wonder the world literally shuddered when it 
learned of the secret programmes to manufacture that weapon. How 
can one qualify this inhuman weapon as “humane” ? After ail, it is 
intended to be used directly against human beings and is in the same 
category as such cruel and barbaric means of warfare as bacteriologi
cal or chemical weapons. In our view, the United Nations must reso
lutely demand that the plans for the production of new types and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction, including the neutron bomb, 
should be discontinued.

It becomes increasingly evident with each passing day that the 
achievement of concrete results in the field of disarmament requires 
the mobilization of the efforts of all States of the world. The United 
Nations has a special responsibility in this regard. It must be acknowl
edged that the United Nations does not stand aloof as regards the 
disarmament problem. It has adopted a whole number of meaningful 
resolutions on that score. They are said to be recommendations, but if 
such recommendations express the will of the peoples for disarmament, 
it is then the duty of all Governments to be guided by them in their 
jDractical action.

A special session of the United Nations General Assembly on dis
armament is to be convened next year. We shall have to conduct there 
not merely a wide exchange of views on fundamental approaches to 
the disarmament problem at the present stage. We shall have jointly 
to identify the main areas where States should concentrate their 
priority efforts in the field of disarmament. The Soviet Union would 
like that session to be businesslike and to help with practical prepara
tions for a successful convening in the immediate future of a world 
disarmament conference.

Attempts to strengthen and expand military blocs run directly 
counter to the spirit of detente. The Soviet Union and other countries 
of the socialist community have recently made a proposal that at least 
no action should be taken that could result in enlarging the existing 
closed groupings and political-military alliances, or creating new ones. 
However, the attitude of the Western countries to this initiative of the 
socialist States was, to put it mildly, cool. It would appear that its 
realization would run counter to their designs.

Let us take the Vienna talks on the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in Central Europe. They have now been going on for four
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years, and throughout all those years our Western counterparts have 
stubbornly sought to ensure for themselves unilateral military advan
tages, and to encroach upon the security interests of the socialist coun
tries. Therefore, these talks have so far produced no practical results. 
We urge that we should proceed to a real search for an understanding 
rather than just talk about the desire for an agreement.

• • • • • • •

For the Soviet Union—and we are confident this is true of others— 
the struggle for the deepening of detente is at the same time the strug
gle for the complete elimination of the risk of nuclear conflict. Widen
ing the scope of detente means at the same time pushing back the risk 
of mankind’s finding itself under the crushing steam-roller of a nuclear 
war. These are in fact two most important aspects of securing a gen
uinely solid and genuinely lasting peace on earth. It was precisely the 
atmosphere of detente that made it possible to undertake some major 
actions with a view to reducing the nuclear threat.

In this connexion one might single out the 1973 Soviet-American 
agreement on the prevention of nuclear war.̂  Mention could also be 
made of the Soviet-French agreement to prevent the accidental or un
authorized use of nuclear weapons.® The interests of peace require that 
similar agreements be concluded between all the other nuclear Powers 
as well. And the sooner the better.

However, there is still a lot more to be done than has been done. We 
call upon the United Nations and its Member States to continue and in
tensify their efforts so as to reduce step by step the likelihood of the 
aforementioned threat in order subsequently to remove it from the 
lives of human beings.

Of course the most radical and effective means of preventing nuclear 
war would be the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. The Soviet 
Union has favoured this course ever since that very moment when the 
world saw the first ominous silhouettes of nuclear explosions. Now, 
as before, we repeat our readiness to sit down at any time, together with 
all the other nuclear Powers, at the negotiating table to examine the 
problem of nuclear disarmament in its entirety and jointly to work 
out concrete ways for its practical solution.

But while there are no such negotiations— t̂hrough no fault of our 
own—one cannot sit twiddling one’s thumbs. Any steps would do in 
this respect provided they bring us closer, even by an inch or two, 
even gradually but steadily, to a complete removal of the threat of 
nuclear conflict.

The United Nations has played a certain role in creating a favour
able political climate as regards the problem of averting a nuclear war. 
It suffices to recall the resolution adopted five years ago on the non-use 
of force in international relations and the permanent prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons.® “Permanent” is a good word. And yet we

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1973, pp. 283-285.
1976, p. 466.

^Ibid., 1972, pp. 848-849.
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should like to see a more active United Nations in this matter which is 
of the greatest concern to mankind.

How might that look in practice? Using the full weight of its pres
tige the United Nations could, on behalf of all its Member States, 
solemnly call upon all States to act in such a way as to prevent the 
emergence of situations which could cause a dangerous strain in rela
tions between them and to avoid armed conflicts.

This applies particularly to nuclear-weapon States. What is re
quired of them is continuous restraint in their mutual relations and 
a readiness to negotiate and settle their differences by peaceful means. 
In short, they should do all they can to prevent the emergence of con
flicts and situations which give rise to international tensions. After 
all, they are often but a step away from armed conflicts, and can one 
always guarantee that such a step will not be taken ?

This is closely connected with strict observance of the principle of 
renunciation of the use or threat of force in international relations in
volving both nuclear weapons and conventional armaments. This 
principle has already been enshrined in a series of recent bilateral and 
multilateral agreements, including the Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe.  ̂ The non-aligned movement 
actively advocates the establishment of this principle in relations be
tween States, and we greatly value that.

The United Nations would accomplish a great deal by calling on 
all States to start negotiations to conclude a world treaty on the non
use of force in international relations. The draft of such a treaty has 
been circulated among all Members of the United Nations.® The re
plies received by the Secretary-General of the United Nations to the 
questionnaire relating to their attitude to the idea of its conclusion 
point to a growing interest in our proposal. We are in favour of trans
lating this idea into reality as early as possible.

The joint initiative of the socialist countries advanced last Novem
ber also had to do with the prevention of nuclear war. This is a pro
posal addressed to the countries that participated in the European 
Security Conference to conclude a treaty whereby each would engage 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against the others.® This 
would be of tremendous significance not only for Europe but for the 
world at large. We express the hope that the States to which this ini
tiative is addressed will adopt a serious attitude. No one should dis
miss a proposal which is dictated by life itself. We shall continue to 
work persistently to translate into practical terms the idea of con
cluding such a treaty.

I shall mention yet another area where in our view it is possible to 
arrive at an agreement that would reduce the threat of war. Nuclear

 ̂The x)ortion of the Final Act dealing with matters related to disarmament can 
be found ibid,, 1915, pp. 304r-308. For complete text, see Department of State Bul
letin, Sept. 1,1975, pp. 327-S29.
® Spe Documents on Disarmament, 19̂ 16, pp. 641-643.
^lUd., p. 856.
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countries could start negotiations with a view to working out arrange
ments concerning the withdrawal of ships with nuclear weapons on 
board from certain areas of the world’s oceans.

Other steps are also possible to curb the arms race. On a broader 
plane this would meet with the desire of non-nuclear States to estab
lish zones of peace completely free from nuclear weapons. They could 
include both individual countries or groups of States and vast geo
graphical regions or even entire continents.

In this connexion, we reaffirm our sympathetic attitude to the idea 
of turning the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. The main prerequi
site for this is the dismantling of the foreign military bases that exist 
there and the prevention of the establishment of new ones. It is pre
cisely from this position that the Soviet Union approaches this idea.. 
And it is from the same angle that we are holding consultations with 
the United States on certain problems relating to the Indian Ocean,

An extremely important question which attracts the closest atten
tion throughout the world is the limitation of strategic arms. The 
need to contain the threat of nuclear war, to achieve progress in other 
areas of the struggle to end the arms race and for disarmament, the 
strengthening of international security and the further development 
of the process of detente call for the speediest solution of this pressing 
issue. And the United Nations has every right to expect from the 
countries participating in the talks on the limitation of strategic arms 
more intensive efforts for their speedy and effective completion and 
also to call on those States to come to a common agreement on the re
nunciation of the development of even more destructive systems of 
such weapons.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, its stand is well known. The 
USSR has invariably sought to achieve an agreement on the limita
tion of strategic arms and has done and is doing everything in its 
power to that end. We are prepared to go even further and to proceed 
to negotiations on the reduction of existing stockpiled arsenals of 
strategic weapons.

What is the state of affairs in this respect ? That is a quite legitimate 
question and I am sure that the States represented here wish to know 
the answer.

It is an open secret today that the USSE and the United States were 
able some time ago to agree to a considerable extent on a new Soviet- 
American agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms on 
the basis of the well-known Vladivostok agreements.^® Yet subsequent
ly much of what was agreed upon has been called into question— 
not by us.

What is the reason for this? The reason is clear. What is involved 
here above all is the decision of the United States to begin deploying 
a new type of strategic weapon, the so-called cruise missiles. Thus yet 
another channel has been opened for the strategic arms race and of

m i , pp. 746-747.
277-084— 79 iO
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course it would be naive to think that the other side would be a passive 
onlooker.

So what will happen in the long run ? Certainly not the strengthen
ing of security— t̂his is openly admitted even in the United States—and 
•certainly not a reduction in military expenditures. That is what the 
peoples of the world look for, and we think that the people of the 
United States is no exception. The result will be greater rivalry, more 
billions which could be used far more sensibly thrown into the bottom
less pit of the arms race, and consequently greater dangers for peace.

Even now it is not easy to reach an agreement in the field of limiting 
strategic arms but the situation would become a more complicated 
[one] if we had to deal with weapons whose limitation hardly lends 
itself or does not lend itself at all to verification by the other side. 
And this could spell extreme danger in the military and political fields. 
Is this really what the USSE and the United States should strive for ?

No, it certainly is not. It may be said with confidence that a positive 
conclusion of the Soviet-American talks on the limitation of strategic 
arms is extremely important for the peoples of our two countries, for 
the peoples of the entire world. As a result of recent meetings in 
Washington some progress has been achieved in bringing closer to
gether the positions of the two sides, and this is all to the good. How
ever, there still remain issues to be agreed upon. It is important now to 
ensure successful completion of the talks. I repeat that we are doing 
everything possible to that end in the firm belief that a mutually ac
ceptable agreement at the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks is quite 
feasible, of course on the basis of strict observance of the principle of 
the equality and equal security of the sides: I repeat, the equality and 
equal security of the sides. We cannot back-track from this unchal
lengeable position.

'\^Tiile speaking of nuclear missiles, we should not forget that there 
may emerge new and terrifying means of the annihilation of people. 
Is it not true that the threat of war will increase many fold if ever 
more new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction are de
veloped ? Two years have elapsed since the Soviet Union proposed the 
conclusion of an international agreement which would ban their 
emergence. Negotiations are under way and this of course is a posi
tive factor, but progress has been rather slow.̂ ^

In the meantime, ever more sophisticated means of killing people 
go into production from laboratories and experimental facilities. It 
is the duty of the United Nations to call upon all States to put a de
pendable road-block in the way of the emergence of new types and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction.

Today the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is 
most acute. It is a fact that many States have not yet become parties 
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,and  
some of those countries are near-nuclear States or have already at

“ For the Soviet proposal, iHd.. W'̂ 5, p. 495.
^lUd, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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tained the capability of manufacturing such weapons. Is it really 
necessary, for example, to speak of the grave consequences for the 
security of the peoples of Africa and for universal peace which might 
result from actions of the Eepublic of South Africa taken in order 
to get hold of nuclear weapons? We believe that urgent and ef
fective efforts on the part of all Member States of the United Nations 
are required to prevent the development of such weapons in the Ee
public of South Africa. We must not wait for the potential threat 
inherent in the spread of nuclear weapons all over the world to be
come a reality.

The Soviet Union is a convinced advocate of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy. Our country is already co-operating in this field with 
many States and we are prepared to expand that co-operation. How
ever, we are categorically opposed to a state of affairs in which the 
peaceful uses of the atom would become a channel for the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons, and yet this is a real danger which is grow
ing. "VVliat is required here is co-ordination of the efforts of many States 
and an elaborate international system of safeguards and controls. We 
intend to co-operate constructively in this area.

The prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests would be a major step 
towards lessening the threat of a nuclear war and deepening detente. 
As is well known, the Soviet Union has proposed that a treaty be con
cluded to this effect. Moreover, to meet the wishes of some countries 
we have expressed our willingness to take part in the search for a 
generally acceptable agreement on the question of verification. Today 
we are taking yet one more step forward: under an arrangement with 
the United States and Great Britain we have consented to suspend 
underground nuclear-weapon tests for a certain period of time even 
before the other nuclear Powers accede to the future treaty. I repeat, 
even before the other nuclear Powers accede to the future treaty.

It is also important that the countries which have not yet acceded to 
the treaties on the nuclear weapon test ban in three environments,^  ̂on 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and on the non-emplacement 
of nuclear weapons on the sea-bed and in outer space become par
ties to them and, pending their accession, strictly observe the provisions 
'of those treaties.

Such are the ideas regarding the key international problems— m̂ak
ing detente stable and preventing nuclear war—which the Soviet 
Union deems it necessary to set forth at the current stage of the de
velopment of the international situation from the high rostrum of the 
United Nations.

Guided by these considerations, the Government of the USSE pro
poses the inclusion in the agenda of the thirty-second session of the 
United Nations General Assembly, as an important and urgent ques
tion, an item entitled “Deepening and consolidating the relaxation of

^lUd., m s , pp. 291-293.

î 7̂,.pp.:3e-43.
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international tensions and the prevention of the risk of nuclear war’V 
At the same time, the Soviet Union is submitting for consideration h j  
the General Assembly two draft documents: “The declaration on deep
ening and consolidating the relaxation of international tensions” and 
a ‘‘Ri^olution on the prevention of the risk of nuclear war”.̂ ®

We should like to express the hope that the Assembly at this> 
session will give thorough consideration to those documents and ad
dress a corresponding appeal to all States of the world. In the cur
rent situation in the international arena this would no doubt facilitate 
greater and broader ejBPorts in favour of the security of peoples.

Increasingly broad opportunities to work for the benefit of peace 
are opening up before the United Nations in conditions of detente. 
The key to the success of this noble mission is the strict adherence of 
all the Members of this body to the United Nations Charter. The Char
ter contains all that is essential for preserving and strengthening peace 
on earth. I  repeat: it contains all that is essential. It is now a matter 
of practical deeds of States.

Our coimtry will work tirelessly for the benefit of peace, hand in 
hand with fraternal socialist States, together with all our allies and 
friends, and with the realistically minded forces which put the ensur
ing of peace and the prevention of the risks of war above transitory 
considerations. Our country will constantly labour for peace.

The General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, President of the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR, Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev, recently said:

The Soviet Union will always be an active participant in any negotiations^ 
or any international action aimed at developing peaceful co-operation and 
stren^hening the security of the peoples.

It is our belief— ît is our firm belief— t̂hat realism in politics and the will 
for detente and progress will ultimately prevail and that mankind will be able 
to step into the twenty-first century in conditions of peace, secure as never 
before. And we shaU do all in our power to make this a reality

I trust that this appeal of the Soviet State will evoke a grateful 
response from those who cherish peace.

Report of the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of 
the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament [Extract], 
September 27, 1977 ̂

IV. R e c o m m e n d a tio n s  o f  t h e  P r e p a r a t o r y  C o m m itte e

16. At its 15th to 18th meetings, the Committee decided by consensus  ̂
to submit the recommendations set forth in paragraphs 17 to 25 below

Ante, pp. 583-585 and supra.
FBIS, July 8,1977, vol. I ll, p. R^2.

^General Assembly Oftddl Records: TMrty-second Session, Supplement No.̂  
41 (A/32/41),pp. 7-10.
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to the General Assembly at its thirty-second session with regard to the 
organization of the work of the special session of the General Assem
bly devoted to disarmament and the future work of the Preparatory 
Committee.

A. Organization of the work of the special session

1. Provisional agenda

17. The Committee recommends the following provisional agenda 
for the special session:

1. Opening of the session in accordance with rule 30 of the rules 
of procedure of the General Assembly.

2. Minute of silent prayer or meditation.
3. Credentials of representatives to the eighth special session of 

the General Assembly:

(a) Appointment of the members of the Credentials Commit
tee;

(b) Keport of the Credentials Committee.

4. Election of the President of the General Assembly.
5. Organization of the session.
6. Report of the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session 

o f the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament.
7. Adoption of the agenda.
5. General debate.
9. Review and appraisal of the present international situation in 

the light of the pressing need to achieve substantial progress in the 
field of disarmament, the continuation of the arms race and the close 
interrelationship between disarmament, international peace and se
curity and economic development.

10. Adoption of a declaration on disarmament.
11. Adoption of a programme of action on disarmament.
1%. Review of the role of the United Nations in disarmament and 

of the international machinery for negotiations on disarmament, in
cluding, in particular, the question of convening a world disarma
ment conference.

£
18. In connexion with the provisional agenda, the Preparatory 

Committee recommends that the General Assembly, at its thirty-second 
session, should request the Conference of the Committee on Disarm
ament to submit to it at its special session a special report on the state 
of the various questions under consideration by the Conference. The 
Preparatory Committee also recommends that the General Assembly, 
at its thirty-second session, should request the Ad Hoc Committee on 
the World Disarmament Conference to submit a special report to the 
special session on the state of its work and deliberations. These special 
reports would be submitted to the special session with the report of the 
Preparatory Committee, as part of the documentation prepared for the 
fe c ia l session.
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2. Date and duration

19. The special session should be held between 23 May and 28 June 
1978 in New York in the General Assembly Hall.

20. In light of the programme of alterations scheduled to take place 
at the Headquarters building in New York in 1978 and 1979, as decided 
by the General Assembly in resolution 31/195, the Committee recom
mends that, at its thirty-second session, the Assembly should take a 
decision, by 15 October 1977, to reverse the phases of the construction 
work at Headquarters and thereby make the General Assembly Hall 
available for the special session in 1978.

3. President

21. The Committee considers that, following the practice of previous 
special sessions, the General Assembly may wish to elect the President 
of the thirty-second session as the President of the special session.

4. Yice-Presidents

22. Vice-Presidents of the special session should be the same as at the 
thirty-second regular session of the General Assembly, on the under
standing that regional groups may make substitutions of Vice-Presi
dents allocated to each group.

5. Main Committees

23. The special session should establish a committee of the whole, 
with as many open-ended groups or subsidiary organs as may be neces
sary. The Chairman of the committee of the whole should be elected by 
the Assembly at its special session.

6. Credentials Committee

24. The Credentials Committee of the special session should be the 
same as that of the thirty-second regular session of the General Assem
bly.

7. General Committee

25. The General Committee of the special session should consist of 
the Presid,ent of the special session of the General Assembly, the 17 
Vice-Presidents and the Chairmen of the seven Main Committees of 
the thirty-second session of the General Assembly, on the understand
ing that they may be substituted by members of their delegations or 
members of delegations of States belonging to the same regional 
group, the Chairman of the committee of the whole of the special 
session and the Chairman of the Preparatory Committee for the Spe
cial Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament.

8. Rules of procedure

26. The rules of procedure of the General Assembly should apply 
in the special session without amendments, on the understanding that,
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regarding the adoption of decisions by the Assembly at the special 
session, every effort should be made to ensure that, in so far as possible^ 
decisions on matters of substance will be adopted by consensus.

9. Level of representation

27. It would be desirable that Member States be represented at the 
special session at the highest possible level.

10. Public information actimties

28. The Committee recommends adoption of the programme of pub
lic information activities submitted by the Secretariat (A/AC.187/83) ̂  
on the understanding that, in so far as possible, such activities should 
be carried out within the regular budget of the Office af Public In
formation.

11. Bole of non-govemmental organisations

29. The Committee recommends that non-governmental organiza
tions concerned with disarmament should be accorded the same facili
ties at the special session as those which they have received at the 
Preparatory Committee.

B. Organization of the future work of the Preparatory Committee
for the Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Dis
armament

30. The Preparatory Committee should hold two additional sessions 
in 1978 before the convening of the special session: one from 24 Jan
uary to 24 February and the other from 10 to 21 April 1978.

31. In connexion with the fourth session of the Committee, to be 
held between 24 January and 24 February 1978, it was decided that 
the Committee will become a working group open to those members 
of the Committee wishing to participate in it, leaving open the pos
sibility of establishing one or more subgroups, as necessary. A  decision 
as to whether the working group will meet formally or informally will 
be taken by the working group itself.

O. Other recommendations

32. In connexion with the proposal submitted by Denmark, Finland,  ̂
Norway and Sweden contained in the working paper entitled ‘‘Dis
armament and development: proposal for a IJnited Nations study” 
(A/AC.1/187/80), the Committee recommends that the General 
Assembly should initiate the proposed study, the terms of reference 
and other aspects of the study to be determined by the Assembly itself, 
and further recommends that decisions in that respect should be taken 
at the special session.
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V . PRiNCTPAii D ocum ents op t h e  S pecia l  S ession

33. The Committee reached consensus, in principle, that, without 
excluding other possibilities, the main elements of the principal docu
ment or documents of the special session should be:

(a) Introduction or preamble;

(b) Declaration on disarmament;

(c) Programme of action;
(d) Machinery for disarmament negotiations.

It was noted that there was a trend in the Committee in favour of 
one final document, but it was agreed that this question should be 
decided at a later stage.

Letter From the Department of State Legal Adviser (Hansell) to 
the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
(Sparkman): United States Intent Regarding the SALT I Interim 
Agreement, September 28, 1977^

D ear M r. C h a ir m a n  : I  am writing in response to your request for 
my opinion relating to the statement released, by Secretary Vance on 
September 23.̂  That statement declared the intention of the United 
States not to take any action inconsistent with the provisions of the 
SALT I Interim Agreement of 1972 and with the goals of the SALT 
II  negotiations provided that the Soviet Union exercises similar re
straint. Shortly after the release of that statement, the Soviet Union 
made a similar statement.^

The principal question raised with regard to the statement is 
whether it requires authorization by treaty or legislation under section 
33 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (the “Act”).̂  That in
quiry, in turn, raises the further question whether the statement legally 
obligates the United States.

Section 33 of the Act prohibits any action “under this or any other 
law that will obligate the United States to disarm or to reduce or to 
limit the Armed Forces or armaments of the United States . . . ” 
•except pursuant to treaty or legislation. The language and legislative 
history of the Act made clear that Section 33 is confined to obligatory 
arms control arrangements effected by binding international agree
ment ® entered into pursuant to the Act or other law. It does not pur

 ̂Cong,Record (daHy), Oct. 3,1977, p. S16128.
• Antej p. 577. The S iJiT  agreement has been reprinted in Documents on Dis* 

armamentj  1972  ̂pp. 202-205.
® Ante, p. 578.
* P.L. 87-297; 75 STAT. 631. See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 487.
“Language in the House biU (H.R. 7936) which would have included ‘‘meas

ures’* other than international agreements within the Act’s definition of “dis
armament” was deleted prior to enactment. (Footnote in original.)
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port to limit the constitutional power of the President to take non- 
obligatory measures in connection with conduct of international nego
tiations.

The United States statement of September 23 does not, alone or in 
conjunction with the Soviet statement, impose an obligation on the 
United States. The United States has declared that its statement is 
“non-binding and non-obligatory.” ® Neither country has committed, 
itself in its statement. Each has only stated a present intention to* 
refrain from certain action provided that the other refrains from 
similar action. Each is free to reverse its intention at w ill; the negotia
tions which the policy of restraint is intended to facilitate could con
tinue even if the declared policies were abandoned.

These circumstances thus lack essential elements of an obligation 
or a binding agreement: there is no intent by either party to be bound 
each may at any time cease to do what it has said it presently intends 
to do; and there would be no legal consequences if either changed its 
stated policy.

Accordingly, I am of the opinion that the September 23 statement 
does not legally obligate the United States, by binding international 
agreement or otherwise, and does not require authorization under 
section 33 of the Act.

Address by French Foreign Minister Guiringaud to the General' 
Assembly [Extract], September 28, 1977^

I  should now like to take up a subject that has traditionally been one 
of the central themes of the discussions and work of our Assembly. My 
Government has always believed that the arms reduction eiffort is vital 
for peace in the world, for the development of States and the prosper
ity of peoples. It intends to make a positive contribution to the prepa
ration of the special session to be devoted to this subject in May 1978: 
first of all because for 20 years my country has constantly spoken out 
in favour of general, complete and controlled disarmament, and we 
intend to continue to work in this direction; secondly, because our 
defence has been organized on the basis of our profoundly peaceful 
policy with the sole aim of preserving our independence and guarantee

®Warnke so testified to the Committee on Foreign Relations on September 26. 
(Footnote in original.) See ante, pp. 580-581.

^The International Court of Justice has ruled that in some circumstances a 
state may be legally bound by a unilateral statement. (Nuclear Test Cases, 
Australia v. France and New Zealand v. France, Judgment of 29 Dec. 1974, I.O.J. 
Reports 1974, pp. 253 and 457.) However, that decision turned on the intent of' 
the declaring state to be bound and the likelihood of reliance by other states on 
the binding character of the declaration. Its rationale is not applicable in the  ̂
present circumstances in which the United States has publicly made clear that 
It does not intend its statement to be binding. (Footnote in original.)

 ̂A/32/PV.10 (prov.), pp. 73-77.
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ing our security; and lastly because France is located in a region of the 
world where, despite n manifest spirit of detente, means of destruction 
continue to grow and to be perfected.

We cannot resign ourselves to the apparently inevitable build-up of 
nuclear and conventional weapons, and we cannot fail to deplore the 
senseless squanaering of resources that could be put to better use for 
development: in 1976 $350 billion was spent on arms. We cannot 
remain indifferent to the intense competition among certain Powers, 
resulting in a perpetual increase in their overcapacity for mutual 
destruction. Lastly, we cannot observe without concern the constant 
perfecting of technologies and of the most sophisticated means of 
destruction and death.

The effort to reduce arsenals is therefore one of the priorities of our 
€ra, and we must not be satisfied with mere semblances.

Of course for years there have been attempts to prohibit or limit 
•certain types of weapons. Banning means of destruction that have not 
yet been produced, or agreeing to gradually phase out weapons of 
apparently dubious or marginal military importance, stems from 
praiseworthy intentions. But because measures such as these are still 
partial, they can only give an illusion of disarmament and do not make 
any substantial contribution to the reduction of weapons or to the 
greater safety of the international community.

By the same token, the efforts of the two super-Powers to ensure a 
balance in their strategic relationship, however desirable these efforts 
may be, should not in and of themselves be confused with the over-all 
disarmament effort. As anyone can see, the problem of verifying com
mitments is fundamental in the quest for arms reduction and greater 
safety.

For there to be disarmament, there must be a genuine reduction of 
arsenals. The major Powers should take a part in this common effort 
consistent with the part they have played in the last 30 years in over- 
urming the planet. For there to be disarmament, not only nuclear 
weapons but also conventional weapons must be included.

Disarmament must be genuine, that is, it must produce a significant 
reduction in the level of weapons, both quantitatively and qualita
tively, and must begin first with those countries whose arsenals pose the 
gravest threat in our world and are out of all proportion either with 
those of other Powers or with what is needed for world strategic 
balance.

It must be general and complete; that is, it must not allow for discri
mination in favour of any one State, geographic area or type of 
weapon. It must be gradual and balanced; that is, it must be carried 
out under the same safety conditions for all parties and must help 
reduce factors of instability. It must also comprise effective measures 
of control and verification. It is essential in this respect for the United 
Nations to be able to take a real part in this task, without which no 
progress can be made.
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In fact, there can be no disarmament without trust. And no trust 
without control. And no control unless it is independent, that is to say, 
international.

How should these necessarily very general principles be applied? 
We will obviously have to discuss this in detail at the special session 
of the Assembly in May 1978. It is difficult to separate questions of 
procedure from questions of substance. We will therefore of necessity 
have to ascertain which forums are best suited to deal with the matter 
of disarmament.

It is not the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 
Geneva. All of us here are familiar with the limitations on the work 
that can be accomplished there. The reasons for this are well known. 
I will not go over them again.

Wlien the time comes, France will present its proposals on all these 
questions with a view to the discussions of the special session of the 
Assembly. As the President of the French Kepublic said on 24 August, 
the overarmament of the world “requires urgent and resolute action”. 
The United Nations community in its entirety must come to grips 
with this problem.

Address by Chinese Foreign Mmisfer Huang to the United Na
tions General Assembly [Extracts!, September 29, 1977^

It is understandable that people are interested in the question of 
disarmament when the super-Powers are stepping up their rivalry 
and their arms expansion and war preparations and when the danger 
of a world war is growing. But the super-Powers are playing up dis
armament as something miraculous. In particular, the super-Power 
that most vociferously preaches “peace” dishes up some sort of dis
armament proposal every year and describes disarmament virtually 
as a panacea which will dispel the danger of war, ensure a lasting peace 
and rid the world of poverty. This is sheer deception. Since the super- 
Powers are bent on aggression and expansion and are scrambling for 
world hegemony, they are bound to expand their armaments and go 
to war. They will never lay down their knives, nor beat the swords 
into ploughshares. The Conference of the Conmiittee on Disarma
ment in Geneva has been going on for 16 years, yet neither super- 
Power has reduced its armaments by a single gun. The Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks have been going on for 8 years, yet strategic arms 
have kept growing in number. The conference on mutual reduction 
of forces in central Europe has entered its fourth year, yet the arma

" A/32/PV.13 (prov.), pp. 52-55, 62.
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ments deployed by the super-Powers in central Europe have continued 
to increase, and there are endless wrangling and differences even over 
the exact number of troops maintained by the Warsaw Pact coimtries 
in this region. It is very clear that the super-Powers are prating about 
disarmament and peace only to cover up their arms expansion and war 
preparations. They are just using people’s desire for peace to lull the 
people with false hopes so that it may be easier for them to launch a 
war some day and realize their wild ambition lof conquering the world. 

« • • « • • •

We are for genuine disarmament and against sham disarmament. 
We have consistently stood for the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons. As the first ^ p ,  all nuclear countries, 
and particularly the two nuclear super-Powers, the Soviet Union and 
the United States, must first of all undertake the unequivocal obliga
tion that they will not be the first to use nuclear weapons at any time 
and in any circumstances, and in particular will not use nuclear weap
ons against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-free zones, and that 
they must dismantle all their nuclear bases on the territories of other 
countries and withdraw from abroad all their nuclear armed forces 
and nuclear weapons. We support the demands of the countries and 
people in the regions of the Indian Ocean, the Mediterranean and the 
Eed Sea and in South-East Asia, South Asia and Latin America for 
the establishment of peace zones, security zones and nuclear-free zones. 
We are Strongly opposed to the super-Powers’ policies of nuclear 
blackmail and nuclear monopoly and to their disarmament fraud.

Interview of President Carter With Newspoper Farm Editors of 
America: Nuclear Reprocessing [Extract], September 30, 
1977"

Q. I  understand that you are against any more plutonium recyclings 
We have a nuclear plant to the east of us, with three reactors, and wô  
have another one going up to the west of us with two more reactors  ̂
And we’re wondering, with all these reactors in the area, the huge 
quantities of nuclear waste material that will be generated there, well, 
what are we going to do about the disposal of these materials without 
any recycling? Do you not think it it might increase our Nation’s 
energy independence to extend this nuclear fuel supply through the 
recycle?

The President. Well, you Imow, recycling or reprocessing, as it’s 
most often called, is not an answer to the question that you raised.

'  WeeMy Compilation of Presidential Documents, O ct 10, 1977, pp. 1460-1461^
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WeVe been involved in nuclear power production now for years, 
and also weapons production for 35 years. The nuclear wastes, even if  
they were reprocessed, would still have to be stored somewhere. And, 
as you know, there have been two major plants of the most modem 
possible design already completed to reprocess spent nuclear fuel. Both 
of them have been abandoned because they simply didn’t work eco
nomically, they were not feasible, and also they created environmental 
questions of contamination that just were never resolved.

The thing that we are trying to do is to provide some long-range 
and comprehensive spent fuel storage capability, maybe injecting the 
Federal Government into it more deeply than it has been in the past, 
to handle spent fuel from commercial powerplants.

At the same time, we are trying to prevent countries that don’t 
have a nuclear explosive capability from getting into the reprocessing 
field. This reprocessing capability also means that a nation could very 
well acquire the atomic bomb.

I have no objection to the plutonium age coming. I  have no objection 
to  breeder reactors. I don’t think that the time has yet come. We are 
now about to waste, in my opinion, about $2 billion if the congressional 
action on the Clinch River breeder reactor is carried out where we 
don’t need the particular breeder reactor that’s in question,

I think 25 or 30 years from now—^maybe not quite that long—we will 
need to go into the breeder reactor field. By that time there’s no doubt 
in my mind that major advances will be made in the technology. We 
have a massive research and development program that would include 
pilot plant operation in the plutonium field. So, this is a problem, 
again, that I ’ve inherited.

My background and graduate work is in nuclear physics. I  think I  
understand most of the principles involved. So, we are reprocessing 
spent fuel now under the Government programs. There has not yet 
been resolved the problem of whether to reprocess and how to store 
spent nuclear fuel from commercial plants. In most instances, they 
are storing that spent fuel on their own premises and sometimes, per
haps, carelessly. I can’t prove that. Past efforts to reprocess commer
cially have been a complete failure, and I just think that the emphasis 
'Ought to be in the prevention of the proliferation of explosives around 
the world. And we will be ready to move into the plutonium or breeder 
field when the time comes and when we need it.

We do have a breeder reactor operating today. It began operation 
about a month ago. It’s at Shippingport, Pennsylvania. It was devel
oped under the auspices of Admiral Rickover, and it uses a thorium 
base for the breeding capability. It’ll be up to a hundred percent oper
ating level within the next few days. So, the breeder reactor concept 
is with us.
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Address by President Carter to the United Nations General 
Assembly [Extracts], October 4, 1977^

Thirty-two years ago, in tlie cold dawn of the atomic age, this Or
ganization came into being. Its first and most urgent purpose has been 
to secure peace for an exhausted and ravaged world.

Present conditions in some respects appear quite hopeful, yet the 
assurance of peace continues to elude us. Before the end ol this cen
tury a score of nations could possess nuclear weapons. If this should 
happen the world we leave our children will mock our own hopes for 
peace.

The level of nuclear armaments could grow by tens of thousands 
and the same situation could well occur with advanced conventional 
weapons. The temptation to use those weapons, for fear that someone 
else might do it first, would be almost irresistible. The ever-growing 
trade in conventional arms subverts international commerce from a 
force for peace to a caterer for war.

Violence, terrorism, assassination, undeclared wars, all threaten to 
destroy the restraint and the moderation that must become the domi
nant characteristic of our age. Unless we establish a code of interna
tional behaviour in which the resort to violence becomes increasingly 
irrelevant to the pursuit of national interests, we will crush the world’s 
dreams for human development and the full flowering of human 
freedom.

We have already become a global community, but only in the sense 
that we face common problems and share, for good or evil, a common 
future. In this community power to solve the world’s problems, par
ticularly economic and political power, no longer lies solely in the 
hands of a few nations. Power is now widely shared among many na
tions with differejit cultures, different histories and different aspira
tions. The question is whether we will allow our differences to defeat 
us or whether we will work together to realize our common hopes for 
peace.

Today I want to address the major dimensions of peace and the 
role the United States intends to play in limiting and reducing all 
armaments, controlling nuclear technology, restricting the arms trade 
and settling disputes by peaceful means.

When atomic weapons were used for the first time Winston Church
ill described the power of the atom as “a revelation long mercifully 
withheld from man”. Since then we have learned, in Diirrenmatt’s 
chilling words, that “what has once been thought can never be un
thought”.

If we are to have any assurance that our children will live out their 
lives in a world which satisfies our hope—or that they will have a 
chance to live at all— ŵe must finally come to terms with this enor

" A/32/PV.18 (prov.), PP. 2-11,13-20.
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mous nuclear force and turn it to exclusively beneficial ends. Peace 
will not be assured until the weapons of war are fiinally put away. 
While we work towards that goal, nations will want suiEcient arms to 
preserve their security. The United States purpose is to ensure peace. 
It is for that reason that our military posture and our alliances will 
remain as strong as necessary to deter attack.

However, the security of the global community can;not forever rest 
on a balance of terror. In the past, war has been accepted as the ulti
mate arbiter of disputes among nations, but in the nuclear era we can 
no longer think of war as merely a continuation of diplomacy by other 
means. Nuclear war cannot be measured by the archaic standards of 
“victory” or “defeat”. This stark reality imposes on the United States 
and the Soviet Union an awesome and special responsibility.

The United States is engaged along with other nations in a broad 
range of negotiations. In Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), 
we and the Soviets are within sight of a significant agreement in limit
ing the total numbers of weapons and in restricting certain categories 
of weapons of special concern to each of us. We can also start the 
crucial process of curbing the relentless march of technological de
velopment which makes nuclear weapons ever more difficult to 
control.

We must look beyond the present, and work to prevent the critical 
threats and instabilities of the future. If the principles of self-re
straint, reciprocity, and mutual accommodation of interests are ob
served, then the United States and the Soviet Union not only will 
succeed in limiting weapons but also will create a foundation for bet
ter relations in other spheres of interest.

The United States is willing to go as far as possible, consistent with 
our security interests, in limiting and reducing our nuclear weapons. 
On a reciprocal basis we are willing now to reduce them by 10 per 
cent, 20 per cent or even 50 per cent. Then we will work for further 
reductions to a world truly free of nuclear weapons.

The United States also recognizes the threat of continued testing o f 
nuclear explosives.

Negotiations for a comprehensive ban on nuclear explosions are 
now being conducted by the United States, the United Kingdom and 
the Soviet Union. As in other areas where vital national security in
terests are engaged, agreements must be verifiable and fair. They 
must be seen by all the parties as serving a longer-term interest that 
justifies the restraints of the moment. The longer-term interest in this 
instance is to close one more avenue of nuclear competition and 
thereby demonstrate to all the world that the major nuclear Powers 
take seriously our obligations to reduce the threat of nuclear 
catastrophe.

My country believes that the time has come to end all explosions of 
nuclear devices, no matter what their claimed justification—^peaceful 
or military—and we appreciate the efforts of other nations to reach 
this same goal.
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During the past nine months, I  have expressed the special impor
tance we attach to controlling nuclear proliferation; but I fear that 
many do not understand why the United States feels as it does. Why is 
it so important to avoid the chance that one or two or ten other nations 
might acquire one or two or ten nuclear weapons of their own? Let 
me try to explain, for I  deeply believe that this is one of the greatest 
challenges that we face in the next quarter of a century.

It is a truism that nuclear weapons are a powerful deterrent. They 
are a deterrent because they threaten. They could be used for terrorism 
or blackmail as well as for war. But they threaten not just the intended 
enemy; they threaten every nation—combatant and non-combatant 
alike. That is why all of us must be concerned.

Let me be frank. The existence of nuclear weapons in the United 
States and the Soviet Union, and in Great Britain, France and China, 
is something we cannot undo except by the painstaking process of 
negotiation. But the existence of these weapons does not mean that 
other nations need to develop their own weapons, any more than it 
provides a reason for those of us who have them to share them with 
others. Eather it imposes two solemn obligations on the nations which 
have the capacity to export nuclear fuels and nuclear technologies— 
the obligations to meet legitimate energy needs and, in doing so, to 
.ensure that nothing we export contributes, directly or indirectly, to 
the production of nuclear explosives. That is why the supplier nations 
are seeking a common policy, and that is why the United States and 
the Soviet Union, even as we struggle to find common ground in the 
SALT talks, have already moved closer towards agreement and co
operation in our efforts to limit nuclear proliferation.

I believe that the London Suppliers Group must conclude its work 
as it is presently constituted, so that world security will be safeguarded 
from the pressures of commercial competition. We have learned that 
it is not enough to safeguard just some facilities or some materials. 
FuU-scope comprehensive safeguards are necessary.

Two weeks from now, in our own country, more than 30 supplier 
^nd consuming nations will convene for the International Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation which we proposed last spring. For the next several years 
experts will work together on every facet of the nuclear fuel cycle. The 
scientists and the policy-makers of these nations will face a tremen
dous challenge. We know that, by the year 2000, nuclear power reactors 
.could be producing enough plutonium to make tens of thousands of 
bombs every year. I  believe, from my own personal knowledge of this 
issue, that there are ways to solve the problems we face. I  believe that 
there are alternative fael cycles that can be managed safely on a 
global basis. I hope, therefore, that the International Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation will have the support and encouragement of every nation.

I have heard it said that efforts to control nuclear proliferation are 
futile; that the genie is already out of the bottle. I do not believe this 
^o be true. It should not be forgotten that for 25 years the nuclear club
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did not expand its membership. By genuine co-operation we can make 
certain that this terrible club expands no further.

I have talked about the special problems of nuclear arms control and 
nuclear proliferation at length. Let me turn to the problem of conven
tional arms control, which affects potentially or directly every nation 
represented in this great hall. Tliis is not a matter for the future—even 
the near future—but one for the immediate present. World-wide mili- 
tsiry expenditures are now in the neighbourhood of $300 billion a year. 
Last year the nations of the world spent more than 60 times as much 
equipping each soldier as we spent educating each child. The indus
trialized nations spend the most money, but the rate of growth in 
military spending is faster in the developing world. Wliile only a 
handful of States produce sophisticated weapons, the number of 
nations which seek to purchase these weapons is increasing rapidly.

The conventional arms race both causes and feeds on the threat of 
larger and more deadly wars. It levies an enormous burden on an 
already troubled world economy.

For its part, the United States has now begun to reduce its arms 
exports. Our aim is to reduce both the quantity and the deadliness of 
the weapons we sell. We have already taken the first few steps, but we 
cannot go very far alone. Nations whose neighbours are purchasing 
large quantities of arms feel constrained to do the same. Supplier 
nations that practise restraint in arms sales sometimes find that they 
simply lose valuable commercial markets to other suppliers.

We hope to work with other supplier nations to cut back on the flow 
of annSr and to reduce the rate at which the most advanced and sophis
ticated weapon technologies spread around the world. We do not 
expect this task to be easy or to produce instant results. But we are 
committed to stop the spiral of the increasing sale of weapons.

Equally important, we hope that purchaser nations, individually 
and through regional organizations, will limit their arms imports. We 
are ready to provide to some nations the necessary means for legiti
mate self-defense, but we are also eager to work with any nation or 
region in order to decrease the need for more numerous, more deadly 
and ever more expensive weapons.

Fourteen years ago, one of my predecessors spoke in this hall under 
circumstances that in certain ways resembled these. It was a time, he 
said, of comparative calm and there was an atmosphere of rising hope 
about the prospect of controlling nuclear energy. The first specific step 
had been taken to limit the nuclear arms race—ra test-ban treaty signed 
by nearly a hundred nations.^

But the succeeding years did not live up to the optimistic prospect 
John F. Kennedy placed before this Assembly because, as a community 
of nations, we failed to address the deepest sources of potential conflict 
amongus.

 ̂I.e., the limited test ban treaty. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 
1963, pp. 291-293. President Kennedy's address has been printed iUd., pp. 5^5-531. 
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As we seek to establish the principles of detente among the major 
nuclear Powers, we believe that these principles must also apply in 
regional conflicts. The United States is committed to the peaceful 
settlement of differences. We are committed to the strengthening of 
the peace-making capabilities of the United Nations and regional 
organizations, such as the Organization of African Unity and the 
Organization of American States.

The major Powers have a special responsibility to act with restraint 
in areas of the world where they have competing interests because the 
association of these interests with local rivalries and conflicts can lead 
to serious confrontation. In the Indian Ocean area neither we nor the 
Soviet Union has a large military presence, nor is there a rapidly 
mounting competition between us. Restraint in the area may well begin 
with a mutual effort to stabilize our presence and to avoid an escalation 
in military competition. Then both sides can consider how our military 
activities in the Indian Ocean area might be even further reduced.

• • • • • • •

To svrnmarize: First, there is an obligation to remove the threat of 
nuclear weaponry, to reverse the build-up of armaments and their 
trade, and to conclude bilateral and multilateral arms control agree
ments that can bring security to all of us.

In order to reduce the reliance of nations on nuclear weaponry, I 
hereby solemnly declare, on behalf of the United States, that we will 
not use nuclear weapons except in self-defence; that is, in circumstances 
of an actual nuclear or conventional attack on the United States, dur 
territories or armed forces, or such an attack on our allies.

In addition, we hope that initiatives by the Western nations to secure 
mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe will be met by equal 
response from the Warsaw Pact countries.

Second, an obligation to show restraint in areas of tension, to nego
tiate and settle them peacefully, and to strengthen peacemaking capa
bilities of the United Nations and regional organizations.

And, finally, an effort by all nations. East as well as West, North as 
well as South, to fulfil mankind’s aspirations for human development 
and human freedom. It is to meet these basic demands that we build 
Governments and seek peace.

We must share these obligations for our own mutual survival and 
our own mutual prosperity.

We can see a world at peace. We can work for a world without want. 
We can build a global community dedicated to these purposes and to 
human dignity.

The view that I have sketched for you today is that of only one leader 
in only one nation. However wealthy and powerful the United States 
may be, however capable of leadersliip, this power is increasingly only
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relative. The leadership increasingly is in need of being shared. No 
nation has a monopoly of vision, of creativity or of ideas. Bringing 
these together from many nations is our common responsibility and our 
common challenge. For only in these ways can the idea of a peaceful 
global community grow and prosper.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of Defense Brown: 
Soviet Antisateflite Capability [Extract], October 4, 1977^

I would hope that we could keep space from becoming an area of 
active conflict, which to me is not the same as military activity. There 
is a p ossib ilitjT -, and in fact there is a fact of Soviet anti-satellite, not 
only development, but operational capability. And I think that is some
thing of concern to me because we rely a good deal on our space systems 
for support of our military capability, particularly in the kinds of 
areas that I have mentioned in which, whose capability I think con
tributes to deterring, preventing war. Therefoi-e, I hope that we can, 
as I say, keep space from becoming an area of active hostilities.

The U.S. effort in terms of anti-satellite capability is a preliminary 
exploration and design effort.

Q: Are you saying that the Russians now have an operational capa
bility satellite?

A: That is my judgment—of anti-satellites. Not against all satel
lites, but that they have an operational capability which could be used 
against some satellites.

I find that somewhat troublesome, the more so since Soviet press re
cently said the United States was violating an agreement not to have 
anti-satellites by doing experiments. That is not the same, of course, as 
having an operational capability, which they do have, and if there were 
an agreement not to have anti-satellites, they would be in violation 
of it.

Q: Do we have an operational capability ?
JL ; We don’t have an operational capaibility.

 ̂Dept, of Defense transcript.
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Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United 
States: An Evaluation of the Administration’s Proposed Nu
clear Nonproliferation Strategy [Extract], October 4, 1977^

• • • • • • •

D igest

Dwindling supplies of fossil fuels are causing countries to turn in
creasingly to nuclear power as a major source of energy. Although nu
clear power holds out the promise of energy independence, it has a 
formidable drawback—it can also lead to the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

In April, the President announced a new policy designed to curb 
nuclear proliferation and the executive branch proposed legislation en
titled ‘‘The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Policy Act of 1977.”  ̂The strat
egy outlined in these documents calls for stricter export controls and 
safeguards as well as actions affecting uranium enrichment services, re
processing, storing of spent fuel, and disposing of radioactive nuclear 
wastes.

GAO analyzed this non-proliferation strategy as it relates to :

—Improving nuclear export controls.
—Strengthening international nuclear safeguards.

—[Maintaining U.S. reliability as a supplier of uranium enrichment 
services.

—Deferring U.S. reprocessing of spent fuel as an example for others.
— R e d u c in g  r isk  o f  p r o life r a t io n  b y  c o n tr o llin g  sp e n t  rea/Ctor fu e l .

In general, GAO concluded that the administration’s strategy is con
structive but noted some weaknesses which should be addressed. Some 
of the problems noted in this report may already have been addressed 
by congressional committees in their markup of the legislation.

Improving Nuclear Export Controls
U.S. willingness to share through exports the benefits of peaceful 

uses of nuclear energy was largely responsible for accelerating the 
international spread of nuclear material, equipment, and technology. 
The administration, recognizing that nuclear export controls need to 
be strengthened, proposed legislation calling for (1) renegotiation of 
existing international agreements for cooperation to include more 
stringent controls and (2) revised procedures to control subsequent 
export and retransfer arrangements.

In general GAO agrees with the administration’s proposals to revise 
the licensing process and other export arrangements. The proposed

 ̂TD-77-53, pp. i-viii.
 ̂Antey pp. 219-220, 274-275.
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strategy, however, concerning agreements for cooperation does not 
adequately cover the need for:

—Timely initiation of negotiations to upgrade all existing agTee- 
ments.

—Development of a backup U.S. position if a government is unwill
ing or unable to negotiate a new agreement within a reasonable 
time.

—Improved non-proliferation guarantees and residual bilateral U.S. 
safeguards rights.

—Consistency in U.S. strategy concerning the export of sensitive 
nuclear technologies.

Therefore, the Congress should:

—As a necessary condition in new agreements for cooperation, re
quire adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty  ̂ or at least a 
guarantee (1) by a nuclear weapons country that it would not help 
any non-nuclear weapons country to acquire or develop any nu
clear explosive device and (2) by a non-nuclear weapons country 
to forego research on or development of any nuclear explosive de
vice and to subject its entire peaceful nuclear program to interna
tional safeguards. The only exceptions should be those few unusual 
cases for which the President would certify that such peaceful 
nuclear cooperation is in the U.S. national security interest.

—Eequire that agreements for cooperation reserve residual U.S  ̂
safeguards rights over U.S. material provided to foreign countries 
through mternational organizations.

— Îndicate clearly that the United States will not export sensitive 
nuclear technologies, except when the President considers such 
exports necessary to achieve U.S. non-proliferation objectives.

—Establish a specific timeframe for the executive branch to initiate 
the negotiations to upgrade all existing agreements for coopera
tion. The Congress and the executive branch will need to jointly 
explore the options available to the United States if other parties 
are not inclined to conclude revised agreements for cooperation.

Strengthening International Safeguards
International safeguards—materials accountability, complemented 

by surveillance and containment devices—are designed to detect diver
sion of nuclear material for military purposes. Will the risk of 
detection deter a country from such action ? Although effective inter
national safeguards alone are not a panacea for halting nuclear 
proliferation, without them, the risks are greatly intensified.

The administration’s proposal is designed to overcome some of the 
problems in the technical implementation of safeguards. This is com
mendable but should be part of an overall plan which would also im
prove other less technical aspects of safeguards.

® For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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There is a need to address such questions as:

—Can the International Atomic Energy Agency effectively use 
increased U.S. financial assistance ?

•—Is reliance placed on international safeguards without sufficient 
assurance that they are effectively applied ?

—How can weaknesses in the U.S. safeguards (materials account
ability) system be overcome—a system used in large measure as 
a model for international safeguards ?

—Should the International Atomic Energy Agency have a greater 
role in improving physical security of nuclear material around 
the world ?

Accordingly, the Department of State, with the assistance of the
Department of Energy and the Nuclear Eegulatory Commission, in
concert with other member nations should:

—^Make a thorough financial analysis of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency to determine whether it can absorb increased U.S. 
monetary and in-kind assistance effectively.

—Propose that the international agency establish standards for the 
number of inspectors needed for effective and efficient inspections 
and that each country accredit euough inspectors to meet those, 
standards.

Several ways to obtain more information about the effectiveness of 
international safeguards are shown on page 26.̂

The Congress should provide no additional special funding for In
ternational Atomic Energy Agency safeguards beyond that in the 
U.S.-assessed share and normal voluntary contribution without ob
taining formal assurances from the executive branch that the inter
national agency can use monetary and in-kind assistance effectively. 
Moreover, the Congress should also include as two of the objectives of 
any nuclear non-proliferation legislation, (1) improvements in the 
U.S. domestic safeguards (material accountability) program as an 
example for the international community and (2) efforts to promote 
a greater role for the International Atomic Energy Agency in the ac
tivities to improve global physical security of nuclear material.

Maintaining U.S, Reliahility As A Supplier Of EnricTiment Services
The administration is proposing several actions to convince other 

nations that the United States is willing and able to supply their 
enriched uranium needs.

These proposals include lifting the temporary suspension of long
term enrichment services contracts, enacting legislation to guarantee 
enrichment services to any country that agrees to accept non-prolifera
tion controls, and expanding enrichment capacity by building an 
enrichment plant using the commercially untried centrifuge technol

* Not printed here.
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ogy. In another action, not specifically related to non-proliferation, 
legislation has been introduced which would allow the price for enrich
ment services to be increased substantially.

For the most part the actions proposed by the administration are 
generally sound steps toward assuring a reliable supplier posture. 
However, the decisions to use a new enrichment technology and to 
charge substantially higher prices could possibly work against reach
ing nuclear non-proliferation goals.

Questions about jfinancial and managerial arrangements for future 
enrichment facilities are the most important problems that, left un
resolved, could create the perception that the United States may not 
be a reliable long-term supplier. Decisions on such arrangements, as 
well as on the technology to be used, need to be made as quickly as 
possible to show that the United States is committed to being a relia
ble supplier. This would also contribute to better planning of the role 
of nuclear power in supplying this Nation’s energy needs.

The planned use of the new centrifuge process to increase U.S. en
richment capacity offers great potential over the gaseous diffusion 
process being used in existing plants. I f successful, the Government 
could reap significant economic and technological benefits from its 
decision to proceed with this process on a commercial basis. However, 
if centrifuge technology does not live up to the administration’s expec
tations, this Nation’s ability to be a reliable supplier and achieve its 
non-proliferation objectives could be impaired.

The Congress should:

—Establish reporting guidelines to closely monitor the progress 
of the planned centrifuge plant.

—Before enacting legislation permitting a substantial increase in 
the price of enrichment services consider the effect on non-pro
liferation goals.

—Make a timely decision about fmancial and managerial arrange
ments for future enrichment plants beyond the planned Govern
ment centrifuge plant.

Deferring Reprocessing
On April 7, the President decided to indeJfinitely defer commercial 

reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel because the proliferation risks from 
commercialization of this process in the United States outweighed 
foreseeable benefits.

The President hoped his decision would set an example for other 
nations by forgoing the commercialization of a technology this Na
tion has used successfully for military and research purposes.

Too many questions and issues surround reprocessing to justify 
commercializing this technology at this time. Although some economic 
penalty may be incurred, commercialization can be deferred until a 
decision is reached on the necessity for a commercial breeder reactor
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industry—a decision that need not be made for perhaps 7 to 10 years. 
Keprocessing cannot now be justified because its benefits do not out
weigh its proliferation risks.

I f  the demonstration of commercial reprocessing and the commer
cialization of reprocessing itself are deferred, there would be time to 
answer such questions as:

—Are alternatives to reprocessing technically, socially, politically, 
and economically viable ?

— Âre the actions of the United States having the desired effect on 
other nations to decrease proliferation risks ?

—^How extensive are U.S. uranium resources ?

—Can technology and procedures be developed to adequately protect 
special nuclear material from diversion ?

Although costly commercial demonstration, or commercialization 
itself, is not now desirable, preliminary research and development 
efforts on a level supportive of the total liquid metal fast breeder 
reactor research and development program should be pursued.

The Department of Energy should (1) request congressional ap
proval to begin preliminary design work on commercial-sized waste 
solidification and plutonium conversion demonstration facilities and 
(2) develop a backup plan for demonstrating or commercializing re
processing technology in the event technical alternatives are not accept
able. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission should complete its review 
to determine the acceptability of commerical reprocessing and should 
expand its scope to include reviews of alternatives to current tech
nology. It should, however, defer any irrevocable decision until the 
future course of the liquid metal fast breeder reactor program is more 
clearly defined and the feasibility of alternatives to reprocessing is 
determined.

The Congress should not authorize funds for commercially demon
strating or commercializing reprocessing technology, at least until 
technical alternatives are evaluated, but should recognize the need for 
a viable research and development program for nuclear fuel 
reprocessing.

Controlling Spent Nuclear Fuel
Gaining control over foreign spent fuel may be one of the most ef

fective means of controlling nuclear proliferation. Because of its posi
tion as a major supplier, the United States may be in a position to in
fluence use of spent fuel by other countries. GAO examined several 
courses of action. One—spent fuel disposal—is an unlikely proposition 
since material with potentially high economic and energy value would 
be lost, thus precluding a country from extending dwindling supplies 
of uranium.

Two others—return of spent fuel to supplier nations and interna
tional storage centers—offer significant potential for reducing the
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possibility of nuclear weapons proliferation. However, a number of 
unresolved issues must first be addressed.

The United States has not solved the problems associated with stor
ing domestic spent fuel and wastes and has not made a final decision 
on reprocessing. Until these problems are more nearly resolved, no 
definite commitment should be made to bring foreign spent fuel into 
this country. A number of political and legal questions also must be 
answered before multinational spent fuel storage facilities could be 
established.

According to Energy Eesearch and Development Administration 
officials, studies have been completed and others recently begun on the 
multifaceted ramifications of returning spent fuel to the United States 
as well as participating in an international spent fuel storage center. 
When the ongoing studies are completed, the Department of State, 
in consultation with the Department of Energy and the Nuclear Eegu- 
latory Commission, should propose to the President a U.S. policy on 
the disposition of U.S.-supplied foreign spent fuel.

The Congress should be consulted during the formulation of such a 
policy and should review the administration’s detailed analysis of the 
international and domestic impact of each option before the United 
States announces any policy directive concerning the return of foreign 
spent fuel or participation in international spent fuel storage centers.

Agency Oomments
Oral comments on this report were obtained from the Department 

of State, Energy Eesearch and Development Administration, Nuclear 
Eegulatory Commission, and Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
The Nuclear Eegulatory Commission staff also provided written com
ments which are included as appendix III.® Agency conmients have 
been incorporated throughout the report.

Interview of Presidential Assistant for National Security Affairs 
Brzezinski: Nuclear Weapons [Extract], October 9, 1977 ^

Kissinger has argued that nuclear superiority is meaningless in an 
age of overldll,  ̂Many peo'ple consider him %oronĝ  hut I  wonder where 
you stamd on that issue ?

I  don’t consider nuclear superiority to be politically meaningless. I  
can fully acknowledge the fact that at a certain point strategic weap
onry ceases to exercise military significance in terms of marginal dif
ferences and consequences, if used. However, the perception by others 
or by oneself of someone else having quote unquote strategic superiority

® Not printed here.
 ̂Washington Post, Oct. 9,1977.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 7 PP. 250, 261, 500 ff.
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can influence political behavior. It can induce some countries to act in 
a fashion that sometimes has been described as “Finlandization.” And 
it can induce self-imposed restraint on the party that feels weaker 
and, last but not least, it can induce the party that feels that it enjoys 
strategic superiority to act politically in a more assertive fashion. In 
other words, it has the potential for political exploitation even if in an 
actual warfare situation the differences may be at best, or at worst, on 
the margin.

So you donH thinJc we are in a state of ohvious military halancê  that 
these small changes that are being argued over are in a sense peripheral^ 
that the general essentials of agreement are being lost in a debate thaVs 
raging around marginal issues?

I wouldn’t say the debate, if you’re talking about strategic arms limi
tations talks, is raging around perpheral issues. It’s raging—although 
I wouldn’t use the word raging—I don’t think it’s a raging debate, it’s 
a serious discussion—around rather central issues. Namely, what kind 
of systems are the Soviets deploying which are most threatening to us 
and viewed by us as most destabilizing in the strategic situation, and 
what kind of systems that we may be deploying now or in the future 
are similarly perceived by the Soviets. The name of the game is ta 
identify these concerns, to understand each other’s concerns and then to> 
try to strike up an arrangement that is responsive to these concerns 
while at the same time being symmetrical in its numerical expression 
and in its political perception. The cumulative need to deal with these 
three areas: responsiveness to concerns, numerical symmetry, and 
equality in political perception, given the differentiated kinds of sys
tems we have, is such that it’s really very difficult to reach a quick agree
ment. Even with the best of will on both our sides. And I happen to 
believe that there is the best of will on both sides. I think, in fact I  
Imow, that we’re negotiating in good faith and very much want to 
reach an agreement. From everything I have seen in my dealings with 
the Soviets, they are similarly motivated.

Do you honestly think  ̂ in the final analysis  ̂ as a human beinĝ  a 
Christian  ̂a father  ̂you dould actually recommend to the President to 
push the button and hill millions of people?

I don’t know whether I would. Certainly I think I would and I cer
tainly think I would without too much hesitation if I thought that 
someone else was launching a nuclear attack on me. Because if I didn’t 
have the conviction that I have the determination and the will to do it, 
I  think I would enhance the probability of war, by eliminating the 
deterrent effect.

Even though that might maJce the chance of the regeneration of 
human society that rrmch more difficulty even impossible?

Well, first of all, that really is baloney. And I do emphasize the 
importance of the deterrent effect, namely that no one should ever
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calculate that they can launch a nuclear attack on someone without 
suffering the consequences. That’s essentially important. As far as hu
man society and all that is concerned, it sounds great in a rally. The 
fact of the matter is—and I don’t want this to be understood as justi
fying the use of nuclear weapons, because we don’t want to use them 
and we’re not going to use them first in an attack— t̂he fact of the 
matter is that if we used all our nuclear weapons and the Eussians used 
all of their nuclear weapons, about 10 per cent of hmnanity would be 
killed. Now this is a disaster beyond the range of human comprehen
sion. It’s a disaster which is not morally justifiable in whatever fash
ion. But descriptively and analytically, it’s not the end of humanity. 
It’s not the destruction of humanity. People like to use slogans and 
therefore one of the most frequently used slogans is that the United 
States and the Soviet Union have in their power to decimate, to de
stroy humanity.

TFeZZ, Kissinger himself used to say that.
It just happens not to be true. It’s a good thing to say, however, be

cause it enhances one’s reluctance and repugnance for the use of nuclear 
weapons. And I am all in favor of that. But I am not in favor of giv
ing one party the capacity to say to somebody else: ‘‘If you don’t do 
this we’ll destroy you.” Because I don’t think in that context the world 
would long be stable.

I just think it nmst be a hind of feculiar courage  ̂a peculiar psyche  ̂
that convinces oneself you could actually do it, It ŝ one thing to be a 
professor at Columbia writing about it . . .

Do you have children ?

/  have two little girls  ̂yes.
If somebody killed one of those girls, would you be able to kill that 

person?

Oĥ  I think sô  but the scale and proportions are totally different.
Not at all. The reaction is exactly the same thing. Namely, if you see 

something, which is totally unwarranted, morally repugnant, com
pletely unjustifiable, you’d react in a strong way. You’d protect these 
children. When you reach public office in which you’re responsible for 
the security of your country, you have to be able to make it very clear 
to anyone who threatens the survival of that country that this is not 
an act which one can undertake with impunity.

You donH find it emotionally difficult to make that jump?
Not at all. Not in the least. I f  I did, I would feel I shouldn’t be here.
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Agreement Between the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom 
on Avoiding an Accidental Outbreak of Nuclear War, Octo
ber 10, 1977"

The government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the 
government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland,

cognizant of the destructive consequences of any nuclear war and 
of the particular responsibility incumbent on the Soviet Union and 
the United Kingdom as nuclear powers to undertake all possible meas
ures to avoid the threat of an outbreak of such a war,

have agreed to the following:

Art, 1.—Each of the sides assumes the obligation to continue to im
plement and, in cases where it finds it necessary, to improve existing 
oi'ganizational and technical measures in order to avoid an accidental 
or unsanctioned use of a nuclear weapon under its control.

Art. 2.—Both sides assume an obligation to immediately inform 
one another of any accidental occurrence or other unexplained or un
sanctioned incident capable of resulting in the explosion of one of 
their military nuclear devices or capable in some other fashion of 
creating the threat of an outbreak of nuclear war. In the case of such 
an incident the side with the nuclear weapon involved will immedi
ately make every effort to take the necessary measures to disarm or 
destroy such a weapon without its causing damage.

Art, 3.—In the case of an incident of the sort mentioned in Art. 2 
of the present agreement, each side assumes the obligation to act in 
such a way as to reduce the possibility of an incorrect interpretation 
of its activities by the other side. In such situations each of the sides 
will inform the other side of, or will request from it, the information 
that it considers necessary.

Art, —To transmit or request urgent information in situations re
quiring rapid clarification, the sides will utilize a direct communica
tions link between the governments.

Art, 5,—The present agreement takes effect the day it is signed.

In witness whereof the representatives of the two sides, duly em
powered by their governments, have signed the present agreement.

Enacted in two copies in the city of ]\Ioscow, Oct. 10, 1977, each 
in both the Russian and English languages, with both texts having 
equal authority.—[signed] For the government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, A. Gromyko ; for the government of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Xorthern Ireland, D. Ow en .

 ̂Pravda, Oct. 11, 1977; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIX, no. 41, 
(Nov. 9. 1977). pp. 24-25. The a.i?reement was concluded during: the Oct. 9-11 
visit of British Foreign Minister Owen at the invitation of the Soviet government
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Statement by Israeli Foreign Minister Dayan Before the United 
Nations General Assembly: Arms Limitation and Establish
ment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East, 
October 10, 1977"

Ever since it joined the United Xations some 28 ĵ ears ago, Israel 
has steadily supported all significant moves by this Organization to 
promote and to propagate the limitation of armaments on a global 
scale. Although disarmament has always been closely linked with 
security, Israel is prepared to play its part in the reduction of the 
arms race in the Middle East.

In the past three years, an estimated $US 7.5 billion in arms supplies 
have been delivered by East and West to Arab countries in the vicinity 
of Israel. In addition, about $US 22 billion worth of arms was con
tracted for by Arab States for delivery from the end of 1976 onwards. 
Israel is ready to enter into an agreement on arms limitation with all 
the States in the Middle East.

With regard to another crucial aspect of disarmament, Israel has 
frequently called on its Arab neighbours to join it in direct negotia
tions with a view to establishing a nuclear-free zone in the Middle 
East. Indeed, on this issue as on others, the Foreign Minister of Egypt, 
Mr. Falimy, has deliberately misled this Assembly. Israel firml}̂  be
lieves that such negotiations should lead to the conclusion of a formal, 
contractual, multilateral convention between all the States of the 
region, on the lines of such notable precedents as the establishment of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America and the proposals for 
similar agreements in the areas of south Asia and the south Pacific. 
Unfortunately, the Arab States have totally rejected this call by Israel 
which, after all, is in the interests of all the people of the Middle East. 
On this occasion I repeat our proposal.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Strategic Arms 
Limitations [Extract], October 14, 1977^

M i s s il e  S y s t e m s

Q, ilr . President, when Safeguard went doAvn the tube a few years 
ago when we negotiated the SALT agreement, since then the tech
nology has become pretty well obsolete. Is anything at all being done 
in the area of ABM’s, other than some studies going on back in Hunts-

" A/32/PV.27, Oct. 10, 1977, pp. 68-71.
 ̂Weeicly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Oct. 24, 1977, pp. 1561-1562,
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ville ? I believe there’s no hardware in production. Are we putting all 
our eggs in the basket of negotiation ? How long would it take us to 
gear up, for instance, if we should discover that the other side is 
putting an ABM system into place?

The President. Well, as you know, we have the right to build ABM’s, 
if we choose. In the original negotiation, both sides agreed that they 
could build two. Later, the Soviets decided to build one. We almost 
finished one out in the Dakotas.

About a year ago, before I went into office, a decision was made to 
decommission the one in the Dakotas. The Soviets still have an ABM 
system, antiballistic missile system, around Moscow. I think they feel 
that if they hadn't already built it, that it would not be a warranted 
expenditure.

I believe that because of the advent of many technological improve
ments—the MIEV’d weapon is the most obvious— t̂hat an antiballistic 
missile system, compared to its cost, is simply not effective. So, we 
have an adequate means for verifying compliance with nuclear agree
ments— n̂ot perfect. We can accurately assess the location of missile 
silos. We can accurately maintain an inventory of submarines that are 
used for ballistic missile firing. We can count the number of missiles 
that are on each submarine. We can monitor their testing program 
and determine when missiles are improved. We have fairly accurate 
estimates of their range.

It’s very difficult to discern when a missile has one warhead or 
multiple warheads on the same missile. But we’ve reached an agree
ment with the Soviets that, if they ever MIRV one missile of a type, 
that all missiles in that type are assumed to already have been 
MIRV’d, so that we don’t have to say, “You have got 300 missiles of 
this land—100 have been MIRV’d and 200 have not.” If they MIRV 
the first group of those missiles, we just assume that all of them have 
been MIRV’d.

So, there are some things that you can’t confirm. But I would say 
that the balance between those is of equal concern to us and the Soviets.

The new era of cruise missiles is one that opens up an additional 
difficulty of verification. It’s hard to look at a cruise missile from a 
satellite and determine how far it can go. And it’s hard to look at a 
cruise missile from a satellite to determine whether it’s got a nuclear 
warhead on it or a conventional warhead.

This is a new technological era that we’re just approaching, and 
this is one of the difficulties of the present SALT negotiations. But I  
would say that our verification capability is adequate, that we do not 
have a handicap in the inadequacies that exceed the handicap of the 
Soviets.

Q, But there is no research and development in any kind of a system 
based upon these theories?

The President, Yes, there is a constant research and development on 
better means of verification. And, of course, if we do get a comprehen
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sive test ban in effect that would prohibit any level of explosion of a 
military weapon, then that would be much more difficult to discern 
. . . .  I think you would have a hundred percent capability of a 150,- 
000-ton weapon. But if you tested, say, a 20-ton weapon, it would be 
very difficult to detect if you wanted to conceal it.

I  think you also ought to remember, though—I don’t want to over
emphasize this— b̂oth we and the Soviets recognize that if we ever cheat 
and get caught, that the consequences are very severe. And there’s a 
mutual trust that has to be maintained based on maximum verifica
tion—not just word, but confirmation.

But if Ŷe ever detected specifically, that the Soviets had deliberately 
violated a written agreement, it would destroy the tenuous, mutual 
confidence that’s so imperative. And the Soviets recognize this, and so 
do we.

When I met with Secretary Kissinger about a year ago, after I was 
elected and before I was inaugurated, I asked him if he knew of any 
instance where the specific agreement between us and the Soviets had 
ever been violated. He said no, that he had never known of an instance 
of that kind, that in some cases the SALT negotiations had not been as 
specifically worded as they should have been and new technologies had 
come along later that were not covered in the original agreements, but 
both sides had taken advantage of those so-called loopholes. But it was 
so important that we not cheat and get caught because of the cata
strophic consequences of that, that he thought except when you actually 
were going to attack, that that would be highly unlikely.

Interview of Secretary of State Vance on NBC News ‘‘Meet the 
Press” : Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extract], October 16, 
1977"

Mr. Smith: Last spring ow of the major elements of the arms control 
proposal you put hefore the Soviets in Moscow was a sharp limitation 
on their hea/oy missile  ̂ the SS-18. We understand that in the latest 
tentative agreement that you have been working out with the Soviets  ̂
you have dropped that limitation. "Why has the Administration made 
that hind of a large concession to the Russians?

Secretary Vance: I am not going to go into detail, but I  would very 
much like to answer your question in general terms.

Insofar as heavy missiles are concerned, they are a matter of concern. 
But the main matter of concern is the total number of missiles which 
contain multiple warheads—so-called MIKV missiles—and the im
portant thing is to reduce the total number of the MIRV missiles.

'^Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 31, 1977, p. 580. The interviewer was 
Hedrick Smith of the New York Times,
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For example, the so-called SS-19 missile—which is not the heaviest 
of the missiles—is a very dangerous missile because of its accuracy; in 
addition to the fact that it is quite a large missile although not quite as 
large as the SS-18—which is the largest of their missiles.

The most important thing, then, is to reduce the total number of 
MIRV missiles because they are the most dangerous thing in terms of 
a threat to the land-based systems in the United States.

Wliat we are seeking is stability, and by reducing the total number 
of MIRV missiles, we seek and achieve that objective—namely, obtain
ing a more stable balance.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, October 18, 1977^

Contemporary international life is extremely complex and diverse. 
Questions of economic, political, cultural, scientific and technical co
operation are extensively discussed in the course of various bilateral 
and multilateral talks, and more coimtries are becoming involved in 
these talks. With each passing day the mosaic of international life be
comes increasingly polychromatic. Yet if we try to single out, of the 
entire diversity of world politics, the most important and burning 
problem, it will indubitably be that of limiting the arms race and 
achieving disarmament. It affects all States without exception, what
ever their potential may be, whatever continent they may be located 
on, whatever social or economic system they may belong to.

The recently concluded general debate provides new evidence of 
the tremendous importance attached by States to the problem of dis
armament. There is hardlj’̂ anyone today who doubts that without lim
iting the arms race and without achieving disarmament it is difficult 
to achieve serious progress in economic and social development, in 
strengthening peace and international security, and in spreading and 
deepening international detente.

The problem of disarmament is not only the most urgent one but 
also, as historical experience shows, an extremely complex and, I would 
say, delicate problem. This is understandable, for it bears directly on 
the interests of State national security. Nevertheless, we are deeply 
convinced that the task of curbing the arms race is quite feasible pro
vided, of course, that all States show goodwill and willingness to reach 
agreement. This is indicated by the following fact. In the past 10 to 
15 years it has been possible to conclude some 20—and I would like to 
repeat this, some 20—bilateral and multilateral agreements in the field 
of limiting the arms race and of achieving disarmament.

True, those agreements have not stopped the arms race or reversed 
it, but they have placed certain limits on it, put up barriers in certain

^A/C.iy32/PV.7, pp. 27-51.
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areas of its development and narrowed down its scope. At tlie same 
time, they have refuted the sceptics who regarded and continue to 
regard the struggle for disarmament as a hopeless cause.

The recent intensification of various bilateral and multilateral talks 
on those questions reflects the increasing importance of disarmament 
questions in current world politics. For example, the conference to re
view the Treaty banning the emplacement of nuclear weapons and 
other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor 
and in the subsoil thereof, was held in Geneva last June. The confer
ence gave priority attention to questions of the further limitation of 
the arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor.^

The work of the Preparatory Committee for the special session on 
disarmament, which held three sessions this year, has been to a signifi
cant extent conducive to an intensified search for solutions to various 
problems of limiting the arms race and achieving disarmament. Within 
the framework of the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament 
Conference—and not only in that forum—consultations have contin
ued on the question of convening such a conference.

Along with the existing disarmament negotiation mechanisms such 
as—and primarily—the Soviet-United States Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks, the talks on the reduction of armed forces and armaments 
in Central Europe, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
and some others, important questions of arms limitation have been 
under consideration lately in the course of trilateral Soviet-British- 
American talks on general and complete prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests and at various bilateral Soviet-American consultations.

It should also be noted that in the course of many bilateral negotia
tions, including talks at the highest level, questions of limiting the 
arms race and achieving disarmament have been the centrepiece and, 
in a number of instances, were concluded with the adoption of im
portant documents. We should like to refer in the first place to the 
Soviet-French declaration on the non-proliferation of nuclear weap
ons, adopted during the talks between Leonid Brezhnev, General Sec
retary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, President of the Praesidium of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR, and Giscard d’Estaing, President of France,  ̂as well as to the 
agreement between the Governments of the USSR and the United 
Kingdom on the prevention of an accidental outbreak of nuclear war, 
concluded in Moscow a few days ago on 10 October during the visit 
of the British Foreign Secretary to the Soviet Union.^

A major event in the efforts to limit the anns race was the signing 
last May of the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, which 
has now been signed by more than 35 States.®

* See ante, pp. 398-401. 
® AntCy p. 372.
 ̂Ante, p. 618.
 ̂Ante, pp. 322-326. 
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It may be noted that some prosrress has been achieved in the course 
•of those talks and negotiations. The views of States on a number of 
disarmament questions have emerged more clearly, there has been 
some further narrowing of the positions between the parties, and it 
can be boldly asserted that today, with respect to many questions, the 
situation is better than it was yesterday.

However, the state of disarmament talks as a whole cannot satisfy 
us. As we all know, the arms race is continuing. A sizable propoiiion 
of the world’s material and human resources, which could be channelled 
towards the elimination of poverty, disease and hunger, that is, to
wards establishing better living conditions, is being used to manufac
ture arms. The statements by representatives of many countries in the 
general debate at the thirty-second session of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly have expressed deep concern on this score, and we share 
that concern. After all, in the past year alone some $350 billion have 
been spent in the world for the purpose of manufacturing arms. Cer
tain militaristic circles, acting on the false pretext of a so-called “Soviet 
threat” are making desperate efforts to cover up their policy of start
ing a new round of the arms race. Let us speak frankly and say that, 
representing as they do an aggressive line in international politics, 
they are seeking to halt the process of detente.

Particular concern is aroused by the continuing production of new 
types of weapons of mass destruction. A great deal has already been 
said, inter alia at this session of the General Assembly, about the 
development of the cruise missile and the neutron bomb, with the 
neutron bomb being extolled as a “miracle weapon”. It is stressed that 
this bomb leaves intact buildings and equipment, while killing every 
living thing. There have been attempts to advertise this weapon as 
“humane”, although the very use of the concept “humane” in con
nexion with the neutron bomb seems monstrous, against the back
ground of the destructive effects of its radiation on living organisms.

So sometimes a rather strange picture seems to emerge. It is pro
posed that the disarmament talks should be stepped up and agreements 
reached on a number of aims limitation questions, while on the other 
hand attempts are made to support and encourage not only the build
up of nuclear capability, but also development of new types of weap
ons of mass destruction. This may lead to a situation where such a 
new generation of nuclear weapons will be impossible to control. Such 
a prospect runs totally counter to the interests of peace and interna
tional security.

The policy of building up military arsenals and the gap between 
words and deeds in politics create, as many politicians aclaiowledge, 
considerable difficulties at the talks on questions of limiting the arms 
race and achieving disarmament. Only constructive proposals based on 
a realistic approach will contribute to solving the complex problems 
of limiting the arms race and achieving disarmament.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, our position is well known. 
It is consistent and based on principle. During the 60 years of the
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existence of the Soviet State, its foreign policy has been oriented 
towards ensuring peace and security for our country and for all coun
tries and peoples. We should like to recall that, more than 50 years 
ago, in November 1927, the USSE, for the first time in the history of 
mankind, put forward a concrete programme of general and complete 
disarmament and it is not our fault that this programme has not 
been implemented.

The struggle to stop the arms race and to achieve disarmament, up 
to and including general and complete disarmament, was and remains 
one of the major guidelines in the foreign policy activities of the Soviet 
Government. ‘‘To work to stop the growing arms race so dangerous to 
peace, to staii: reducing the stockpiles of weapons and to begin dis
armament”—this is how the Twenty-Fifth Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union formulated one of the fundamental goals of 
our State in international relations. If we put together all the pro
posals made by the Soviet Union in the post-war period on questions 
of strengthening international security and achieving disarmament, 
they will make up more than one bulky volume.

In the new Constitution adopted on 7 October 1977, the peaceful 
foreign policy course of the Soviet Union is laid down in clear terms 
in a chapter on foreign policy. It states directly that the Soviet Union 
seeks to achieve general and complete disarmament. In other words, 
the stmggle for general and complete disarmament is enshrined in the 
fundamental law of the Soviet State.

The Soviet Union is ready, as before, to agree on the most drastic 
disarmament measures. Of course, universal peace and security can 
best be guaranteed only by general and complete disarmament under 
strict and effective international control for this is the paramount and 
the ultimate goal of all the efforts of States. It is to be regretted that 
so far it has not been possible to achieve tliis because of the opposition 
of the enemies of detente and disarmament. No one will deny, however, 
that progTess in this direction must be made.

The Soviet Union, without losing sight of the main task, constantly 
advocates partial measures to limit the arms race. Sometimes, certain 
measures of this kind become the object of skeptical utterances to the 
effect that they allegedly lead away from the main goal. We do not 
share tliis scepticism, although we are second to no one in wishing to 
achieve more. Partial measures are quite important per se in their own 
right. It is necessarj  ̂ to ensure, however, that their implementation 
pushes back the danger of war, alleviates the burden of the arms race 
and leads to reduction of the military arsenals of States.

The centrepiece among these measures is unquestionably the cessa
tion of the arms race and prevention of the danger of nuclear war. The 
head of the Soviet delegation, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Soviet Union, Mr. Andrei A. Gromyko, speaking from the high ros
trum of the General Assembly at its cuiTent session, reaffirmed the

League of Nations Secretariat. Documents of the Preparatory Commission for 
the Disarmament Conference, series V, pp. 9-12.
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readiness of the Soviet Union to sit down at any time at the negotiat
ing table with all the other nuclear Powers in order to consider the 
problem of nuclear disarmament in all its aspects and jointly to elabo
rate concrete ways and means of its practical solution. On the question 
of preventing the danger of nuclear war, the Soviet Union has sub
mitted a draft resolution, contained in document A/C.1/32/L.2, which 
is to be considered by the First Committee under the item “Deepening 
and Consolidation of International Detente and Prevention of the 
Danger of Nuclear War”/  We express the hope that that document 
will be carefully studied by delegations and that it will receive broad 
support.

One of the most important moves in reducing the threat of nuclear 
war is that of strengthening the regime of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. The spread of nuclear weapons from country to 
country will not strengthen the security of any one of them but will 
merely generate illusions and increase the likelihood of an outbreak of 
nuclear conflict, albeit an accidental one. That is why further efforts 
are required to find a universal solution to this problem.

The Soviet Union attaches exceptional importance to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and more than 100 States 
are already parties to it. The seven years during which the Treaty has 
been in force show that it is an effective instrument in strengthening 
the security of peoples and preventing the further spread of the 
nuclear threat. The Non-Proliferation Treaty is, at the same time, a 
solid foundation for the development of international co-operation in 
the nuclear field and serves the interests of economic development of 
States. The countries that sincerely desire to use nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes have no grounds whatsoever—and, indeed, cannot 
have any— t̂o refuse to accede to the Treaty.^

It should not be overlooked, however, that not all the nuclear Powers 
have yet become parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Some non- 
nucleai* States capable of developing their own nuclear weapons owing 
to their scientific, technological and industrial potential, are also avoid
ing pai’ticipation in it. Tlie thi*eat of nuclear war would immeasurably 
increase if such States were to involve themselves in the process of de
veloping these weapons, and this possibility does exist. It is evidenced 
by the preparations for nuclear-weapon tests now under wa}̂  ̂in South 
Africa. It is the duty of all States and of the United Nations to take ef
fective steps to prevent that country from developing nuclear weapons. 
Atomic weapons in the hands of the racist regime of Pretoria would 
create a direct threat to the security of African States and would re
sult in a sharp escalation of instability and tension in southern Africa. 
It would be a direct [threat?] to African countries whose desire to 
make their continent a non-nuclear zone has been supported by the 
United Nations on more than one occasion.

Ante, pip. 585-586.
® For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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At present, peaceful uses of nuclear energy are rapidly developing 
throughout the world. Many States underscore their interest in en
suring broad international co-operation in this field. This is a legiti
mate demand, and we support it. The Soviet Union is an advocate of 
developing such co-operation and is prepared to share its experience 
as well as its scientific and technical knowledge in the field of modern 
nuclear technology. At the same time, we realize that the accumulation 
of plutonium in the process of operating nuclear power stations, as well 
as the expansion of international exchange in nuclear materials, equip
ment and technology—particularly in view of the fact that countries 
that have not assumed obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
are also taking part in such exchanges—create possibilities for the de
velopment of nuclear weapons by those that do not have them. This is 
far from being a commercial question. It is above all a political one, a 
question of international security.

Xuclear exports must not become a channel for proliferation of nu
clear weapons. Special responsibility rests, of course, with those States 
which are nuclear suppliers. They have already taken certain steps to 
reinforce nuclear expoit controls. These measures are not in the least 
discriminatory and do not impede the development of co-operation in 
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. On the contrary, they open up new 
possibilities for such co-operation since compliance with such measures 
will dispel the fears of supjDlier States that their supplies will be used 
for the purpose of developing nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Union considers the adoption of further effective meas
ures to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons to be one of the 
most important international tasks. Controls by the so-called “London 
Club’’ over nuclear exports must be strengthened and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) systems of guarantees must be 
further consolidated and improved.

General and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests is 
another pressing task which is ripe for solution in all of its aspects, in
cluding that of effective control. I f qualitative improvement of nuclear 
weapons is to be stopped and the arms race slowed down, nuclear- 
weapons tests must be ended as soon as possible. The problem of a test 
ban has been a prominent subject for a long time at the arms limitation 
talks, in the United Nations General Assembly where it is discussed 
every year, in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and, 
quite recently, in the trilateral talks among the USSE, the United 
States and Great Britain, which began in Geneva in July of this year. 
Lately the discussion of this problem has markedly intensified, and this 
we welcome.

The Soviet Union is doing everything in its power to achieve a com
plete test ban and is showing a flexible approach in overcoming the 
obstacles which existed for many years. We all know that in 1975 the 
Soviet Union drew up and submitted to the United Nations for discus
sion a draft treaty on the general and complete prohibition of nuclear
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weapons tests.  ̂ The resolution adopted by the thirtieth session of the 
General Assembly called on all the nuclear Powers to proceed without, 
delay to negotiations on the conclusion of such a treaty.̂ ® It is to be 
regretted that, despite the consent of the USSR and a representative 
group of non-nuclear countries to take part in the negotiations, they 
have not yet started because of lack of enthusiasm on the part of the 
other nuclear Powers. At present three nuclear Powers are, in effect, 
conducting talks on the prohibition of nuclear weapons tevsts. Of course, 
this problem can be dealt with most effectively only with the participa
tion of all the nuclear Powers.

In our view, the Soviet draft treaty is a good basis for the prepara
tion of a relevant agreement. Taking into consideration the wishes 
expressed by a number of countries, the thirty-first session of the 
General Assembly amended this draft so as to make possible a com
promise on the question of verifying compliance with treaty provi-̂  
sions on the basis of voluntary on-site inspection. As we understand it,, 
this proposal has been widely acclaimed.^^

Today we are taking another major step. We are declaring our 
readiness to have the future treaty signed initially by three nuclear 
Powers only: the USSR, the United States and Great Britain. In so 
doing, they would announce a moratorium on nuclear weapons tests 
for a specified period as agreed among themselves.

We sometimes hear the view expressed that agreement on ending 
nuclear weapons tests will be effective only if peaceful nuclear explo
sions are banned at the same time. In our view peaceful nuclear explo
sions, because of their great economic importance, should not be dealt 
with in the same category as nuclear weapons tests; a nuclear test-ban 
treaty should allow for peaceful underground nuclear explosions, of 
course in accordance with the Non-Proliferation Treaty. We are con
vinced that it is possible to rule out safely the possibility of peaceful 
nuclear explosions being used for the development, imj)rovement or 
testing of nuclear weapons. This problem has been effectively solved, 
as is known, in the Soviet-American treaty on peaceful underground 
nuclear explosions.^^

The Soviet Union is convinced that new efforts are needed to achieve 
an international agreement on the prohibition of all types of nuclear 
weapons tests. In our view this question can be most successfully dealt 
with in accordance with resolution 3478 (X X X ) with the participation 
of all the nuclear Powers in the framework of the United Natio îs. We 
expect that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament will deal 
with it with renewed effort in general, and also when it takes up the 
study of international co-operation in detecting and identifying seismic 
phenomena in which Soviet experts, along with those from other 
countries, are taking an active part.

® lUd., 1975, pp. 486-490.
TUd., pp. 793-798.
Thid., 1976. pp. 820-824, 941-942. 

“ Ibid., pp. 328-348.
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The debate at the current session of the United Nations General 
Assembly and the work of the Conference of the Committee on Dis-̂  
armament in 1977 indicate that the prohibition of the development, 
production and stock-piling of chemical weapons and the destruction 
of existing stocks continues to be one of the pressing issues related ta 
curbing the arms race and disarmament. Agreement on the destruction 
of chemical weapons would become an important new measure of real 
disarmament.

For many years now the Soviet Union has been seeking a radical 
solution to the question of banning tliis extremely dangerous type of 
weapon of mass destruction. In 1972 a group of Socialist countries 
submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament a draft 
international convention dealing with this problem.^  ̂ At that time 
many Western countries were opposed to the draft. Yet as delegates 
and experts go deeper and in greater detail into the question of pro
hibiting chemical weapons, the approach of the Socialist countries, 
which from the very beginning have advocated a comprehensive ban 
on this type of weapon, appears to be more and more justified. In our 
view, the 1972 draft convention remains the most acceptable basis for 
future work, particularly with regard to the scope of the prohibition* 
In circumstances where some of our partners to the negotiations did 
not agree to an extensive ban of chemical weapons, the Soviet Union 
expressed its readiness to seek, as a first step, agreement on the pro
hibition and destruction of the most dangerous and lethal types of 
such weapons. In the matter of chemical weapons, the Soviet Union 
is prepared to go as far as the other participants in the negotiations 
are willing to go.

As regards verification of compliance with the possible agreement, 
the Soviet Union regards as necessary the observance of such conditions 
whereby verification measures would not infringe the sovereign rights 
of participating States and would not result in a disclosure of commer
cial secrets among others. To meet those requirements control must 
obviously be based on national means of verification in combination 
with some additional international procedures.

As we know, the issue of banning chemical weapons has been the 
subject of intensive negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament as 
well as in the bilateral talks between the USSE and the United States 
in Geneva where they discussed a possible joint initiative on the con
clusion of an international convention on this subject. In 1977 alone 
several rounds of bilateral talks were held. The exchange of views on 
all aspects of a possible joint initiative has been useful; the two sides 
now have a fuller understanding of the possible scope of the prohibition 
to be included in the convention and also of procedural aspects of im
plementation, including the question of verification.

We should like to express the hope that discussion at the current 
session of the United Nations General Assembly of the question of

m a ., 1972, pp. 120-124.
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banning chemical weapons will give fresh impetus to the talks on the 
subject. For its part the Soviet Union will do its utmost to speed up 
agreement on this new important international convention.

The initiative of concluding an international agreement prohibiting 
the development and production of new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction, advanced by the Soviet Union at the thirtieth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly, has for two years now 
been under active discussion in various international forums.^  ̂ In 
summing up the results of those discussions it can be said that some 
headway has been made, although not as rapidly as might be expected 
in view of the importance and urgency of the problem. And the fact 
that its solution brooks no delay is becoming increasingly clear.

This year’s consideration of the Soviet proposal by the Committee on 
Disarmament, in which government experts took part, demonstrates 
that a lot has been done in the study of substantive aspects of the prob
lem and possible approaches to its solution.

The Soviet Union reigards the conclusion of a comprehensive agree
ment as the most effective way of eliminating the danger of develop
ing new types of weapons of mass destruction. Given the history of the 
evolution of science in the world—^which attests to the impossibility 
of sometimes predicting scientific discoveries, especially those that 
bear on the fundamental laws of nature— ŵe believe that appropriate 
steps must be taken now so as to make sure that new and more dan
gerous means of mass destruction will not emerge.

In view of the need to reach agreement without delay, the Soviet 
Union, on 9 [81 August 1977, submitted to the Committee on Disarma
ment an amended draft agreement on the prohibition of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction.^® That draft took into 
account the wishes expressed by a number of participants in the talks. 
We suggested, inter aliâ  new language for the general definition of 
the subject of the ban based on the 1948 formula of the United 
Nations Commission on Conventional Armaments.^® Moreover, to 
make more concrete the subject of the ban a supplement has been added 
to the text of the agreement containing a specific list of types of 
weapons to be banned; it is envisaged that the list may be expanded in 
future if necessary. A special provision has been included to the effect 
that along with the general agreement prohibiting the development 
and production of new types and systems of weapons of mass de
struction, separate agreements banning specific types of such weapons 
may also be concluded.

Simultaneously, the question of prohibiting the development and 
production of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction 
has been examined in the Soviet-American consultations, which dealt

lUd., 1975, pp. 800-803.
See ante, pp. 493-496.
The 1948 formula has been reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 19^5- 

1959, vol. I, p. 176.
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inter alia with drafting a separate agreement to ban radiological 
weapons.

I should like to express the hope that agreement will be reached as 
soon as possible with respect to the problem of prohibiting new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction. It would, we believe, 
be appropriate for the General Assembly to urge the reactivation of 
the talks on this sub j ect.

The work of the Preparatory Committee to convene a special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, created in ac
cordance with a decision of the thirty-first session, is an impressive in
dication of the lively interest of States in the question of disarmament. 
The Soviet Union reacted with understanding to the proposal to con
vene a special session of the General Assembly and took a most active 
part in the work of the Preparatory Committee. It was the first to 
reply to the questionnaire of the United Nations Secretary-General, 
and submitted its views on the purposes and objectives of the forth
coming special session in a letter from Andrei Gromyko, the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the USSR.^  ̂In our view that session must be
come an important international forum for extensive discussion of 
fundamental approaches to the solution of the problems of disarma
ment as well as of main guidelines for the priority efforts of States 
in this field.

Together with a number of socialist countries, the Soviet Union sub
mitted to the Preparatory Conmiittee for consideration drafts of final 
documents to be adopted by the special session: the declaration on 
disarmament and the programme of action.̂ ® In drawing up those 
documents it was the view of the socialist countries that the States 
Members of the United Nations are called upon to show greater re
sponsibility and to exert consistent and purposeful efforts to solve the 
problem of ensuring lasting peace and achieving disarmament.

In an effort to work in co-operation with other delegations, the 
sponsors also took into account proposals and views contained in the 
replies of a large number of States to the questionnaire of the United 
Nations Secretary-General on the matter of the special session, as 
well as working papers distributed during the work of the Preparatory 
Committee. We take the view that the drafting of an agreement on 
the basic documents of the forthcoming session, within the framework 
of the Preparatory Committee, will contribute to the success of the 
special session. It is our view that those documents should represent the 
outcome of the collective efforts of all those participating in the 
preparatory work. Guided by the aforementioned considerations, the 
sponsors from the socialist countries are prepared for a constructive 
discussion of the concrete proposals with other delegations.

We note with satisfaction that during the work of the Preparatory 
Committee, agreement was reached on recommendations covering prac-

A/32/60, Feb. 28,1977.
“ A/AC. 187/81, A/AC. 187/82, Sept. 7,1977.
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tically all organizational and procedural aspects of the special session. 
These recommendations are contained in its report. We should like to 
stress that in the Preparatory Committee—^which worked under the 
chairmanship of our friend, Mr. Carlos de Eozas, whom I welcome 
here on behalf of the Soviet delegation—all members of that body 
in general worked constructively and in a business-like fashion, and 
that all its recommendations were arrived at on the basis of consensus. 
I t is noteworthy that the Committee recommended the same decision- 
taldng procedure for the special session itself.

A major result of the work of the Preparatory Committee is the 
preparation of an agenda for the special session, which, as we know, 
provides, among other things, for the consideration of the question of 
convening a world disarmament conference. The attitude of the USSR  
to the world disarmament conference is well known: we have been 
consistently in favour of considering the problem of disarmament in 
its entirety, in the broadest and most authoritative forum, such as the 
world disarmament conference would be. Such a forum would be 
truly world-wide and could consider expertly and in the necessary 
depth the entire range of disarmament problems and take effective 
action thereon. The proposal to convene a world disarmament con
ference has enjoyed, and continues to enjoy, the support of the 
overwhelming majority of States, and this demonstrates the growing 
realization in the world of the need to convene such a Conference.

The agenda of the First Committee contains some 20 items dealing 
with limitation of the arms race and with disarmament. Many of them 
are highly complex, while on many of them there exist a great variety 
of views on the part of States. Nevertheless, we must make every ef
fort to narrow the differences and to take realistic decisions. It is 
only through the joint efforts of all States and of all peoples that it 
will be possible to put an end to the continuing arms race, to proceed 
with a genuine reduction of the stockpiled arsenals of the engines of 
destruction and to begin disarmament. As far as the Soviet delegation 
is concerned, it is prepared to co-operate constructively with all other 
delegations to that end.

Statement by ^he United States Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly [Extract], Octo
ber 18, 1977"

The circumstances under which we begin the consideration of 
disarmament issues this year contrast sharply with those that have pre
vailed throughout most of recent history. There is a sense of expecta
tion that after many years of talking and nibbling around the edges, 
real arms control and arms reductions are in the oflSng. This is not to

 ̂A/C.1/32/PV. 7, Oct. 19,1977, pp. 53-75.
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•denigrate the importance of such relatively recent agreements as the 
;Sea-Bed Arms Control Treaty  ̂ or the Environmental Modification 
Treaty,  ̂ but they were primarily preventive medicine aimed at kill
ing the virus before it could spread, so to speak. Now the prospects 
are growing in our arms control work for progress on the hard issues 
of curbing important weapons that already exist—of limiting them or 
of outlawing them altogether.

I can note with considerable satisfaction that what President Car
ter said in his inaugural address about the arms control objective of 
the United States,^ and what he said here at the United Nations in 
March, and again here at the United Nations just two weeks ago, was 
not rhetoric.® Things are happening across the entire range of dis
armament issues. Having come here directly from ongoing negotia
tions on two arms-control issues—chemical weapons and radiological 
weapons—I am keenly aware of the vigour and urgency with which 
these initiatives are being pursued. There are also, of course, other ne
gotiations in progress on other subjects which are of great interest to 
this body, about which I will have more to say later in this statement.

While as an American I am understandably proud of what my Grov- 
^ernment has been doing to advance the cause of disarmament during 
the past year, as a citizen of this small planet I am pleased that more 
countries than ever before are making positive contributions to our 
shared objectives.

Many countries from different areas of the world have had a hand 
in such actions as inspiring and organizing the special session on dis
armament, in seeking solutions to the special diiEculties of non-pro
liferation, and in promoting regional arms control approaches which 
could reduce tensions and increase stability.

In short, we are in a period of ferment of a very hopeful sort. For 
it is not a ferment based on overheated rhetoric or on unrealistic pro
posals. Eather, it is a ferment based on a new drive towards realiza
tion of many long-held hopes. It is based on the belief that we can 
harness the experience and imagination displayed in grappling with 
current problems to make even greater progress in the future— 
progress towards the ultimate goal of genuine disarmament and lasting 
peace.

The list of current items on the arms control agenda is long and 
extraordinarily far-reaching in its scope. Let me set out some thoughts 
on the ones that have been at the forefront of our concerns. I shall 
first deal with the nuclear issues, and, first among the nuclear issues, 
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT).

Turning back the strategic arms race is at once the paramount arms 
control enterprise and also a task of staggering difficulty. It is im
portant not only to the United States and the Soviet Union but to all 
countries, because of the high levels of nuclear weapons and delivery 
systems maintained by the two leading nuclear Powers and because

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1971, pp. 7-11.
® Ante, pp. 322-326.
* Ante, p. 20.
 ̂Ante, pp. 604-609.
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of the urgent need to decrease the rislcs and costs of competition in 
strategic arms. It is difficult because strategic arms limitations deal 
with weapon systems to which both natio!ns have attached the most 
fundamental security significance— b̂ut systems which have diverged 
widely because of differing perspectives and capabilities. The result
ing complex of technical issues in working out equitable and effective 
restraints is certainly unprecedented in any sustained negotiation 
among sovereign States.

Viewed from this perspective, progress made thus far can be said 
to be remarkable. While talks on strategic arms limitations were slow 
to start, by 1972 two significant agreements had been reached.

The Anti-Ballistic-Missile Treaty, banning nation-wide missile de
fence systems, is a milestone in curbing nuclear competition. It re
moved the very real prospect of a costly and destabilizing race to 
deploy anti-missile systems. It was a major accomplishment in its own 
right and a prerequisite for serious efforts to impose limits on offen
sive arms. Recently, in connexion with the five-year review of that 
Treaty, the United States and the Soviet Union jointly reaffirmed 
their vigorous support of that accord.®

The Interim Agreement, or SALT I accord, also signed in 1972,. 
served the essential purpose of limiting strategic competition while 
both sides sought a more meaningful and durable agreement limiting 
offensive nuclear forces."̂  Both sides have indicated that, pending 
further agreement, their conduct will continue to be guided by the 
limitations contained in this agreement.®

The new American Administration entered office determined to re
place the SALT I interim accord with a new SALT II treaty which 
would be a more meaningful and durable agreement. We wished to 
see if, together with the Soviet Union, we could negotiate a treaty 
which would go further than the 1974 Vladivostok understanding ® in 
prescribing reductions in jyresent strategic systems and restricting 
the development of some new systems. We pursued this approach at 
high levels when Secretary Vance visited Moscow last ]\Iarch and in 
the discussions between Foreign ISIinisters in Geneva last May.

As a result of the recent meetings in Washington between Soviet 
Foreign Minister Gromyko and President Carter and Secretary Vance, 
we now see a SALT II agreement taking shape. I f  such an agreement 
is concluded, as we hope it will be, it will lower the level of strategic 
arms on both sides, impose certain qualitative constraints on poten
tially destabilizing weapon developments and set the stage for even 
more substantial limitations in SALT HI. A new SALT II agreement 
would benefit the security interests of the United States and the Soviet 
Union, it would contribute to world security, and it would provide 
further stimulus for rapid progress in other areas of arms control.

®The text of the ABM treaty can be fonnd in Documents on Disarmament, 
1972, pp. 197-201. For the joint statement, see ante, pp. 579-580.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
® Ante, pp. 577-578.
'^Documents on Disarmament, 197Ii, pp. 746-747.
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Let me stress that what we are seeking are not agreements which 
merely channel competition in convenient directions. This has some
times been alleged, but nothing could be further from the truth. We 
seek significant disarmament. As President Carter has said, referring 
to nuclear weapons, ‘‘On a reciprocal basis we are willing now to 
reduce them by 10 per cent, 20 per cent or even 50 per cent.” Much 
time and dedicated effort will be needed to achieve reductions of this 
magnitude. But it should not be forgotten that already steps towards 
real disarmament have been achieved in SALT. The Anti-Ballistic- 
[Missile Treaty required dismantling of actual weapon systems then 
being deployed; and there is little doubt that a new SALT II agree
ment will involve cutbacks in present, as well as planned, weapon 
programmes.

SALT I led to SALT II. SALT II will lead to SALT IIL We want 
SALT to be an irreversible process in the cause of peace.

I turn now to the question of a comprehensive test ban. Twenty- 
three years have passed since Prime Minister Nehru voiced Ms con
cern over the development of nuclear weapons and called upon the 
nuclear-weapon Powers of the world to cease their nuclear experi
ments. Citing the “disastrous and horrible consequences” from the 
‘‘new weapons of unprecedented power”, he told the Indian Parliament 
in 1954:

I  have stated publicly as our view that these experiments, which . . . expose 
the nature of the horror and the tragedy . . . should cease.

He continued:

I  repeat that to be our considered position and it is our hope this view and the 
great concern it reflects, and which is world-wide, will evoke adequate and 
timely responses.^

The entire world was heartened when the test ban on nuclear explo
sions in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space was achieved 
in 1963 in the Treaty of Moscow,̂  ̂ and several years ago the United 
States and the Soviet Union were able to negotiate a threshold test 
ban prohibiting large underground tests.̂ ® But the goal of a compre
hensive test ban has continued to elude us.

Xow, today, we are perhaps nearer to achieving a complete halt in 
these experiments than at any time since Prime Minister Nehru issued 
his eloquent plea. Three of the world’s nuclear-weapon States— t̂he 
United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and the United States—are now 
engaged in serious negotiations directed towards achieving a compre
hensive test ban.

The issues involved in these negotiations are complex and difficult. 
They have repeatedly thwarted earlier efforts to achieve a negotiated 
test ban. We are, nevertheless, cautiously optimistic that they can be

p. 605.
 ̂Documen/ts on Disarmament  ̂ 19^5-1959  ̂ vol. t, pip. 408-411.

“ lUd., 1963, pp. 291-293.
1974, pp. 225-227.
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resolved. The participants in these negotiations are proceeding with a 
heightened sense of urgency and purpose. We hope that the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament will be able in the near future 
to begin consideration of the results of these trilateral negotiations.

The goal of a comprehensive test ban is to halt completely any 
testing which serves to advance nuclear weapon development any
where in the world. As President Carter recently stated before the 
United Nations, ..  the time has come to end all explosions of nuclear 
devices, no matter what their claimed justification—peaceful or 
military”.

A comprehensible test ban would impose limitations on nuclear- 
weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States alike. It would con
tribute in a very substantial way to reducing incentives for non- 
nuclear-weapon States to pursue development of the technology lead
ing to a nuclear explosive capability. It will lead inevitably to reduced 
dependence on nuclear weapons by the nuclear-weapon States.

Through these efforts, taken together, a comprehensive test ban will 
represent an important step toward the eventual complete elimination 
of nuclear weapons. Even in the near term, achievement of a compre
hensive test ban should add immeasurably to the stability and well
being of the world, encouraging and augmenting other important 
arms-control efforts. It is our confident hope that we are at last about 
to realize fully the goal first set for us by Prime Minister Nehru 
and supported by people all over the world—the halting of these 
experiments.

I should like to refer now to the subject of non-proliferation in the 
nuclear field. The past year has been one of great activity and renewed 
debate, as well as progress, on the problem of nuclear non-prolifera
tion. Long-held assmnptions about the next generation of nuclear 
technology have been challenged. New questions about the prolifera
tion consequences of moving towards a plutonium economy have been 
raised. Concern over access by sub-national groups to material usable 
in weapons has heightened. Debates have raged over the adequacy of 
nuclear fuel supplies, the economic advantages and disadvantages of 
recycling plutonium and the relevance of reprocessing to nuclear waste 
disposal.

While my country has been among those raising these issues, we have 
also moved promptly to meet the challenges they present. I am very 
pleased to note the oi^ening tomorrow in Washington of the initial 
meeting to conduct an international fuel cycle evaluation, a meeting 
designed to examine all these questions in depth and to find ways of 
meeting the world’s nuclear power needs surely and economically 
while reducing proliferation risks. This is an undertaking to which 
interested nations from both the developed and the developing world 
will contribute, and its product will be openly available to all.

The prevention of the further spread of nuclear explosive capabili
ties is a goal from the.achievement\of which all nations would'benefit. 
Uncontrolled proliferation, far from enhancing any nation’s security,
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would jeopardize the security of all nations by increasing the risk of 
nuclear conflict. It would also make immensely more difficult the task 
of nuclear disarmament.

There are both existing institutions and new initiatives which, work
ing together, can help us build a fair and effective structure of non
proliferation. The 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons remains the corner-stone of world-wide non-proliferation 
efforts. Still wider adherence to that Treaty must be a goal for the 
entire international community.^^

Among international institutions, the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) is vital to the world community’s co-operation in 
sharing the benefits of peaceful nuclear technology while safeguarding 
against the dangers of nuclear proliferation. The IAEA is assuming 
even more critical responsibilities and it is incumbent on all of its 
members to give the fullest possible support to its activities, particu
larly those involving safeguards.

Valuable work has been accomplished in formulating standards and 
procedures for maintaining the physical security of the ever-enlarging 
quantities of sensitive nuclear materials, including work on an inter
national convention on physical security. These efforts also warrant 
wide international support.

In his recent address before the General Assembly President Carter 
called attention to the necessity of establishing full-scope comprehen
sive safeguards. The achievement of this goal would unquestionably 
be one of the most important contributions that could be made towards 
an effective non-proliferation regime.

Our non-proliferation efforts, which must succeed if the atom is to 
continue to serve peaceful scientific and energy needs in an expanding 
world, demonstrate that arms control is indissolubly linked with efforts 
to achieve economic progress. Success in non-proliferation can only be 
conducive to wider peaceful co-operation, to the benefit of many 
nations.

Let me turn next to arms control subjects not involving nuclear 
weapons or explosives. The first of these is chemical weapons, whicli 
we have heard discussed earlier this afternoon. After years of much 
talk and study but little concrete action there has. been important 
movement in the last fe w  months tjOwards a comprehensive convention 
prohibiting chemical weapons. I  have already mentioned the bilateral 
discussions on chemical weapons between the United States and Soviet 
delegations in Geneva, from which I have just come and to whicli 
I will be returning this very evening. Those negotiations are proceed  ̂
ing in a very serious and detailed way and we are making measurable 
progress towards the formulation of a joint initiative to present to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). The elabora
tion of an international convention prohibiting chemical weapons 
would be an achievement of historic proportion.

1968, pp. 461^65.
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It would be a genuine disarmament measure requiring the destruc
tion of all existing stocks and prohibiting any further production of 
these terrible weapons. Because of the extreme toxicity of the chemicals 
involved and the complexity of the technical problems, the destruction 
of chemical warfare agents and munitions would take several years 
and would involve substantial costs. But this process would demon
strate the willingness of participating States to incur real costs to 
achieve real disarmament.

A chemical weapons convention will directly engage any country 
with a modern chemical industry. It will pose new challenges in the 
area of verification. But these challenges also create an opportunity to 
work out innovative forms of international co-operation, and these in 
turn can build the experience and the confidence from broader disarma
ment efforts in the years ahead.

In dealing with chemical agents we are operating in the forefront of 
a technology which has potentiality for creating weapons even more 
terrible than existing ones. This potentiality is not confined to a few 
advanced States but is a force with which all industrialized societies 
will have to cope. And if we can safeguard this technology through 
effective arms control we shall be contributing to the kind of world 
order which all of us surely seek not only for ourselves but for coming 
generations.

These are some of the considerations which lead us to believe that 
the chemical weapons negotiations are of far-reaching significance. We 
are giving them extremely high priority. We hope for early concrete 
results in our negotiations with the Soviet Union leading then to 
productive negotiations in the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament.

As I  indicated earlier, I  have briefly absented myself from nego
tiations in Geneva not only on chemical weapons but also on radio
logical weapons. Many of you will recall that at last year’s session of 
the General Assembly the United States suggested the possibility of 
an international convention which would deal with this subject. I am 
pleased to report that negotiations between the Soviet Union and the 
United States on this subject in Geneva had been proceeding along
side the chemical weapons negotiations. Our objective, as with chem
ical weapons, is to prepare an initiative which could be submitted to 
the CCD for multilateral consideration and negotiations.

Let me explain why a convention on radiological weapons would be 
a valuable step. The convention would prohibit the use in warfare of 
radioactive material, which is becoming increasingly plentiful— îf one 
may use that friendly word—is becoming increasingly available as the 
use of research and power reactors grows throughout the world. It 
would also prevent the development and stockpiling of weapons de
signed to utilize radiation produced by the decay of radioactive ma
terials. Although of relatively less significance when compared with a 
comprehensive test ban or a chemical-weapons convention, the pro
hibition of radiological weapons and their use would fill a gap in the
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panoply of arms-control measures and would serve to head off the 
possible development of a hitherto untried weapon of mass destruction 
specifically mentioned in the 1948 United Nations definition.̂ ® The rel
atively wide availability of radioactive material creates a potential 
threat which we should not ignore, one which we can easily and effec
tively guard against through arms control providing we act promptly 
at this early stage.

I should like to deal now with the problem of conventional arms.
One aspect of the wider problem of conventional arms control is 

that of arms transfers. As a major supplier, the United States has 
taken a strong interest in this problem. We have earlier this year enmi- 
ciated a policy which will guide our own actions. It is a policy of re
straining the flow of unnecessary, expensive and destabilizing weapons 
while recognizing the legitimate defence needs of others.

We do not seek to impose these views on other suppliers or recipients. 
And we are not now proposing any ready-made solution to this world
wide problem. We fully accept the fact that this problem cannot be 
solved by any single State or group of States. Our view is that the 
process of seeking a solution must be guided by two broad principles: 
all States have legitimate security requirements and these must be met; 
progress on this important issue should be a mutual concern to both 
producer and consumer nations, and a successful solution must reflect 
the ideas and interests of both.

But let me stress one underlying point: we will apply the same cen
tral standard to this area of arms control as we, and other nations, 
apply to every serious subject for international co-operation. By this 
I mean that we will seek to ascertain in discussions with others how 
connnon interests can be advanceclr how mutual gain can be attained. 
That is f undamental. We know as well as anyone that unless sovereign 
nations perceive a possibility of achieving some desirable goal through 
co-operation, there is simply no basis for co-operation.

I stress the point because, speaking candidly, achieving restraints on 
conventional arms transfers has been an extremely sensitive and diffi
cult subject for international discussions. But surely the time has come 
for us to recognize that, given the realities of today’s world, no nation 
can by itself achieve all the security it may ideally want. There is 
today no such thing as total independence: there is none for the strong
est; there is none for the weakest. It must certainly he in the interest 
of a great many States to explore, frankly and co-operatively, whether 
they might achieve arrangements, together, to protect them from the 
effects of undesirable and uncontrollable actions by others.

So, in the coming months, we intend to carry out a dialogue with 
others to explore whether there are ways to achieve genuine mutual 
advantage in this field. That will be the spirit that guides us.

I should like to deal now briefly with progress towards regional arms 
control. The issues that I have just cited do not by any means exhaust 
the current arms control agenda. There are other developments which 
are impressive and encouraging. I should like particularly to take note

“ The definition can be found ihid., 19Jf5-J959, vol. I, p. 176.
277-084— 79-------43
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of efforts that have been or are being made in the area of regional arms 
control.

The pathbreaking project initiated by Mexican statesmen to create 
a nuclear weapons-free zone throughout Latin America has advanced 
another notch closer to realization during the past year. The signature 
of Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco by the United States is a move 
which we hope will inspire other nations to take those remaining ac
tions necessary to bring this Treaty into full force.̂ ®

There has also been positive movement on the question of reducing 
tensions in the Indian Ocean with the beginnings of bilateral discus
sions between the Soviet Union and the United States aimed at stabiliz
ing the level of military activity in the Indian Ocean area. We are 
seeking to achieve practical results in the talks which would promote 
the strengthening of peace in the Indian Ocean area and contribute to 
the lessening of international tension. Moreover, both sides regard with 
understanding and respect the desire of the littoral States of the Indian 
Ocean area to bring about the strengthening of security and the devel
opment of co-operation in the area. We will continue to take this desire 
into account in our bilateral discussions. We are also informing the 
TJnited Nations Special Committee on the Indian Ocean, through its 
Chairman, about the progress of the talks.

Negotiations on mutual and balanced force reductions in Central 
Europe go to the heart of many nations* security. It is understandable 
that it has not been easy to overcome obstacles deriving from confron
tation across a continent that has persisted for so many years. But 
because the stakes are high, and progress in this negotiation would have 
far-reaching, positive effects for global peace as well as for the security 
of the participants on both sides, we are determined to press for the 
resolution of the problems that have stymied mutual and balanced 
force reductions progress up to now.

But despite this evidence of activity, the regional approach to arms 
control is still in its infancy. Yet a regional approach to restraining the 
growth of conventional arms capabilities could have considerable 
merit. Then, too, under proper conditions, it might be possible to create 
nuclear weapon-free zones in additional areas. The opportunities are 
numerous, and regional disarmament can be a fertile field for innova
tive efforts.

Let us consider the future agenda for arms control, because it is not 
only the present activity which provides the basis for ferment and 
excitement in the arms control field. The future offers us greater chal
lenges and opportunities. Over the horizon is the special session on 
disarmament. We should seize on this event as an opportunity to widen 
our horizons, to free ourselves from preoccupations with only the most 
pressing issues of the moment, and to try to build for the future. We 
believe the success of the special session in stimulating, broadening and

” The texts of the treaty and its protocols can be found ihid.t pp. 69-83.
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accelerating disarmament negotiations will depend principally on the 
ideas and attitudes that countries develop for, and bring to, the session.

In this regard I am happy to note that some nations are indeed think
ing along similar lines. To note this is not, of course, to say that the 
United States is necessarily prepared to embrace all the proposals 
which have been made thus far. But it does mean we intend to examine 
carefully and discuss with others any serious proposals which may be 
put forward for consideration at the special session on disarmament. 
We are, in short, ready to test the boundaries of the possible.

Here are some recent examples of what I have in mind. At the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament this summer, several nations 
gave thoughtful presentations on how to tackle some difficult problems. 
I  am thinking in particular of the suggestion made by my Japanese 
colleague at the CCD [in?] the course of an important examination of 
how the non-proliferation regime might be strengthened, that we take 
up again the long dormant idea of a cut off of the production of fission
able materials for weapons use and a transfer of that fissionable ma
terial to peaceful purposes.^^

Also, we all welcome the information that the Government of France 
is giving new consideration to the problem of disarmament on a broad 
and comprehensive basis. I am sure all of us look forward to receiv
ing the benefits of French ideas.̂ ®

Italy and Belgium have both been giving thought to how regional 
arms control might be advanced through the efforts of groups of coun
tries under United Nations auspices.

Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden have called for a thorough 
study of many of the fundamental aspects of the relationship between 
disarmament and development, the so-called Nordic Proposal.

This.calLfor a study leads me into a subject which is becoming in
creasingly important and which will clearly be vital in the future. I  
refer to the relationship between arms control and disarmament on the 
one hand, and development on the other.

Everyone is aware, of course, that in recent years the challenges 
of development, and of North-South relationships, have been para
mount in the work of the United Nations. And I. understand that the 
world commimity has made some important progress in framing new 
co-operative approaches to the most pressing problems of interna
tional economic life.

At the same time, there has only been a limited amount of concerted 
and productive attention devoted to the arms control and disarmament 
dimensions of North-South issues. This is not to say that the problem 
has not been of concern to many countries. Indeed, many developing 
countries have suggested that there be a link between disarmament 
savings by the major Powers and development.

This linkage, however, has been rather hard to make concrete. For 
one thing, it has been very difficult to identify in monetary terms the

Ante, p. 509.
^  Ante, pp. 539-540.
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substantial savings from disarmament. And even if a more precise 
monetary link could be established, the idea of a direct link between 
disarmament savings and development contributions raises for a 
number of countries, including my own, constitutional questions about 
the feasibility of automatic transfers of resources. On this I have in 
mind our own constitutional requirement that Congress legislate the 
appropriation of United States funds for development. But over the 
long run, of course, we all hope and believe that large-scale reductions 
in armaments by major Powers will be possible and that there will be 
widespread benefits from the consequent saving of resources.

I have raised these issues of disarmament and development—even 
some faintly negative ones— n̂ot for the purpose of introducing nega
tive elements into our discussion. On the contrary, I believe that the 
time has come for all of us, for the entire international community, 
to focus new creative intellectual efforts on this subject. Indeed, in 
recent times, fundamental new factors have enierged which we may not 
yet fully understand but which clearly give a new urgency to a fresh 
look.

The interdependence of nations and the interdependence of human 
enterprises—food, energy, development, technology, security—have 
borne down on us as never before. And that interdependence, which 
becomes more pervasive every year, will surely create ever mpre press
ing questions about the interdependence of economic well-being and 
development, on the one hand, and security and expenditures for arm
aments, on the other.

Resources become scarcer all the time. Not even the richest coun
tries can spend any amount whatever for new weapons. For many 
developing countries, economic pressures are especially severe. Re
sources are desperately short for schools, for shelter, for basic health.

And finally, there is a growing awareness everywhere of new values, 
new goals, to advance the welfare of individual human beings. Various 
bodies of the United Nations have intensified their work on strategies 
to meet basic human needs, a gpal which my Government whole
heartedly supports. In the future, when decisions are made regard
ing the expenditure of resources for new weapons systems, a grow
ing number of Governments will undoubtedly be giving increasing 
consideration not only to their security needs in the traditional sense, 
but also to whether they are using their resources over all in the best 
way to advance the basic human needs of their peoples.

These are some of the reasons why we feel that the entire subject 
of the relationship between arms expenditure and development war
rants new consideration, The subject is enormously comple?:. No one 
can seriously offer simple prescriptions but, nonetheless, we need to 
come to grips with it.

In our opinion, the forthcoming special session offers us a welcome 
stimulus for new studies, like the important Nordic proposal I have 
already referred to. It offers us a welcome stimulus for international 
discussions about the nature of the problems posed by the choice be
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tween arms and development; and I  can assure all of you that we 
will engage in an exploration of this problem, not only with an open 
mind, but also with the purpose of advancing fundamental goals 
which the entire community shares: disarmament, security and de
velopment.

I know that what I have said will strike some people as an over- 
optitaistic assessment of the present prospects for disarmament. How
ever, I  believe that this would be essentially a misinterpretation of my 
remarks.

The theme of my statement is that we are in a period of ferment and 
this means that there could be great opportunities ahead. It does not 
mean that it will be easy to realize all those opportunities. In fact, 
any one who has had the privilege of working for many years on dis
armament knows that  ̂ even mider the best of circumstances, oppor
tunities may prove fleeting and that it may prove to be extremely diffi
cult to realize substantial and concrete achievements.

But still, the fact of the present ferment can only be viewed, in my 
opinion, as exceptional and promising. It was not so long ago—less 
than two decades—that officials responsible for disarmament felt that 
there was an extraordinarily favourable opportunity if it were possi
ble to pass from abstract debate to actual negotiation of a single spe
cific disarmament measure. I wfell remember the excitement when, 
about 15 years ago, there suddenly emerged a real possibility of 
achieving an atmospheric test ban.

Now, however, we are engaged in concurrent negotiations on many 
diverse fronts, to achiieve significant and practical measures of arms 
control and disarmament.

I have not so far said anything about how the United States be
lieves each of the important topics on our agenda should be handled. 
That omission has not been accidental. I believe that the most im
portant thing for us to do in this general debate is to exchange ideas 
on goals and opportunities.

I f  there is goodwill on all sides, and I believe there can be— îndeed, 
I am hopeful that there will be—then we should be able to find ways in 
this Assembly and the forthcoming special session to advance dur most 
important goals. Undoubtedly there will be many differences of view 
about many important details, but this is only natural.

I  am reminded of a statement by one of our greatest jurists, our 
former Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes, who said:

In the highest ranges of thought, in theology, philosophy and science, we find 
differences of view on the part of the most distinguished experts—theologians, 
philosophers and scientists. The history of scholarship is a record of dis
agreements.

I hope no one will think too harshly of me if I presume that we here 
are also capable of “the highest ranges of thought”. Let us try to view 
even our disagreements as part of the valuable ferment from which 
we can seize opportunities.
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I should like to conclude by referring to one of the wisest men of our 
times, Albert Einstein, who paradoxically was also partly the cause 
of some of our greatest worries. Professor Einstein said:

, . .  the unleashed power of the atom has changed everything but our modes of 
thinking and we thus drift toward unparaUeled catastrophes.

I quote this provocative thought, not because I believe it is now 
true, but because I hope and believe that it is no longer true. It is 
possible that we may now be experiencing the beginning of a funda
mental shift in which we adjust our thinking to accommodate the new 
scientific realities. No one can be certain. But if the ferment I have 
described does represent the beginning of a shift, then indeed there 
are grounds for optimism.

In this hall, in this session of the General Assembly and in the forth
coming special session, we have the Opportunity to contribute to such 
a shift. I f we do this, then I am sure that all of us would agree that 
we will have spent our time in an enterprise of far-reaching 
significance.

Statement by the Department of State on Spent Nuclear Fuels 
Policy, October 18, 1977^

The Department of Energy released on October 18 a statement out
lining a new U.S. spent nuclear fuels policy under which the Federal 
Government will accept and take title to used or spent nuclear reactor 
fuel from domestic utilities on payment of a one>time storage fee. As 
the announcement noted, in addition to encouraging other nations to 
expand their own storage capacity and supporting the study of re
gional and international storage sites, we will also be extending this 
offer to foreign nations on a limited basis.

We expect the international dimension will represent a small frac
tion of the overall storage program, as the criterion for acceptance of 
limited foreign spent fuel will be that it contributes to our nonpro
liferation objectives, such as helping to alleviate storage problems 
other countries may be facing as a result of U.S. policy decisions re
lated to reprocessing. The specifics of the arrangements for accepting 
foreign spent fuel remain to be developed, but we expect that they 
will be much the same as those that will apply to domestic fuel.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 14,1977, p. 665.
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Address by the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American 
Affairs (Todman): Arms Control in Latin America [Extract], 
October 18, 1977"

The same principle applies with particular force to the third area 
of our policy— t̂rying to avoid the dangers of nuclear proliferation, 
the buildup of arms, and the escalation of disputes into armed conflict.

It is the nations and peoples of Latin America who must live most 
directly with the effects of any failure in arms restraint or in peaceful 
settlement of disputes, and only they can make those efforts successful. 
We are particularly encouraged, therefore, by the initiatives that have 
come out of Latin America to deal with those problems on a regional 
and subregional basis. Our policy is to recognize and respond sup- 
portively to those initiatives.

—First, we have put into effect a new policy on arms sales. The 
United States will not, be the first to introduce new weapons systems. 
We will respect and support regional arms control initiatives, such as 
the Ayacucho agreement.® We will also actively seek restraint from 
suppliers outside the hemisphere.

—Secondly, President Carter signed Protocol I  of the treaty of 
Tlatelolco  ̂in which the United States pledges to ban nuclear weapons 
from the region. We are currently discussing with hemisphere gov
ernments ways to prevent proliferation of nuclear-weapons technology 
while preserving Latin American options for the peaceful use of the 
atom.

—Finally, we are working to prevent the escalation of local ^s- 
putes into military confrontations. We have had high-level discussions 
with the parties to the Belize dispute in an effort to discourage resort 
to a military solution. In El Salvador and Honduras we are cooperat
ing closely with the OAS in maintaining the cease-fire and urging the 
two governments to negotiate a final resolution of their differences. 
And we are backing the initiatives of the Andean states to reduce ten
sions in the area and negotiate their territorial differences.

Address by President Carter to the Organizing Conference for 
International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, October 19, 1977^

About 25 years ago, I was a student doing graduate work in nuclear 
physics and reactor technology, not too many years after the first 
atomic weapons had been used to destroy human beings. My study was 
the peaceful use of this tremendous force, worldng under Admiral 
Eickover in the development of atomic submarine powerplants.

® Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 5,1977, pp. 818-819
® Documents on Disarmament, 19H, pp. 819-822.
- Ante, pp. 338-339.
 ̂Weekly Oompilation of Presidential Documents, Oct. 24,1977, pp. 1566-1568.
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And now we’ve come to a time when we can look back with a clear 
historic perspective at what has transpired during this quarter century. 
It’s a great honor for us to have you leaders come from, I believe, 36 
nations and 3 international organizations to think back to 1945, to 
remember our own President Eisenhower’s proposal called Atoms for 
Peace,  ̂ part of which was adopted; the later establishment of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency which has provided for us, so 
far, a very effective mechanism by which explosions could be reduced 
and power could be produced.

We then went into a time of at least embryonic discussions of nuclear 
test bans, and now we have one that still permits the testing of weapons 
which have the equivalent of 150,000 tons of TNT.^ Even this has been 
recognized as an achievement. And, of course, we are discussing with 
the Soviet Union means by which we can eliminate, sometime in the 
future, our dependence upon atomic weapons altogether. We’ve lived 
under a threat which so far has not yet been realized, and I  pray that 
it never shall.

In the last 32 years, there have been no people killed by the use of 
atomic weapons. But with the rapidly increasing price of oil and the 
scarcity of fuel which we have taken for granted in years gone by, 
there’s an increasing pressure for expanding atomic power use. And 
commensurate \vith that use is also the threat of the proliferation of 
nuclear explosives among nations that have forgone voluntarily that 
opportimity up until now.

We have seen regional actions taken in the southern part of this 
hemisphere. The Treaty of Tlatelolco  ̂is now being ratified by the last 
nations, we hope, to prevent the deployment of any atomic explosions— 
or explosives in that part of the world. We hope that this will prevail 
in many other parts of the world.

We’ve also seen progress made recently between ourselves and the 
Soviet Union. We are eager to see drastic reductions in the deployment 
of nuclear weapons. And we are now negotiating with the Soviet Union 
and with Great Britain for a complete elimination of the testing of 
atomic explosions.

At the same time, the challenge presents itself to this group and to 
me, as one of the world leaders, to find a means by which the consuming 
nations who need atomic power to produce electricity and to serve 
peaceful purposes— t̂o draw a distinction between that need, which is 
legitimate, and the threat of the development of atomic explosions 
themselves.

I have a feeling that the need for atomic power itself for peaceful 
uses has perhaps been greatly exaggerated. And I hope that all the 
nations represented here and others will assess alternatives to turning 
to this source of power if for no other reasons than because of economic 
considerations.

* Rpe Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp 393-400.
* Ihid., 1971 pp. 225-227.
* For text, see iUd., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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Ee^ent studies that I have read show that we can gain the equivalent 
of a barrel of oil per day by conservation measures at very little or any 
cost, often zero cost or up to $3,500. North Sea oil costs capital invest
ment about $10,000 for every barrel of oil per day derived from that 
source. Our own Alaskan oil will cost $20,000 in capital investment for 
every barrel of oil per day, or its equivalent derived at the ultimate 
site of use. And for the equivalent of a barrel of oil per day at the end 
use site for atomic power, the capital investment is between $200,000 
and $300,000.

So, there’s a tremendous cost even for the potential peaceful use of 
atomic power. Even so, we recognize that there will be a need, and we 
are eager to cooperate.

It’s important that we understand your problems; that those nations 
that supply enriched uranium—ourselves, the Canadians, others— 
those who have major deposits of uranium ore that have presently not 
been exploited, like Australia, understand the need of nations that are 
not well blessed with uranium fuel supplies. It’s important that you 
understand from those of us who unfortunately are nuclear weapon 
nations, our special commitment to reducing this threat.

I believe that in tliis brief session that you will have this week, fol
lowed by weeks and months of tedious. I ’m sure, argumentative but 
productive discussions and debates, that common Imowledge will bene
fit us all.

It's important that we combine our ingenuity, our foresight, our own 
experience, our research and development efforts, so that we don’t du
plicate the very expensive efforts to use atomic power in a useful way. 
And this exchange of ideas among us will be very helpful.

It's important that we know what potential nuclear fuel cycles are 
available to us, the quantity and the location of uranium and thorium 
and other nuclear fuels, the methods used for extraction, the methods 
used and the costs for enrichment, possible distribution systems, the 
proper design and use, standardization of powerplants, safety of peo
ple who live near them, proper siting considerations, the political ob
jections to atomic powerplants themselves, the possible need for 
breeder reactors, the handling of spent fuel, the need or absence of a 
need for reprocessing the spent fuel, and international safeguards that 
will prevent the development of explosives.

We are eager to cooperate as a nation which is a consumer and also a 
supplier. We want to be sure that where there is a legitimate need and 
where there’s a mutually agreed upon nonproliferation restraint, that 
there be an adequate supply of nuclear fuel.

I think an international fuel bank should be established, so that if  
there is a temporary breakdown in the bilateral supply of nuclear fuel, 
that there might be a reservoir of fuel to be supplied under those cir
cumstances. And we’ll certainly contribute our own technical ability 
and our own portion of the enriched uranium supplies for that purpose.

^Ye are very eager, also, to help solve the problem of the disposal of 
spent nuclear fuel itself. We can’t provide storage for the major por
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tion of the world’s spent fuel, but we are willing to cooperate. And 
when a nation demonstrates to us your need for spent nuclear fuel stor
age, we hope to be prepared to accept that responsibility, working 
closely with you.

All the costs of the nuclear fuel cycle should be accurately known, as 
well as possible. And there should be an open-minded approach to this 
very controversial and very difficult subject.

I hope, as the President of our country, to leam from you, and I will 
welcome your advice and your counsel. I  welcome your caution and, on 
occasion, your criticism about American policies. And I believe that 
we’ll find a common ground on which we can work together in harmony 
to make sure that our people do have a better quality of life, that al
ternate fuel supplies are evolved in an effective and adequate way, that 
energy is conserved to an optimum degree, and that the threat of nu
clear destruction is minimized.

I want to congratulate all of you on being willing to come here to 
meet together, because there has been an inclination to avoid contro
versy. This question is inherently controversial. The interests on occa
sion are highly divergent, and many of these matters have not been dis
cussed adequately in the past.

I ’m very grateful that the International Atomic Energy Agency is 
here because there is no conflict between this effort and the tremendous 
contribution that that Agency has been making and will make in the 
future.

We want to do everything we can to strengthen the safeguard system 
already established. And if there is a recommendation from this group 
that the functions of the International Atomic Energy Agency should 
be expanded, we will certainly be willing to contribute our own finan
cial and other support to ma;ke that possible.

In closing, let me thank you for being willing to participate in this 
international discussion. I am very eager to study your own debates 
and derive information from you. We will cooperate in every possible 
way that we can to give our people of the world adequate power sources 
and, at the same time, to keep their lives from being endangered.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 56: United States Intent Regarding 
SALT I Interim Agreement^ October 19, 1977^

Whereas the Interim Agreement Between the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics on Certain Measures 
with Eespect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms expired 
on October 3,1977; *

 ̂S. Con. Res. 56; 95th Cong., 1st sess. The iSenate passed the resolution by 
voloe vote and referred it to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

•The interim agreement appears in Documents on Disarmamentj 1912, ppw 
202-204.
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Wliereas a temporary further observance of the limitations of the in
terim agreement will provide time for further negotiations, consis
tent with Public Law 92-448, toward a treaty limiting strategic 
offensive arms; ^

Whereas the Congress desires that the United States negotiate a treaty 
supportive of United States national security without the burden 
and pressure of imminent deadlines;

Whereas the Arms Control and Disarmament Act contemplates close 
cooperation and consultation between the executive and legislative 
branches on matters of important substance;

Whereas the interests of the United States are best served by a mutual 
recognition, in a spirit of comity, by the Congress and the Executive, 
of the importance of close consultation, cooperation, and adher
ence to the constitutional and statutory sharing of responsibility in 
the conduct of foreign affairs;

Whereas the admdnistration has stated its unilateral intent that, while 
the strategic arms limitation negotiations are being completed, the 
United States intends not to take any action inconsistent with the 
interim agreement: Provided^ That the Soviet Union exercises simi
lar restraint; and 

Whereas the administration has expressly represented to Congress 
that the aforesaid declaration of intent is nonbinding and nonobliga- 
tory upon the United States: Now, therefore, be it

Resol/oed hy the Senate {the MouBe of RepTesentaMvea concuTring)y 
That the President is authorized to proceed in accordance with the 
declaration of intent of the Secretary of State of September 23,1977,^ 
and the Senate and the House of Representatives of the United States 
concur: Provided^ however  ̂That nothing herein shall or may be con
strued to prevent any action or prohibit any weapons’ system develop
ment, procurement, or deployment heretofore or hereafter authorized 
or provided for by the Congress of the United States; be it further 

R e s o l v e d ^ the Secretary of State shall at least once every six 
months during negotiations for a SALT II Agreement report to the 
Congress on the exact status of negotiations for such SALT II  
Agreement.

pp. 681-683.
* Ante, pp. 577-578.
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Finnish Draft Resolution Submitted in the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Report of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, October 19, 1977^

The General Assembly^
Recognizing that the danger of nuclear warfare remains a grave 

threat to the survival of mankind,
Conmnced that the prevention of any further proliferation of nu

clear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices remains a vital ele
ment in efforts to avert nuclear warfare,

Particularly concerned about the possible consequences of such pro
liferation taking place in those areas of the world where the mainte
nance of international peace and security is already endangered, 

RecaUing its resolution 31/189 D of 21 December 1976, in which the 
General Assembly requested the International Atomic Energy Agency 
to give special attention to its programme of work in the non-prolifera
tion area and to give careful consideration to all relevant suggestions 
aiming at strengthening the safeguards regime that have been pre
sented to the Agency (including the commimication from the Govern
ment of Finland reproduced in document A/G.1/31/6) and to report 
on the progress of its work on this question to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-second session,^

Noting the annual report for 1976 of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (A/32/158),

Recoiling also its resolution 31/75 of 10 December 1976 on the Imple
mentation of the conclusions of the first Eeview Conference of the 
Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,  ̂

RecaUing its resolution 2373 (X X II) of 12 June 1968, in which it 
commended the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
and expressed the hope for the widest possible adherence to that 
Treat} ,̂̂

Noting that more than 100 States are now parties to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Noting also the importance of the establishment of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones as a means of contributing to the prevention of the prolif
eration of nuclear weapons as recognized in its resolution 31/70 of 10 
December 1976 on the comprehensive study of the question of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in all its aspects,®

Recognizing the need to ensure, on a non-discriminatory basis and 
in accordance with the interests of non-proliferation, a supply of nu-

 ̂A/C.1/32/L.3. Submitted under the agenda item on General and Complete 
Disarmament [51], this draft res. underwent three revisions before it was adopted 
by the General Assembly as Pt. F. of resolution 32/87 (see iposi, pp. 851-855). The 
final version incorporated some of the ideas in the amendments proposed by 
Pakistan p. 775).

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 945-950.
® TMd., pp. 933-935.
* TUd., 1968, pp. 431-432. The text of the treaty can be found idid., pp. 461-465.
‘ Ihid., 1976, pp. 917-918.
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clear technology, materials and facilities to meet the world’s energy 
needs,

Concerned that the accelerated spread and development of nuclear 
energy msij, in the absence of an effective and comprehensive safe
guards system, increase the danger of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons or equivalent nuclear explosive capabilities,

Underlinmg again the important role of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in implementing, in accordance with its statute, inter
national non-proliferation policies in connexion with the peaceful us6s 
of nuclear energy.®

Noting with satisfaction that the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, in accordance with its over-all objectives, has made further 
progress in its work, particularly by increasing its preparedness to 
reach agretoents, based on the principle of full-scope safeguards, 
with States that are not parties to the Treaty on the Ifon-Prolifera- 
tion of Nuclear Weapons, by keeping under scrutiny the strengthen
ing of its safeguards, by j)resenting a draft convention for the 
minimum standards for physical protection of nuclear materials and 
by devoting attention to the possibilities of increasing assistance to the 
developing areas of the world,

1. Urgently calls for determined efforts by all nuclear-weapon 
States:

(a) To bring about the cessation of the nuclear arins race;
(b) To undertake effective measures in the direction of nucleat 

disarmament;
(c) To find an early solution to the remainiiig problems in reach

ing agteement to discontinue all test explosions of nuclear weapons as 
a step towards the realization of these objectives;

2. Emphasizes in this connexion the particular responsibility of 
those nuclear-weapon States that have already accepted international 
obligations with respect to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and 
the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests and notes the efforts under 
way towards these ends;

3. Underlines the importance of effective steps to strengthen the 
security of non-nuclear-weapon States;

4. Reaffirms that States accepting effective non-proliferation re
straints have a right to enjoy fully the benefits of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy and underlines the importance of increased effort in 
this j&eld, particularly for the needs of the developing areas of the 
world ;

5. Recognizes the urgent need of common efforts towards an essen
tial increase in the technical assisttoce by the International Atomic 
Energy Agency to the developing areas of the world within an elec
tive and comprehensive safeguards system;

6. IJrges that States that as yet have not adhered to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons will, in the first instance,

* The guidelines adopted by the IAEA regarding safeguards agreements under 
the nonproUferation treaty can be found ibid,t 1971, pp. 218-244.
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do SO at an early date or, at a minimum, accept other arrangements, 
such as the application of safeguards to their complete nuclear fuel 
cycle, that would provide reasonable assurances to the international 
community against the dangers of proliferation while guaranteeing 
to the States concerned unhindered and non-discriminatory access to 
the peaceful benei&ts of nuclear energy;

7. Notes with satisfaction that an organizing conference was held 
recently to initiate an international nuclear fuel cycle evaluation, the 
objective of which is to examine nuclear technologies and institu
tional arrangements that could contribute toward meeting the world’s 
energy needs and making the benefits of the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy widely available, while minimizing the danger of the spread 
of nuclear weapons capabilities;

8. Emphasizes the importance of common eifforts to reach mutually 
satisfactory arrangements guaranteeing adequate supply of nuclear 
fuels and other materials and facilities necessary to efficient imple- 
me^itation and operation of national nuclear power programmes;

9. Solemnly wfJirmjS the principle of not converting civil nuclear ma
terials or facilities to any military use;

10. Urges a universal acceptance by all non-nuclear-weapon States 
of a common system of comprehensive safeguards for all nuclear ma
terials and facilities;

11. Emphasizes the responsibility of the major nuclear supplier 
States in implementing export policies with effective non-prolifera
tion restraints including non-discriminatory full-scope safeguards;

12. Expresses its strong support for all efforts to increase the scope 
aind effectiveness of the International Atomic Energy Agency safe
guards for ensuring that the peaceful application of nuclear energy 
will not lead to further proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nu
clear explosives;

13. Recognizes the need to adequately ensure the physical protection 
of nuclear materials, facilities and transports;

14. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to continue 
the consideration of reaching an international agreement on the min
imum standards for such protection;

15. Expresses its support for the continuation of the studies by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on the question of multina
tional fuel cycle centres and an international regime for plutonium 
storage as possible means to promote the interests of the non-prolifer
ation regime;

16. Reguests the International Atomic Energy Agency to report on 
the progress of its work on these questions to the General Assembly at 
its thirty-third session.
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Address by President Brezhnev: Arms Control in Europe 
[Extract], October 21, 1977^

As to Europe, here the task of augmenting political detente with 
military relaxation rises with special urgency. What can be done 
towards this end: As we see it, the following could be done.

—To conclude among the participants of the all-European confer
ence a treaty not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against one 
another. The draft of such a treaty has already been proposed by the 
countries of the Warsaw Treaty. It is clear that, provided all the 
parties to such an agreement observe it, this will exclude an outbreak 
of nuclear war in Europe, and also between European countries and 
the USA and Canada.^

— T̂o agree to at least not to expand the military-political groupings 
and alliances confronting each other in Europe by admission of new 
members.®

—To consistently translate into life measures as already stipulated 
by the final act of Helsinki, such as notification about major military 
exercises, the invitation of observers to some of the exercises, exchanges 
of military delegations. The experience of two years indicates that they 
do in certain measures promote stronger trust and military relaxa
tion. Bearing this in mind, we think it will perhp.ps be worthwhile to 
agree not to hold exercises above a certain level, of, say, 50-60 thousand 
men, since massive troop manoeuvres cause special wariness and look 
rather like military demonstrations.

In case the countries of the southern Mediterranean should wish for 
the measures of military trust, envisaged by the final act, to cover also 
that area, adjacent to Europe, we would regard this with under
standing. •

Such is the action platform we set forth with the goal of affirming 
military relaxation in Europe.

It goes without saying that if other states have their own construc
tive considerations in this field, we shall regard them with close atten
tion and in all seriousness.

All these problems could be discussed in detail already shortly— 
parallel to the continuing Vienna negotiations— în special joint con
sultations by all the participating states of the European Security and 
Cooperation Conference.

• • ' • i I

* Tass, Oct. 21, 1977. TBIS, Oct. 25, 1977, vol. I l l ,  p. J4.
* Doeuments on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 855-856.
•/Bid., pp. 854-855.
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Communique of the Organizing Conference for International 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation [Extract], October 21, 1977^

The participants in the Organizing Conference of thie International 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation are conscious of the urgent need to 
meet the world’s energy requirements and that nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes should be made widely available to that end. They 
are also convinced that effective measures can and should be taken at 
the national level and through international agreements to minimize 
the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons without jeopard
izing energy supplies or the development of nuclear energy for peace
ful purposes.

The following countries which participated in the Organizing Con
ference have therefore agreed that an International Nuclear Fuel 
Cycle Evaluation (INFCE) will be conducted to explore the best 
means of advancing these objectives:

Algeria Italy
Arg^entina Japan
Australia Korea
Austria Mexico
Belgium Netherlands
Brazil Nigeria
Canada Norway
Czechoslovakia Pakistan
Denmark Philippines
E ^ p t Poland
Finland Portugal
France Romania
German Democratic Spain

Republic Sweden
Federal Republic of Switzerland

Germany Turkey
India F.S.S.R.
Indonesia United Kingdom
Iran United States
Ireland Venezuela
Israel Yugoslavia

The Organizing Conference was also attended by representatives of
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the Commission 
of the European Communities, the International Energy Agency, and 
the Nuclear Energy Agency, who expressed their willingness to par
ticipate in INFCE.

The participants agreed that all interested states and relevant inter
national bodies may participate in the future work of INFCE. It was 
also afî reed that all participants will have an equal opportunity to 
contribute to that work.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 14,1977, pp. 661-662.
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They are aware of the vital importance of preventing proliferation 
and, moreover, of effective and urgent measures to stop and reverse the 
nuclear arms race among the nuclear weapons states.

The evaluation will be conducted along lines set out in the docu
ment entitled “International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation: Tech
nical and Economic Scope and Methods of Work.” The participants 
recognized that special consideration should also be given to the 
specific needs of and conditions in developing countries.

The participants agreed that INFCE was to be a technical and 
analytical study and not a negotiation. The results will be transmitted 
to governments for their consideration in developing their nuclear 
energy policies and in international discussions concerning nuclear 
energy cooperation and related controls and safeguards. Participants 
would not be committed to INFCE’s results.

The evaluation will be carried out in a spirit of objectivity, with 
mutual respect for each country’s choices and decisions in this field, 
without jeopardizing their respective fuel cycle policies or interna
tional cooperation, agreements, and contracts for the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy, provided that agreed safeguards measures are applied.

The participants welcomed the decision, in principle, of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency to support INFCE by providing 
appropriate technical and secretariat assistance. They expressed the 
hope that the extent and scope of such support will be considered by 
the appropriate bodies of IAEA. At the same time, they also expressed 
their hope that the IAEA will play an active role in the conduct of 
IIsTFCE at all levels and particularly in the arest of technical coordina
tion. The participants acknowledg^e in this connection the dual i êspon- 
sibility of the IAEA iii promoting and safeguarding nuclear activities.

The te^s of the documents comprising the substantive work of the 
evaluation will be made available to all governments and international 
bodiies which express to  inteTest in them.

News Conference Remarks by the Unifed Stcites Special Repre
sentative for Nonproliferettioin Matters (Sftiith): Internationaf 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation [Extract], October H ,  1?^77^

INFCE is an international effort to analyze nuclear fuel cycles— 
present and prospective—from a nonproliferation pbint of view. We 
are also in INFCE going to' be studying possible insijitutiorial ar
rangements and inte'rriational conventibnte to help' cop'e with prblifera- 
tion dangers.

The organizational meeting of 40 nations and 4 international or
ganizations went off well and was completed on schedule. This gen-

 ̂Department of MMe Bulletin, Nov. 14,1977, pp. 6<64-6̂ 5. 
277-084—79------ 44
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eral accomplishment reflects the degree of commitment to INFCE 
of all the nations participating and bodes well for a successful com
pletion of this evaluation in the 2-year scheduled time. This was a 
very serious and businesslike enterprise.

A joint international technical analysis involving so many countries 
is a challenge without precedent, and I believe that passing this first 
milestone is a political event worth notice.

It should not escape attention that included in the participants in 
this nonproliferation effort are a substantial number of nations which 
have not yet seen their way clear to ratify the Nonproliferation 
Treaty.^ I  take it to be of some significance that a number of these 
countries that are not parties to the Nonproliferation Treaty actively 
participated in this venture.

The conference did not deal in generalities or abstractions which are 
the subject of many international talks. A  highly specific set of terms 
of reference for an eight-part evaluation program was agreed upon 
without dissent. A method of work was also agreed.

The eight working groups which have been established will address 
questions including prospects for the availability of nuclear fuel; 
enrichment services; assurances of a long-term fuel supply; implica
tions of reprocessing and recycle; fast breeders; spent-fuel storage, 
waste management and disposal; and alternative fuel cycle concepts. 
Each working group will be composed of representatives of coun
tries desiring to take part and cochaired by representatives of a num
ber of delegations agreed on by the conference.

A technical coordinating committee, composed of cochairmen of 
these working groups, will meet at least every 6 months and the origi
nal group of participants in this conference will meet at least once a 
year.

As I noted in my opening presentation on Wednesday, we do not 
expect this study to reach precise solutions to the many problems it 
is addressing or to reconcile completely the many divergent views of 
the participants as to what should be done. We think INFCE should 
have a more modest goal of identifying the choices that are available, 
the technical and institutional possibilities, and the relevant facts and 
considerations. We do not expect the evaluation to provide definitive 
judgments on major and complex technical concepts and issues nor, 
of course, do we believe that any participant feels bound to be com
mitted to any results that may come from INFCE.

It is important, in conclusion, to keep in mind that INFCE is not a 
negotiation but a technical analysis; and I would say that judging 
from the attitudes expressed during the last 3 days at this meeting, 
we can well expect to see fruitful results coming from this evaluation.

 ̂The text of the treaty can he found in Documents on VisdrmdYnent, 1968, pp,
461-465. " ‘
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Television Interview of South African Prime Minister Vorster on 
ABC News “ Issues and Answers” : Nuclear Policy [Extract], 
October 23, 1977“

• • • • • • •

Q : Mr, Prime Minister  ̂if we may return once again to the question 
of meddling^ was President Garter meddling when he obtained a from- 
ise from your government a couple of months ago that South Africa 
wouldnH develop nuclear tomhs or nuclear weapons of any sortf^

Prime Minister Vorster: No, I am not aware of any promise that I  
gave to President Carter. I  repeated a statement which I have made 
very often that as far as South Africa is concerned, we are only inter
ested in peaceful development of nuclear facilities.®

Q : President Carter called on South Africa to sign a nuclear non
proliferation treaty ® which would hind you to an agreement not to 
develop any nuclear weapons. 'Will you sign that treaty?

Prime Minister Vorster: And you will recall that I gave my reply 
in Capetown when my party congress was in session there and I pointed 
out that I  find it very strange that South Africa should be pressur
ized for not signing, whereas no less than 13 of the 34 members of the 
board haven’t signed the treaty.

Q: But most of those are countries that have some idea in the hach 
of their head of some day developing nuclear weapons. Your country 
says—

Prime Minister Vorster: No, there are certain other countries who 
have neither the potential nor the idea as far as that is concerned. And 
we have made our position very clear to the Americans. We want certain 
guaranties before we sign that treaty and until such time as we have 
those guaranties then the status quo will remain.

Statement by the Department of State: South African Nuclear 
Matters, October 24, 1977^

In connection with Prime Minister Vorster’s comments in an Oc
tober 23 television interview concerning recent exchanges betweto 
the United States and South Africa on nuclear matters,  ̂ the Depart
ment wishes to note the following facts:

® Transcript of interview. The next day, Oct. 24, the State Department issued 
a statement on Prime Minister Yorster’s remarks. See m /m .

* President Carter’s remarks of Aug. 23 are printed ante^ p. 532.
® Prime Minister Yorster’s statement of Aug. 25, is printed anie^ pp. 540-543. 
® The nonproliferation treaty of 1968 can be found in Documents on Disarmch 

ment, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 5,1977, pp. 797-798.

* Supra,
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On August 20, 1977 on instructions from the Secretary of State,, 
our Ambassador ixi Pretoria asked the South African Department o f  
Foreign Affairs for assurances from the Government of South Africa 
on three points:

—first, that South Africa does not have or intend to develop nu
clear explosives for any purpose, peaceful or otherwise.

—Second, that the Kalahari facility we had described to thiem is not 
a testing facility for nuclear explosives.

—Third, that there will be no nuclear explosive testing of any kind 
in South Africa.

The next day, on August 21,1977, the Secretary of the Soiith African 
Department of Foreign Affairs advised our Ambassador that the 
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister had authorized him to provide  ̂
the requested assurances on all three points.

These formal assurances were repeated in a letter from Prime Minis
ter Vorster to President Carter transmitted on October 13, 1977.

Sfdf^ment by Chinese Representative (Chen) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly [Extract], October 24, 1977^

The question of disarmament is not an isolated one, but a question 
closely related with the general international situatio^n, particularly 
with the over-all question of war and peace.

The current international situation is excellent. All the contradic
tions in the world are further sharpening and the factors for revolution 
continue to grow. Countries want independence, nations want libei'a- 
tion and the people want revolution—this has become the irresistible 
historical trend. The international united front against hegemoiiism 
and against the super-Power policies of aggression and war is broad
ening, a united front in which the third-world countries and people are 
the main force. But, at the same time, it can be seen that the two super- 
Powers are stepping up their rivalry for world hegeniony and that the 
frenzied arms expto&ion and war preparations on both sides have 
reached a scale unprecedented in history. The current international 
situation is definitely not characterized by “detente having developed 
into a new phase”, as claimed by one super-Power; instead  ̂the danger 
of a new war is visibly growing.

The two super-Powers are the source of a new world war. Their 
rivalry extends to every corner of the world, but strategically the focus- 
of their rivalry is still in Europe where they are locked in acute mili
tary confrontation. The Soviet Union is stationing heavy troops in Eu
rope, deploying three fourths of its ground, nat^-l and air forces andl

 ̂A/e.l/S2/PV.10. pp. 17-32.
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rmost of its medium and short range nuclear missiles on the land and 
seas of Europe. The United States is also making constant readjust- 
nient in its strategic deployment. Over the past year, the two antago- 
iiistic military blocs conducted a number of large-scale war 
manoeuvres. The security illusions spread by the ‘̂ European Security 
Conference” are being shattered. The Soviet Union not only maintains 
a posture of readiness to break through at the centre in Europe, but 
strives to create a situation in which it can outflank Euroj)e from the 
north and the south. It wants to seize the Persian Gulf and the Arabian 
• Sea in the east, block the strategic routes of the Atlantic Ocean in the 
west and thrust round the Cape of Good Hope in the south so as to 
encircle Europe from the flanks by devious means. As a result, the 
Middle East and Africa have become ‘‘new hot spots” of the intensified 
rivalry between the two hegemonic Powers. The Soviet Union even 
flagrantly organized and sent mercenaries for outright military inva
sions of independent African States. In a word, where there is super- 
Power rivalry there are turbulence and unrest, and peace and security 
there are threatened and undermined. Their continued rivalry is bound 
to lead to war some day. This is an objective law independent of man’s 
will. In saying so, we are not making a conjecture or raising a false 
alarm. So long as one respects and faces up to the objective reality, it 
will not be difficult to perceive the real state of affairs.

Despite the innumerable rounds of disarmament talks between the 
Soviet Union and the United States and the so-called disarmament 
agreements that have been reached under a great variety of names, the 
arms race between them is growing more and more intense and the 
new-type nuclear weapons in their possession are snowballing. While 
possessing thousands of strategic weapons, each of them is constantly 
manufacturing and deploying strategic weapons of newer types. Each 
of them possesses tens of thousands of military aircraft, hundreds of 
major war vessels and huge quantities of other conventional weapons. 
The strength of Soviet armed forces has now reached over 4 million, 
and that of the United States armed forces over 2 million; whereas in 
1938 on the eve of the Second World War the total strength of the con
ventional forces of Germany, Italy and Japan put together was only 
£ million. The war machinery at the disposal of the two super-Powers 
in peacetime has already reached a scale unprecedented in human 
histoi y. According to an analysis based on various materials, the Soviet 
Union has been increasing its defence budget at an average rate of 4 
or 5 per cent in recent years, spending some 20 per cent of its gross 
national income on military expenditures. The Soviet defence budget 
for 1977 is about 40 per cent more than the United States defence 
budget for the same period.

The United States is stationing a force over 400,000 strong on for
eign soil, whereas the strength of Soviet forces stationed in other 
<;ountries is as high as some 700,000. Although Mr. Gromyko had to 
^dmit in his statement at the current General Assembly session that:
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In the post-war period the arms race has been spiralling upwards 
continuously,

yet in the next breath, he said:

but we were not the ones to cause this.®

The first pait of the above statement may be closer to the fact, but 
the latter is apparently too ‘‘modest”. It would be more truthful to 
change the latter part to read: ‘‘The Soviet Union and the United 
States are the ones to cause this, particularly the Soviet Union in 
recent years.”

Some say that the Soviet Union merely wants to seek strategic 
“equilibrium” or “balance of power” vis-a-vis the United States. Those 
who think so have lagged far behind the development of the situation, 
to say the least. The present strength of Soviet armed forces has 
doubled that of the United States. On top of that, its strategic missiles 
have exceeded those of the United States by over 700, the number of its 
tanks is four times that of the United States, the quantity of other 
conventional arms has also greatly exceeded that of the United States, 
and it has built up an “offensive navy” that can match the United 
States’. In fact, the Soviet Union has by and large caught up with the 
United States in nuclear weaponry, and is far ahead of the United 
States in conventional armaments. What the USSR is desperately seek- 
ing is not a so-called “equilibrium” with the United States but an over
all strategic “superiority”, including nuclear superiority, in order to 
achieve its goal of sole domination of the globe by its military strength.

Mr. Brezlinev openly declared that the Soviet Union would success
fully carry out an active “offensive” in the international arena. The 
military occupation of Czechoslovakia by the Soviet Union, its fla
grant intervention in the Indian-Pakistani war, the presence of its 
navy in the Mediterranean Sea and in the oceans, the establishment of 
its military or paramilitary bases along the coasts of the Caribbean, 
the Mediterranean, the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean, its infiltration 
and expansion in Asia and Latin America and its large-scale armed 
intervention in African States, etc.—all these shocking events have 
fully revealed the hideous features of social-imperialism and its in
satiable greed and ambition. And the facts have indisputably shown 
that, in the current over-all situation of the rivalry between the two 
hegemonic Powers, the United States is on the defensive, while the 
Soviet Union is on the offensive.

It can thus be seen that when we say the Soviet Union is more 
dangerous and is the most dangerous source of world war, we are 
observing and judging things not from partial conditions or temporaiy 
factors but from the over-all situation and the inevitable and logical 
conclusion to be drawn from the entire historical conditions that have 
led to the degeneration of the Soviet Union into social-imperialism. 
There are profound political and economic reasons why social-imperi-

*A/32/PV.8, p. 42.
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alxsm has become the most dangerous source of war. In a nutshell, 
being a late-comer among the imperialist Powers, it must grab spheres 
of influence from United States imperialism in order to dominate the 
world. It bears a close resemblance to Germany during the reign of 
Emperor William II before the First World War, Germany under 
Hitler’s rule before the Second World War and the United States 
shortly after the Second World War, which wanted to grab spheres of 
influence from the other old-line imperialist Powers. Furthermore,, 
owing to its relatively inadequate economic strength, it cannot but 
rely mainly on military strength and threats of war in pursuing ag
gression and expansion. Its highly-concentrated state-monopoly 
capitalist economy and its political regime of fascist dictatorship make 
it easier to militarize its national economy and state apparatus. Be
sides, it dons the cloak of “socialism” and flaunts the signboard of 
“detente and disarmament”, which can deceive people to a certain 
extent, and this also makes it more dangerous. Its use of the United 
Nations and other international forums to peddle its fraud of sham 
detente and sham disarmament constitutes an important aspect of its 
effort to deceive the public under the said cloak and signboard.

Bearing in mind the foregoing points, it is not difficult to under
stand why the super-Powers, which are frenzjiedly engaged in an arms 
build-up and war preparations and in aggression and expansion every
where, are singing the tune of “disarmament” and “detente” at the top 
of their voices. They prate about “detente” and “disarmament” pre
cisely for the purpose of covering up their intensified arms build-up 
and war preparations, aggression and expansion. In tliis respect, the- 
Soviet Union’s performance is the most remarkable, though the United 
States has, of course, also joined the chorus. As is known to all, the 
so-called Strategic Anns “Limitation” Talks between the Soviet Union 
and the United States are but a synonym for “stimulating” and “pro
moting” the strategic arms race bet̂ \ een them. Each agreement reached 
in such talks marks the beginning of a new round of the strategic arms 
race. The conclusion of the so-called Vladivostok Agreement^ was 
followed immediately by the successive emergence of a great variety 
of new generations of strategic weapons, such as the “Backfire” air
craft, MIRV mobile missiles with more accurate guidance systems,. 
Hunter satellites, cruise missdles, etc. It was then followed by clamours 
for a new round of talks for further “limitation”.

Thus it goes on and on, forming an endless circle, with “the boat 
floating high when the river rises”. Yet they have the impudence to* 
assert that such “talks” and “agreements” are conducive to the preven
tion of nuclear war and the strengthening of international security. 
How can these clumsy lies and tactics pull the wool over the eyes of the 
world public ? While the Soviet Union has brazenly pushed the mili
tarization of its national economy to a climax and openly declared its- 
readiness to shift its national economy on to a wartime footing at any

* Documents on Disarmament, 197/f, pp. 74&-74T.
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time, it has come to the United Nations formn to prate about the 
“reduction of military expenditures by 10 per cent and utiliza-tion of 
part of the funds thus saved to provide assistance to developing coun
tries”.̂  While the Soviet Union has been audaciously using force or 
threats of force for aggression and expansion everywhere and has 
even gone out of its way to organize mercenaries for aimed invasion 
of other countries, it keeps on putting forward boringly a series of 
“proposals” and a “draft treaty” on the so-called “non-use of force in 
international relations”.® While the Soviet Union has been aggravating 
international tension, pursuing the policy of nuclear monopoly and 
nuclear blackmail and frenziedly preparing for a nuclear war, it has 
submitted a “draft declaration on the deepening and consolidation of 
international detente”,® and a “draft resolution on the prevention of 
the danger of nuclear war”.̂

This year, the Soviet representative has once again concocted a so- 
•called, “new item” by putting together that long-discredited and worn- 
out trash of sham detente and sham disarmament. In his letter intro
ducing the so-called “new item”, Mr. Gromyko even described detente 
as “a prerequisite for the solution of the problems of utmost impor
tance to all mankind”. Is this not asking the people of the world to 
abandon their just struggle against imperialism, colonialism and 
hegemonism and leave themselves entirely to the mercy of the super- 
Powers ? All the more glaring is the sinister intention in putting for
ward the new item—that is, to practise nuclear monopol}  ̂and nuclear 
blaclanail under the cover of “prevention of the danger of nuclear 
war”.

If the Soviet Union were really concerned about peace and the 
^^prevention of the danger of nuclear war”, why could it not agree 
straightforwardly to take practical actions for the complete prohibi
tion and thorough destruction of the nuclear weapons in its possession ? 
Why does it refuse to take even the first step for achieving this goal 
as repeatedly proposed by China ? Since it is so zealous about the “non
use of force or threat of force in international relations”, why does it 
not first withdraw its huge armed forces and military installations 
from abroad, or even “lessen” a bit its threat of force against other 
countries ? The littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean and 
the numerous non-aligned countries strongly demand the withdrawal 
by the two super-Powers of all their “military presence” from the 
Indian Ocean zone.

However, after repeated discussions, the two finally agreed only to 
“stabilize” their existing “military presence” in the Indian Ocean. By 
“stabilizing” their presence, do they not mean that they will hang on 
there and refuse to withdraw? Furthermore, they have not abandoned 
their intentions and activities for continually increasing their military

* See iUd., 197S, pp. 642, 653, 654-664. 
® TUd., 1976, pp. 641-643.
® Ante, pp. 583-585.
• Ante, pp. 585-586.
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strength and carrying out aggression and expansion in that area under 
the cover of so-called “stabilization”.

Is not the Soviet Union, which talks daily about “sympathy” and 
“support” for the establishment of nuclear-free zones in Latin Ameri-  ̂
ca, still adamantly refusing to sign the Additional Protocol II to the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco ? ® Under the aforesaid circumstances, is it not 
clear that in advocating the turning of the special United Nations ses
sion on disarmament next year into an “interim” or “intermediate- 
phase” for the “world disarmament conference”, the purpose of the 
Soviet Union is to bring this special session into its own orbit and 
make this session a part of its fraud of sham detente and sham 
disarmament?

After some reflection, it will not be difficult to see that the strange 
phenomenon of du]Dlicity in words and deeds not only reveals this 
super-Power’s utter hypocrisy but fully shows the truth that imperial
ist “pacifism” has never been an instrument for peace, but is an in
strument for the preparation of war and for disguising this prepara
tion by hypocritical talk of peace. At present, this is particularly true* 
of social-imperialism. The arch culprits who unleashed the two world 
wars all spared no effort to sing “disarmament” and “peace” on the 
eve of war. This cannot but alert people to the fact that today the 
super-Powers are also taking advantage of people’s desire for peace 
to create peace illusions so as to lull the people and make it easy for 
them to launch war some day and realize their ambition for world 
domination.

We have noticed that the numerous third world comitries and a 
number of small and medium-sized countries have forcefully exposed 
and condemned the super-Powers’ acts of intensified arms expansion 
and war preparations in their rivalry for world hegemony. They in
creasingly resent the super-Powers’ hoax of sham detente and sham 
disarmament. The representatives of these countries have rightly 
pointed out that the super-Powers are only using “detente” to achieve 
their own narrow purposes, that what they seek is hegemony, that the 
aim of the super-Powers’ arms race and monopoly of nuclear weapons 
is to dominate international affairs, that many treaties and resolutions  ̂
on disarmament do not belong to the category of genuine disarma
ment but are mere scraps of paper; that in concluding treaties, each 
of them wants to exert pressure on the other in the first place, and 
then to befuddle the world public; that among the total world military 
expenditures of over $300 billion, the United States and the USSE  
account for the lion’s share and they monopolize the most powerful 
weapons of mass destruction; and that, therefore, it is first and fore
most their responsibility to reduce military expenditures and carry out 
disarmament and it is impermissible for them to shift the responsi
bility onto the small and medium-sized countries.

Quite a number of third world countries have demanded that the 
super-Powers should undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear

® Documents on Disarmament^ 1967, p. 83.
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weapons against the non-nuclear countries, and to withdraw their 
forces from foreign territories and dismantle their military bases 
abroad. In order to oppose super-Power aggression and interference, 
some countries stand for insulation from super-Power conflicts and 
rivalry and propose the establishment of peace zones, nuclear-free 
zones and security zones in their regions. These reasonable proposals 
reflect the legitimate desire of these countries for combating the super- 
Powers’ aggression and expansion and their rivalry for hegemony and 
for safeguarding world peace and security. We appreciate and support 
all this. We are always against sham disarmament and for genuine 
<iisarmament. We stand for the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons.

As the first step, all nuclear countries, particularly the Soviet Union 
and the United States, must first undertake the obligation that they 
will not be the first to use nuclear weapons at any time and in any cir
cumstances, and in particular will not use nuclear weapons against 
non-nuclear countries and nuclear-free zones, and that they must dis
mantle all their nuclear bases on foreign soil and withdraw all their 
nuclear armed forces abroad. We firmly support the demands of the 
countries and peoples in the regions of the Indian Ocean, the Mediter
ranean and the Eed Sea, and in the Middle East, South-East Asia, 
South Asia, Africa and Latin America for the establishment of peace 
zones, security zones or nuclear-free zones. We maintain that the super- 
Powers must imdertake unequivocal obligations to this end and put 
them into effect. We strongly oppose the super-Powers’ policies of 
nuclear monopoly and nuclear blackmail and their disarmament fraud.

The Chinese people and the people of the whole world firmly want 
peace and oppose a new world war. The question now is that it is the 
super-Powers, and not the Chinese people and the people of the world, 
who want war. What policies should be taken and how one should deal 
with the situation of intensified super-Power rivalry and increasing 
danger of a world war is a very serious political issue before the people 
of the world.

China’s attitude with regard to a world war has always been: “First, 
we are against i t ; second, we are not afraid of it.” When we say we are 
not afraid of war, it does not mean that we like it, but because to be 
afraid gets us nowhere. The dialectics of history tells us that the ag
gressors always bully the weak and fear the tough and will try for a 
yard if given an inch. The more one is afraid of them and takes the 
attitude of appeasement towards them, the more one encourages their 
aggressive arrogance and ambition. In the end, it will only hasten the 
outbreak of war. TVhat calls for attention is that there now exists a 
strong trend towards appeasement in the West. Some hope to gain tem
porary ease by making compromises and concessions. Some imagine 
that they can restrain the aggressive and expansionist activities of 
social-imperialism by concluding treaties and agreements. All these are 
sheer illusions. In the eyes of the aggressors, all treaties and agreements 
:are mere scraps of paper which they are ready to sign at any time and
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Trill not hesitate to tear up when necessary. It is only those who have 
blind faith in negotiations and agreements that will be duped and 
suffer. Did Hitler not initiate the war to invade Czechoslovakia and 
Poland when the ink on the Munich Agreement he personally signed 
was hardly dry ? In the three decades and more after the Second World 
War, a motley variety of declarations, treaties and resolutions on dis
armament was adopted both inside and outside the United Nations.

The multitude of documents may be “enough to fill the roof and 
heavy enough to cause the beasts of burden to perspire” and may even 
stop the flow of water if thrown into the East River, but they will not 
stem the runaway trend of arms expansion and war preparations on 
the part of social-imperialism. Some people even seek to divert this 
peril towards the east in order to preserve themselves at the expense of 
others. Some keep on producing the so-called “Sonnenfeldt doctrines” 
and their refurbished versions and sequels. These people have forgotten 
the lessons of history. They would only follow in the footsteps of 
Neville Chamberlain and end in harming themselves while seeking 
profit at others’ expense.

In our opinion, in order to oppose the super-Powers’ preparations 
for and laundiing of a new world war, the people of the world should 
be informed fully and completely about the danger of war, so that they 
will be fully aware and vigilant about it. And on this basis, the people 
of the world should 'be mobilized to form the broadest united front, 
including the Soviet and American people, against the super-Power 
policies of aggression and war and for putting off the outbreak of a 
world war. Meanwhile, every effort should be made to gain time to get 
fully prepared mentally and materially, so that in case the super- 
Powers impose the war on the people, the people will abolish the unjust 
war of aggression by means of a just war against aggression and finally 
bury all aggressors and win genuine peace.

It is gratifying to see that the people of the world are daily awaken
ing. The true features of the super-Powers, particularly of social- 
imperialism, and their paper-tiger essence are being seen through ever 
more clearly. They have been seriously frustrated in their acts of ag
gression and expansion all over the world. Earlier, the African States 
of Egypt, the Sudan and Zaire and some other third world countries 
waged valiant struggles in a dauntless spirit in firm opposition to 
social-imperialism’s infiltration, subversion and aggression, and they 
have won brilliant victories in these struggles. In so doing, they have 
not only effectively defended their respective hard-won national inde
pendence and sovereignty but greatly deflated the aggressive arrogance 
of social-imperialism and made positive contributions to upsetting the 
war plans of the super-Powers.

At present, the united struggle of the third world is being steadily 
strengthened, and there is further growth in the tendency of the second 
world towards unity against hegemonism. Before us is a new historical 
period of struggle against super-Power hegemonism by uniting with 
all the forces that can be united, in which the third world is the main



666 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

force. The broader the international united front against hegemonism,, 
the more serious the isolation of the super-Powers, and the greater the 
benefit to the just cause of the people of various countries. And every 
victory won by the people of various countries in their struggle against 
hegemonism will help to weaken the strength of the super-Powers, 
thwart their aggressive and expansionist designs, upset their war plans 
and deployments, and put off the outbreak of a new world war. I f the 
super-Powers should dare to provoke a world war, they will be doomed 
to complete destruction in the face of the joint struggle of the world’s 
people.

Under the leadership of the Central Committee of the Chinese Com
munist Party headed by Chairman Hua Kuo-feng, the Chinese Gov
ernment and people are resolved to hold high the great btaner o f  
Chairman Mao Tsetung, steadfastly adhere to the revolutionary line 
and policies in foreign affairs which were formulated by Chairman 
Mao and creatively implemented by Premier Chou Eri-lai. We will, as 
always, firmly oppose the policies of aggression and war pursued by 
super-Power hegemonism. We will always bear in mind Chairman 
Mao’s teaching, “Dig tunnels deep, store grain everywhere, and never 
seek hegemony”. We will maintain high vigilance and make all prep
arations against the imperialist and so^jial-impferialist machinations to 
launch a new world war. “We will not attack unless we ar  ̂attacked; 
if We are attacked, we will certainly counterattack”. We will be ready 
at all times to wipe out any enemy that dares to invade China. We 
shall work to strengthen our unity with the wbrld proletariat and all 
the oppressed nations and people, strengthen our unity with the other 
third world countries and ally with all the countries subjected to ag
gression, interference or threats by the super-Powers, and win con
tinued new victories in the struggle against super-Power hegemonism 
and their policies of aggression and war.

Address by FRG Chancellor Schmidt: Sfrategic Arms Limitation 
Talks and Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks [Ex
tract!, October 28, 1977"

Political and military balance is the prerequisite for our security, 
and I would warn against the illusion that there may be some ground 
or other for neglecting that balance. Indeed, it is not only the prerequi
site for our security but for fruitful progress with detente. In the first 
place we should recognize that—paradoxical as it may sound—a riskŷ  
arms race and controlled arms limitations are closer together than they 
have ever been. It is only a narrow ridge which divides hope of peace 
and danger of war.

’ German Information Center, New York, N.Y. The address was the 1977 Ala- 
stair Buchan Memorial Lecture before the London International Institute for 
Strategic Studies.
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Secondly, changed strategic conditions have confronted us with new 
problems. SALT codifies the nuclear strategic balance between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. To put it differently: SALT 
neutralizes the strategic nuclear capabilities of the United States and 
the Soviet Union. In Europe this magnifies the significance of the dis
parities between East and West as regards nuclear tactical and con
ventional weapons.

Thirdly, we must press ahead with the Vienna negotiations on mu
tual balanced force reductions in order to make an important step in 
the direction of a better balance of power in Europe. No one can deny 
that the principle of parity is a sensible one. However, it must be the 
target of all arms limitation and control negotiations and must apply 
to all weapons. Neither side can accept to diminish its security unilat
erally. We all have a vital interest in the negotiations between the two 
isuperpowers on the limitation and reduction of nuclear strategic weap
ons to continue and to lead to a reliable agreement. The nuclear powers 
have a special responsibility in this field.

On the other hand, especially we Europeans must be anxious to en
sure that these negotiations do not neglect those factors which make up 
NATO’s deterrence strategy. We are all faced with the dilemma of 
having to meet the moral and political necessity for arins limitation 
whilst, at the same time, maintaining a fully effective deterrent to war. 
We do not overlook the fact that both the L^nited States and the 
Soviet Union must be equally anxious to remove the mutual strategic 

threat.
But strategic arms limitations confined to the United States and the 

Soviet Union would be bound to impair the security of the West Euro
pean members of the ^li^;nce vis-a-vis Soviet military superiority in 
Eurqpe if we do not succeed in removing the disparities in Europe 
parallel to the SALT negptiations. So long as this isi not the case we 
must stick to a bals^nce of all components of (Jeterreî pe strategy. This 
means that the Alliance must be ready to make available enough of the 
right means to support the valid strategy ,̂nd to prevent any develop
ments that could remove the basis of our strategy, which is still the 

Tight one.
At the meeting of heads of state and government in 10 Downing 

.Street last May, I  said that the more we stabilize strategic nuclear 
parity, which my government has advocated from the outset, the more 
will it be necessary to achieve a conventional equilibrium as well. To
day let me add, again in London: Wlien SALT negotiations opened 
we Europeans did not have a clear enough view of the close connec
tion between parity of strategic nuclear weapons on the one hand and 
tactical nuclear and conventional weapons on the other, or if we did, 
we did not articulate it clearly enough.

The aim now is to clearly see the connection between SALT and 
MBFK and to draw the necessary practical conclusions. At that same 
top level meeting I said that there were in theory t^o possibilities of 
•^establishing a conventional balance with the Warsaw Pact states. One
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would be for tlie Western alliance to go in for a massive build-up of’ 
forces and weapons systems; the other for both NATO and the Warsaw 
Pact to reduce their force strength and achieve an overall balance at a 
lower level. I prefer the latter. The Vienna negotiations have not so far 
produced any results in terms of concrete wording. Since they began 
the Warsaw Pact has increased the disparities as regards both conven-̂  
tional and tactical nuclear forces.

Up to now the Soviet Union has given no clear indication that Mos
cow is willing to accept the principle of parity for Europe and in thi& 
way make the principle of renunciation of force an element of the mili
tary balance as well. But until we see progress on MBFE, we shall 
have to abide by our principle of deterrence. And it is in this context 
and no other that all that has been said in the public discussion in all 
member states of the Western alliance on the subject of the neutron 
weapons are of value to the alliance as an additional element of the 
deterrence strategy, as a means of preventing war. But we should not 
limit ourselves to that examination. Beyond this we also should ex
amine what relevance and weight this weapon has in regard to our 
efforts to achieve arms control.

This brings me back to the arms control negotiations. For the first 
time in history those negotiations are being conducted at a time when 
there exists a weapon capable of destroying all living things. Unlike 
former times, failure of such negotiations can no longer be compen
sated by banking on military victory. That is why it is of such crucial 
importance that all should realize the seriousness of the Vienna nego
tiations, and that is why results must be achieved there. In this re
spect I have seven ‘̂ musts’’ or “must nots” :

1. Both sides, all participants in the MBFE negotiations, must state 
their willingness to bring the negotiations to a pos’):ive conclusion and 
to be a party to reductions on a basis of equality.

2. Priority must be given to the aim—and it must be achieved with
out delay—of preventing any further increase in the military confron
tation and thus dispelling apprehensions.

3. The threat of a surprise attack must be eliminated.
4. The confidence-building measures voluntarily agreed at the CSCE 

must be accepted with binding effect.
5. It must remain the principal objective of MBFE to achieve by 

means of reductions a balance of forces at a lower level.
6. Force reductions must be oriented to the principle of parity and 

must be verifiable. Parity and collectivity must be recognized as de
termining principles.

7. The capability of both alliance systems to organize their defence 
must not be impaired.

We should consider whether it is necessary to extend the confidence- 
building measures beyond the agreed scope. Because even if we ulti
mately achieve conventional parity within the MBFE reduction area 
we will still be considerably short of parity of conventional forces in 
Europe as a whole. And this all the more so as the Soviet Union has
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substantially increased the strategic transport capacities and thus could' 
concentrate its forces outside the reduction area, whereas American 
forces would be cut off from Europe by the Atlantic.

Interview of the United States Representative to the United Na
tions (Young) on ABC News  ‘Issues and Answers” : Embargo 
on Arms for South Africa [Extracts] , October 30,1977 ^

Q : President Carter seemed to imply this weeĥ  when he announced 
that the United States will support a rrmndatory embargo on the sale 
of arms to South Africa  ̂that we are considering other actions as well. 
Is the Administration planning to bring any other pressures on South 
Africa—political^ economic  ̂or military?

Ambassador Young: I think that it is fair to say that we are con
sidering other things. It is a very difficult situation. I don’t think there 
is any intention on the part of this Administration or anybody else to 
try to destroy South Africa. I do think that there is the possibility of 
strengthening those people of reason and wisdom inside the country 
and demonstrating to those people who are fearful and panicky that 
thbir racist path of apartheid is not going to work for them regard* 
less of what goes on.

Q: You say this Administration is considering some other actions  ̂
Can you be more specific about what those are?

Ambassador Young: I really can’t, but I think it is pretty obvious 
that our relations with South Africa cover a wide range of subjects^ 
and the question that we have to face as a people is, to what extent do 
we want to cooperate with a government that practices the kinds of 
policies that are practiced by the South Afiican Government. Do we 
want military cooperation? Do we trust them with nuclear coopera
tion? Do we extend to them the sources of credit and capital from our 
banking system that, you know, would help perpetuate their system ?

Q: You mentioned nuclear cooperation. There are some who would 
Wee to see uŝ  for instance  ̂put an absolute ban on the shipment of any 
nuclear fuel to South Africa. Would you favor that measure?

Ambassador Young: I  don’t think I  could, unfortunately. I  would 
personally favor that I  think, but I  think practically things have gone 
too far for that to be a realistic possibility. I  thinlv South Africa has 
achieved— n̂ot from us primarily but a little here and a little there— 
they have nuclear potential, the extent of which we are not fully able 
to judge.

The only thing we can do, once the horse is out of the bam, is try to 
bring the horse back into the barn. To cut off things now would only 
encourage separate development of South Africa’s own nuclear poten
tial. I think by maintaining some kind of relationship, we do have the

* Department of State Bulletin^ Dec. 5,1977, pp. 791-794.
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possibility of influencing them to sign the nuclear [non] proliferation 
treaty and accepting all of the safeguards that go with the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency.

Q: Presuming they did Time an atomic bomb̂  who will they drop 
it on?

Ambassador Young: I  don’t have the slightest idea, and I think 
that South Africa, being a member of the nuclear club, is a sense of psy- 
<jhological security for the Afrikaner which really creates actual mili
tary insecurity, and they are caught in a strange paradox because there 
are no atomic weapons in Africa right now. But should South Africa 
explode a nuclear device, there are a number of her neighbors that 
would immediately begin to try to get nuclear weapons from anywhere 
they could, and I think it is reasonable to assume that they could get 
nuclear weapons much more sophisticated than those that South 
Africa can build, and they won’t get them from us necessarily.

Q: You said a m/yment ago that South Africa can get sophisticated 
nuclear weapons from other countries if it wants to. I  find that rather 
startVmg. Where would they get them?

Ambassador Yowng: I didn’t say South Africa could; I said South 
Africa’s neighbors could.

Q : I am sorry. Where could its neighbors get nuclear \oeapons? Are 
you talJcing about the Soviet bloc? Do you really think the S,oviets 
would provide nuclear weapons to countries like Mozambique  ̂Angola  ̂
Tanzania  ̂or whatever?

Ambassador Young: I think they would be awfully tempted if South 
Africa exploded a bomb. I  mean, a Mozambiquan missile crisis is cer
tainly as logical as the Cuban missile crisis.

Q : Prime Minister Vorster of South Africa said on this program last 
week that he is not aware of any promises to President Carter not to 
develop nuclear weapons  ̂and the White House subsequently cams up 
with a letter that indicated he had made such a promise."̂  Do you thirJc 
South Africa can be trusted on the grounds of xohatever assurances 
have been given to the Administration not to develop nuclear weapons?

Ambassador Youm̂ g: No, I don’t, and that is the reason I think there 
has to be a very careful control and monitoring of the fuel supplied 
and also the safeguards that go along with any nuclear relationship 
with South Africa. That is th,e thing that puts us in the frustrating 
position of having to remain involved.

The only way you can possibly monitor that is to keep some relation
ship. I f you break the relationship altogether, there is no way to moni
tor, and it is almpst because you can’t trust them that you have to stay 
close to them.

 ̂Cf. ante, pp. 657-658.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Young) to the 
Security Council: Embargo on Arms for South Africa [Extract], 
October 31, 1977"

The Security Council is today preparing to take an unprecedented 
step. For the first time in the history of the Organization, the Council 
may impose mandatory sanctions against a Member State. Because 
the decision before us is so significant, it is necessary for all of us to 
proceed carefully in the light of past actions of the Council.

We all know that the world community’s concern over South Africa’s 
racial policies is not new. The Security Council’s first action on this 
question came on 1 April 1960, when a resolution deploring the Sharpe- 
ville massacre and calling upon South Africa to abandon its policy of 
a'partheid was adopted, declaring that South Africa’s racial policies 
might, if continued, endanger international peace and se c u r ity .^

Seventeen years have passed. During the intervening years this Or
ganization has repeatedly urged South Africa to abandon apartheid 
and to rejoin the international effort to ensure universal respect for 
human rights. The Vice-President of my Government spoke to this is
sue in Vienna on 20 May 1977 when he pointed out that progress to
wards full and equal participation by all citizens of South Africa in 
the political process was essential to a healthy, stable and secure South 
Africa.®

Clearly, the repressive measures announced by the South African 
authorities on 19 October mark a major development on the South 
African scene. In deciding on these measures the South African Gov
ernment decided not to move in the direction of full political partici
pation by all but to break new ground by ending all political expres
sion by all opponents of apartheid in South Africa—black and white. 
One can only conclude that the South African Government does not 
understand the dangers for peace in southern Africa which this policy 
of denying blacks in South Africa all rights of political participation 
now poses.

In this inflammatory structure, my Government has reluctantly but 
firmly concluded that the international community must now take steps 
i o ensure that the flow of arms into South Africa does not add to a level 
of tension which is already endangering international peace. My Gov
ernment is therefore prepared to join with others in supporting Se
curity Council action to establish a mandatory arms embargo under 
Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter.

Since 1963 the United States has, consistent with Security Council 
resolutions, observed a comprehensive arms embargo. The United

 ̂S/PV.2045 (prov.), PP. 3-6. Also Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 12, 1977, 
pp. 85^860.

* S/4300.
® For text of ttie Vice President’s news conference, see the Department of State 

Bulletin, June 20,1977, p. 661.
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States embargo however has been voluntary, and the United Nations 
voluntary embargo has not stopped the flow of arms to South Africa. 
In the interest of encouraging South Africa’s leaders to embark on a 
new course, President Carter has now authorized me to state that the 
United States is prepared to join with other members of this Council 
in proposing a mandatory arms embargo on South Africa, under 
Chapter VII of the Chapter, which will require all States to cut off 
all sales or transfers of arms, spare-parts for previously delivered 
equipment, paramilitary police equipment and material for the main
tenance and production of arms and munitions.

In addition, we are undertaking a thorough review of relations with 
South Africa in all areas, including the area of nuclear co-operation. 
The possibility that South Africa might explode a nuclear device and 
develop nuclear weapons capability has been of gravest concern to my 
Government, as it has to all members of the international community. 
Such a step would be a serious blow to the security situation in Africa 
and also to global efforts to prevent the further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Since my Government has no priorities which it takes more 
seriously than these, we have given the most serious consideration to 
the steps which might be taken individually or in concert with others 
to keep nuclear weapons from the African continent.

I should like to share with the Council our thoughts on a practical 
and effective approach to this goal. First, as President Carter reiterated 
at the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation Conference in 
Washington on 19 October,  ̂the United States supports the concept of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones. We strongly believe that Africa should 
remain free of nuclear weapons. Secondly, we are urging South Africa 
as well as others who have not yet signed the non-proliferation Treaty ® 
to do so promptly, and to put all their nuclear facilities under full 
international safeguards. Thirdly, our co-operation with all nations 
in peaceful uses of nuclear energy is based on the premise that the 
opportunity for co-operation is an important incentive to keep nuclear 
facilities under international inspection. That has, of course, been the 
case with all of our co-operative programmes. Finally, I  am sure 
members of the Security Council are aware of the assurances that 
Prime Minister Vorster has given to President Carter concerning their 
nuclear programme.® We take these assurances seriously and would 
respond promptly and vigorously, in concert with others, should it 
appear that South Africa does not intend to honour them.

* See ante, pp. 645-648.
® For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂AntCt PP- 657-658.
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Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Sattar) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Security Assurances, 
Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, Nuclear Free Zones, and 
Nuclear Nonproliferation [Extract], October 31, 1977^

The concept of universal collective security contained in the United 
Nations Charter is premised on the achievement of substantial prog
ress towards general and complete disarmament. In fact, however, 
there has been little progress. On the contrary, ever more deadly weap
ons continue to be produced. As the Secretary-General noted in his 
annual report,

. . . the number of nuclear warheads has increased fivefold in the past eight 
years.^

Diversion of resources to military ends has escalated so that now the 
rate of expenditure is $1 billion a day.

A peace which is premised on a balance of terror, on concepts of mu
tual assured destruction and on ambitions of global hegemony and 
domination is bound to remain fragile and insecure. So long as the 
peril of nuclear annihilation persists, the international atmosphere 
will continue to be characterized by tension and insecurity and the 
hope that substantial resources can be freed to promote economic 
progress, particularly in developing countries, will not be realized.

It is axiomatic that the primary responsibility for disarmament 
rests with those States which possess the power to destroy not only 
each other but the entire world. They have been engaged in negotia
tions for many years. But so far the results have been meagre. It is our 
hope that the promise of progress held out in the declarations made 
by the President of the United States and the Foreign Minister of the 
Soviet Union w h^  they spoke in the General Assembly will be 
achieved. The world expects, in particular, that the second agreement 
of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) will actually reduce 
the deployment of strategic weapons. Nor should there be any obsta
cle of a technical nature to the conclusion of a nuclear test ban agree
ment. It is appropriate to expect those Powers which possess over
whelming preponderance in nuclear weapons technology to accept a 
moratorium on any further testing.

Among other confidence-building and arms control measures which 
can be achieved in the near future are the proposed treaty on the pro
hibition of chemical weapons, a convention prohibiting the develop
ment of new weapons of mass destruction and a convention on the 
limitation, for humanitarian reasons, of incendiary and certain other 
conventional weapons.

 ̂A/C.1/32/PV.17, pp. 21-36.
“ General Assembly Offldal Records: TMrty-aecond Session, Supplement No. 1 

(A /32/1), p. 5.
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The consideration of these matters cannot, however, divert atten
tion from the fact that the primary threat to international peace and 
security, especially the security of non-nuclear States, arises from the 
nuclear arsenals of the major nuclear Powers. Until those arsenals 
are dismantled and all further production of nuclear weapons pro
hibited, the non-nuclear-weapon States have the right to be assured 
that their security will not be jeopardized by the use or threat of use 
of such weapons.

Last year the Soviet Union proposed to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) countries an agreement for the non-first-use 
of nuclear weapons.  ̂ In his address to the General Assembly, Presi- 
-clent Carter also declared that the United States would not use 
nuclear weapons except in the event of aggression against it or its al- 
li('s.̂  Those pronouncements, while welcome in the context in which 
they have been made, are primarily designed by the super-Powers to 
Teassure each other. They do not deal with the problem of the security 
of the non-nuclear-weapon States.

Xeither super-Power faces any threat from non-nuclear States, par
ticularly not from those which are not members of NATO or the War
saw Pact. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect them to respond 
positively to the General Assembly’s invitation, in its resolution 31/ 
189 C of last year, to give an undertaking not to use or threaten to use 
nuclear weapons against States which are not parties to the nuclear se
curity arrangements of some nuclear Powers.® Such an undertaking 
by nuclear-weapon Powers would, without affecting their own secu
rity interests, give some reassurance to non-nuclear States about their 
security from the nuclear threat. It would also give greater credibility 
to current efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Pakistan’s commitment to the objectives of non-proliferation has 
been consistent and unreserved. My country was among those which 
from the beginning actively advocated the idea of a non-proliferation 
treaty, despite the inherently discriminatory nature of such a treaty. 
It was our conviction, however, that the treaty could succeed only if 
effective measures were taken simultaneously to safeguard the security 
of non-nuclear-weapon States, to ensure the adherence to it of all coun
tries without exception and to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race 
among the nuclear-weapon Powers. None of those conditions has been 
fulfilled. On the contrary, the situation has become more complex. A 
number of countries for one reason or another have declined to adhere 
to the non-proliferation Treaty,® and among them there are many 
which are described as threshold nuclear Powers. Without entering 
into an argument about the distinction between a peaceful nuclear ex
plosion and a weapons test, I must say that the fact is that the situation 
in this regard has become ambiguous because of India’s nuclear explo

* Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 855-856.
‘ IMd., pp. 628-631.

pp. 945-950.
* The treaty text can be found iUd., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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sion, provisions relating to this matter in the Treaty of Tlatelolco ' and 
the ambivalence of the super-Powers’ own position in this regard in the* 
threshold Treaty.® Furthermore, it is no longer possible to ignore the* 
fact that two countries—Israel and South Africa—may have covertly 
acquired a nuclear capability which, in view of the secrecy which sur
rounds their programmes and their refusal to accept any form of 
safeguards or inspection, is widely and probably correctly assumed to- 
be a nuclear-weapon capability. The non-proliferation Treaty has been 
subjected to criticism on grounds which were reiterated at the Eeview 
Conference of the Treaty held in April 1975.̂  It was notable at that 
Conference that all proposals made by the non-nuclear-weapon States 
were ignored by the nuclear Powers.

In the circumstances, it is necessary to examine the situation in the 
light of existing realities in order to find ways of attaining the objec
tives underlying the non-proliferation regime. In the first place, atten
tion must be turned to bringing under international scrutiny the nu
clear programmes and facilities of those States which are not subject 
to safeguards and have therefore accumulated unaccounted-for fissile 
materials. Only thus can we ensure that those materials have not been 
diverted to the development of nuclear weapons.

A realistic approach to non-proliferation cannot ignore the imme
diate danger. It should not merely address more remote and perhaps 
theoretical possibilities, such as the use of nuclear weapons by terror
ists. Today, the nuclear danger in the Middle East arises from the 
mystery which surrounds the nuclear programme of Israel, a country 
which is reported to have used unorthodox means to acquire nuclear 
capability, and which has refused to accept international safeguards 
or even to open its nuclear plants to inspection by the United States. 
In Africa, it has not been the Namibian freedom fighters or the Soweto 
schoolboys who threaten the continent with the nuclear menace, but 
the racist regime of Mr. Vorster, which has proclaimed that it would 
develop nuclear weapons in order to perpetuate the apartheid regime.

Those manifest breaches are the real threat to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT) regime and to the peace and security of the world. It is 
that danger which should be the focus of attention. Instead, interna
tional concern has turned to the transfer of nuclear technology to non- 
nuclear-weapon States of the third world, almost all of which have 
accepted safeguards for their peaceful nuclear programmes and have 
given every possible assurance of their intention to eschew nuclear 
weapons. We find it difficult to understand why the development of 
nuclear energy in the developing countries should be considered a spe
cially dangerous proposition. Is it seriously believed that the develop
ing countries are less responsible than others ?

" See iUd., 1967, pp. 69-83.
1974. pp. 225-227.

* The final declaration of the review conference lias been printed iUd., 1915, pp. 
146-156.
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During the past two years some of the nuclear Powers and their 
allies have sought to impose onerous and unilateral conditions for the 
transfer of nuclear technology to non-nuclear-weapon States, despite 
the acceptance by those States of international safeguards. Some sup
plier countries have resorted to unilateral embargoes and political 
pressures to impose their policy. A proposal has been mooted to create 
a cartel of nuclear suppliers in order to retain control over advanced 
nuclear technology and to ensure that the developing countries remain 
dependent for their nuclear fuel supply on external sources under the 
control of supplier countries.

Many developing countries, as well as some of the supplier nations, 
have expressed themselves here and in other forums against discrimina
tory restraints and conditions on the transfer of nuclear technology. 
The development of nuclear energy is vital to the economic and social 
development not only of the industrialized countries, but even more so 
of developing countries, which have rapidly increasing energy needs 
and are deficient in conventional energy resources. A policy of denial 
and deprivation will jeopardize their development and thus run coun
ter to the whole concept of the new international economic order. The 
objective of non-proliferation is better served by the application of 
non-discriminatory and universally applicable safeguards through the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IA EA ). Neither in the Statute 
of the IAEA nor in the NPT is there any stipulation that any tech
nologies should be denied to non-nuclear-weapon States, so long as 
they are subject to the application of safeguards. On the contrary, 
there is a clear balance in these documents between the provisions for 
the promotion of peaceful uses of nuclear energy in non-nuclear- 
weapon States and a commitment not to divert nuclear technology to 
military purposes. The IAEA Statute goes further in assuring the 
developing countries of special consideration for their needs. It is 
therefore a matter of grave concern to developing countries that the 
activities of IAEA no longer relSect the statutory balance between 
safeguard activities on one side and technical assistance on the other.

The developing countries are concerned at the whole trend away 
from a non-proliferation regime based on co-operation to one which 
would use coercion and which, not satisfied with international safe
guards, would attempt to impose restraints on the non-nuclear-weapon 
States.

The representative of Finland submitted a resolution the other day 
in this Committee which is illustrative of his country’s concern about 
the danger of proliferation. Pakistan shares this concern which, for 
reasons too well known to require recounting here, has specific as well 
as general aspects. Also, the Pakistan delegation has great admiration 
and respect for Ambassador Pastinen, who has made valuable con
tributions to the objectives of disarmament, particularly non-prolif
eration. For all these and other reasons we have given the draft in 
document A/C.1/32/L.3 the very careful consideration it merits, and
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would like to offer some observations on its approach and on specific 
provisions.^®

It is not clear to us in the first instance what particular situation the 
draft resolution is meant to address. Its stated objective is to prevent 
‘‘any further proliferation”. The question arises: further from what 
stage— t̂he NPT or the situation which obtains at present? That is not 
an academic question, in view of the well-known breaches of the non
proliferation regime. Secondly, to say, as the draft text does, that pro
liferation is more dangerous in some areas than in others implies that 
proliferation in those other areas is to be viewed with less concern. 
Clearly, that implication in the Finnish draft is at variance with the 
generally accepted position, according to which proliferation of nu
clear weapons anywhere is a global danger. I f  the intention is to point 
out that the real danger of proliferation lies in the areas of the Middle 
East, Africa and South Asia, then an entirely different approach is 
needed to deal with the problem. Thirdly, the dtaft refers but perfunc
torily to the question of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States and 
the responsibilities of the major nuclear Powers to reverse the nu
clear arms race and bring about nuclear and general and complete 
disarmament.

Another stated premise of the Finnish draft is that the spread and 
development of nuclear energy would be detrimental to the goal of 
non-proliferation. On this basis, the draft does not merely advocate 
the strengthening of safeguards, but goes beyond that to call for the 
virtual imposition by nuclear suppliers of what are termed “effective 
non-proliferation restraints”. ^Vho is to judge what is “effective” re
straint? But besides that, that basic approach cannot be accepted by 
States which believe that the objective of non-proliferation can be rec
onciled with the objective of accelerated use of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes. Nor would the imposition by supplier States of uni
laterally devised restrictions or the creation of a suppliers’ cartel be 
the best way of achieving the objective.

Moreover, the “restraints” proposed in the draft resolution are con
fusing and contradictory. It suggests in some parts the application of 
“effective and comprehensive” safeguards; in other parts, “full-scope 
safeguards”; and yet again elsewhere, it refers to safeguards applicable 
to the “complete fuel cycle”. All those are by no means interchangeable 
terms, nor are they all precise. Even in the IAEA so far there has been 
only a limited discussion of the possibility of some States not parties 
to NPT desiring what are called NPT-type safeguard agreements.

In sum, my delegation feels that the Finnish draft resolution ignores 
the reality of the immediate danger of nuclear proliferation and gives 
insufficient attention to the security interests of the non-nuclear- 
weâ Don States. Most important, we are concerned that its adoption 
would give international sanction to the coercive and restrictive ap
proach unilaterally adopted by some of the supplier countries.

pp. 650-652.
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Approval of the proposal put forward by Finland would also under
mine the work launched at the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Eval
uation Conference in Washin^on two weeks ago. That Conference 
recognized that the urgent need to make nuclear energy widely avail
able for peaceful purposes can be reconciled with the objective of non
proliferation through a co-operative effort between the suppliers and 
the recipients of nuclear technology. Some 40 countries which partici
pated in the Conference were convinced that effective measures could be 
taken to minimize the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
without undermining the development of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes. Technical experts of both industrialized and developing 
countries will now participate in a two-year study that is to be carried 
out in a spirit of objectivity without jeopardizing the respective fuel- 
cycle policies of various comitries or international co-operation, ag T ee-  

ments and contracts for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, provided 
that agreed safeguard measures are applied.

For all these reasons the Finnish draft resolution would not be an 
appropriate basis for an integral approach towards non-proliferation 
and the promotion of the peacef ul uses of nuclear energy.

It is our view that at this juncture the General Assembly should not 
delve into technical aspects. Instead, as was done in the final communi
que of the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation Conference, 
the Assembly should set out certain broad principles that could help the 
suppliers and recipients of peaceful nuclear technology to find a com
mon ground for international co-operation and for the acceleration of 
the contribution of nuclear energy to economic and social development. 
It is desirable that the General Assembly affirm that nuclear energy is 
of vital importance for the economic and social development of all 
countries, particularly the developing countries; that all States have 
the right to develop, acquire, transfer and use without hindrance nu
clear technology for peaceful purposes and to determine their peaceful 
nuclear progranomes in accordance with their policies, needs and in
terests; and that access to nuclear technology should be available to all 
States without discrimination under international safeguards.

In the context of the immediate threats to the non-proliferation 
regime, the proposals for the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in 
Africa, the Middle East and South Asia have assumed critical 
importance.

We are happy to note that both the United States and the Soviet 
Union have recently pronounced themselves in favour of the creation 
of nuclear-free zones and zones of peace in various regions. We hope 
that those declarations will be reflected in a more positive and foi-th- 
right attitude to the creation of such zones in Africa, the Middle East 
and South Asia, and that those Powers will no longer insist on the pre
condition that prior agreement among all States of a region is neces
sary for their support for the objective of denuclearizing those regions*

^ Ante, pp. 654-655.
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Such a condition is tantamount to passive acceptance of the inevit
ability of proliferation, if not encouragement of nuclear ambition on 
the part of certain States.

The aim of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia 
is both real and practical. Each and every country of that region has 
committed itself to not acquiring or developing nuclear arms. Prime 
Minister Desai of India has publicly reiterated that India will not 
manufacture nuclear weapons. Also, at the fifth meeting of this Com
mittee the representative of India stated that India is a non-nuclear- 
weapon State and that “for all practical purposes . . . India is a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone”.̂  ̂ In the circumstances we hope that India 
will not oppose consultations regarding the denuclearization of South 
Asia. India has repeatedly given assurances that it will not develop nu
clear weapons. Pakistan, for its part, is prepared not only to give such 
an assurance but to enter into a multilateral undertaking to that effect 
along with the other States of South Asia. We are flexible about the 
modalities by which such a regional undertaking can be made. Mean
while, the General Assembly should continue to lend encouragement 
and support to the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South 
Asia and to consultations among the States of South Asia as well as 
with other interested neighbouring non-nuclear States in order to find 
an appropriate and mutually acceptable modality to achieve that 
objective.

Address by President Brezhnev Before the Central Committee of 
the CPSU: Halting the Production and Testing of Nuclear 
Weapons [Extract], November 2, 1977^

Unfortunately, the arms buildup is continuing and is assuming in
creasingly dangerous forms. ISTew varieties and types of weapons of 
mass destruction are being created—and it is well known on whose in
itiative. But after all, every new type is an equation with several 
unknowns, not only in terms of militaiy-technical or strategic conse
quences but also in political terms. Rushing from one type of weapon 
to another, an activity evidently based on the naive hope of retaining 
a weapons monopoly, only urges on the arms race, deepens mutual dis
trust and impedes the implementation of disarmament measures.

In this connection, I would like to reiterate as clearly as possible a 
thought I expressed earlier. The Soviet Union is effectively seeing to 
its own defense, but it is not striving for and will not strive for mili
tary superiority over the other side. We do not want to upset the

^ A/0.1/32/PV.5, p. 37.
"^The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIX, no. 44 (Nov. 30, 1977),

pp. 6,11.
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approximate equilibrium of military strength that now exists, say, 
between East and West in Central Europe or between the USSR and 
the US. But in return we demand that no one else seek to upset it in 
his favor. {Applcmse.)

Needless to say, maintaining the existing equilibrium is not an end 
in itself. We are in favor of starting a downward curve in the arms 
race and of gradually reducing the level of military confrontation. We 
want to lessen substantially, and then to eliminate, the threat of nu
clear war— t̂he most terrible danger for mankind. That is the aim of 
the well-known proposals of the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries.

Today we propose that a radical step be taken: that an agreement he 
reached on a sirmdtaneous halt in the 'production of nuclear weapons 
hy all states. All such weapons—atomic, hydrogen or neutron bombs 
or shells. At the same time, the nuclear powers could undertake a com
mitment to begin the gradual reduction of existing stockpiles of such 
weapons, moving toward their complete, “100%” elimination. Use 
atomic energy only for peaceful purposes— t̂hat is the appeal the So
viet state is making to governments and peoples in the year of its 60th 
anniversary.

There is another important problem that has a direct bearing on the 
task of reducing the threat of nuclear war. I am talking about carry
ing through to conclusion the banning of nuclear weapons tests, so that 
no such tests will be conducted underground, as well as in the atmos
phere, in outer space and under water. We want to achieve progress in 
the talks on this question and bring them to a successful conclusion. 
Therefore, we state that we are prepared to reach agreement on the 
declaration of a moratorium on nuclear explosions for peaceful pur
poses  ̂along with a han on all tests of nuclear weapons for a definite 
period. We hope that this important step on the part of the USSR will 
be evaluated on its merits by our partners in the talks and that the road 
will thus be cleared to the conclusion of a treaty long awaited by the 
peoples. {Applause.)

The Soviet Union is confidently following the road of peace. It is 
our active and persistent position that the contest between socialism 
and capitalism must be decided not on the field of battle, not on the 

arms conveyors, but in the sphere of peaceful labor. We want the bor
ders dividing these two worlds to be crossed not by missiles with nu
clear warheads but by threads of broad and diversified cooperation for 
the good of all mankind. {Applause.) Consistently pursuing this 
policy, we are fulfilling one of the most important slogans of October 
and behests of Lenin: Peace to the peoples! {Applause.)

If we succeed in accomplishing the main task— t̂he task of averting 
a new world war and ensuring a lasting peace—remarkable new pros
pects will open up for the earth’s inhabitants. Preconditions will 
emerge for solving many other vitally important problems that con
front mankind as a whole in our time.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Vance: Com
prehensive Test Ban and Arms Embargo Against South Africa 
[Extracts], November 2, 1977^

Good morning. I  have one brief statement I would like to make be
fore we go into the question and answer part of our session.

I think, as most of you know, this morning President Brezhnev at 
the opening of the Soviet 60th anniversary made an important speech.  ̂
We have not yet had time to study the full text of the speech, but we 
do share his view that there should be a downturn in the arms race.

We welcome President Brezhnev’s statement on a moratorium on 
peaceful nuclear explosions. It will have a useful effect on the current 
negotiations toward a comprehensive test ban. The proposal which he 
made is in the direction of what we have been talking about for several 
months on the need to include all kinds of nuclear explosions, including 
so-called peaceful nuclear explosions, in a comprehensive test ban. We 
will, of course, want to take a look at the details of his proposals before 
I can comment further.

First, my understanding of his proposal is that the moratorium 
would go into effect and would last through the period of the com
prehensive test ban. The comprehensive test ban which we have been 
negotiating would be for a period of time. It would not be open ended. 
And I think that is what is meant by the language which he has used,

Q, 'What period of time  ̂ how lonĝ  would he the com'prehensive 
test hanf Gan you give a range?

Secretary Vance: That is a question which is still under discussion 
between us. We would like to see it for a period of at least 4 or 5 years. 
The Soviets have suggested a shorter period of time, but this is some
thing which has to be worked out.

• • • • • • •

Secretary Vance: - . . I  think the seeds which have led to the inci
dents which have brought on the present crisis have been sown a long 
while ago and that we have seen this regrettable backward step as a 
result of the unfortunate flowering of those seeds.

Let me say a word about our policy with respect to South Africa. 
We have emphasized the importance of beginning progress toward 
the end of apartheid and full participation for all South Africans. We 
have offered no blueprint, we have offered no timetable. That is for 
the South Africans to determine. But we have indicated to the South 
Africans, in our numerous discussions with them, that our relations 
would improve if progress were made along these lines, and progress

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Nov. 21,1977, pp. 711-712, 716. 
 ̂Supra.
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would not only be not made but tlie situation would deteriorate if prog
ress did not come about.

ISTow, the regrettable steps which have been taken recently have been 
a major step backward. Therefore we, and indeed almost the whole 
world, have believed that it is necessary to take action as a result of 
those steps, and, therefore, at the United Nations we have supported a 
mandatory arms embargo to reflect the international consensus that the 
supply of arms threatens the peace.  ̂Consistent with this, we will pro
hibit all export of items for police and military in South Africa. In 
addition, there will be no more exports of spares and maintenance 
shipments for items whose exports would be prohibited. In addition, 
we are withdrawing our naval attache from Pretoria, and in addition 
to that we are recalling the commercial officer in Johannesburg. The 
latter recall is being done in connection with our review of our eco
nomic relationships with South Africa.

These actions which I have indicated reflect our national concern in 
respect of the events in South Africa. The national concern with this, 
I  think, is truly reflected in the Collins amendment which passed the 
House by such an overwhelming vote just recently—some 347 to, I 
believe, 46 or 47.̂  Let me say, however, that we continue to hope that 
South Africa will make progress and reverse the recent action which 
it has taken. In any case, we will welcome continuing to work with 
South Africa in our attempts, along with others, to resolve the prob
lems in Khodesia and Namibia.

Statement by the United States Representative (Goldberg) to 
the Review Conference of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe: Confidence Building Measures, No
vember 2, 1977^

I wish to express my government’s support for the proposal on 
confidence-building measures sponsored by the delegations of Norway, 
Canada, Great Britain, and the Netherlands.

This proposal is a welcome contribution to our consideration of how 
to build confidence through greater openness about military activities. 
It is consistent with the recognition in the document on confidence 
building measures and certain aspects of security and disarmament 
that experience gained by the implementation of CBMS, together with 
further efforts, could lead to developing and enlarging measures aimed 
at strengthening confidence. My delegation also welcomes, as did the

® Ante, pp. 671-672; see also post, pp. 685-686.
* The Collins amendment, House Concurrent Resolution 388, expressed concern 

about the recent acts of repression by the South African Government, and passed 
by a vote of 347 to 54 with 5 voting “present” on Oct. 31. (Footnote in original.) 

" ACDA files.
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distinguished delegate of Norway, the constructive proposal of the 
neutral and non-aligned countries. A detailed review of our experience 
with implementation began last week in the appropriate forum, the 
subsidiary working body on security. This review will continue next 
week.

Already, there has been general acknowledgement of the positive 
contribution of CBMS but recognition also of the wide variation in the 
degree to which states have implemented those elements of CBMS 
which are discretionary. The proposal presented today would assure 
fuller and more consistent implementation of these measures in a num
ber of ways. Let me point briefly to a few of them:

—Some states have availed themselves of the option to notify their 
smaller-scale maneuvers, others have not. This proposal would give the 
concept of smaller-scale maneuvers specific definition and would 
strengthen the obligation to notify such maneuvers.

—Examination of the texts of notifications given to date has shown 
that the extent to which these have included more than the bare re
quired "minimum of data and given a truly informative picture of the 
maneuver being notified has varied considerably. This proposal would 
assure more consistently informative notifications.

—An opportunity to observe maneuvers in a meaningful way has 
not always been provided. This proposal would establish minimum 
standards of access for all observers.

—The final act commends the question of notification of major 
military movements to our further attention. This proposal would 
establish a clearly defined requirement for the prior notification of 
such movements, consistent with the language and spirit of the fijial 
act and without in any sense amendmg the act.

I believe this proposal will merit the careful attention of the security 
working body once it begins to consider measures to develop and en
large confidence-building measures.

I repeat: We endorse and fully support the proposal on CBMS 
sponsored by the delegations of Norway, Canada, Great Britain and 
the isetherlands.

Statement by the Argentine Representative (Ortiz de Rozas) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Non
proliferation [Extract]  ̂ November 3, 1977^

I cannot fail to stress the absolute priority that my country attaches 
to the objective of nuclear disarmament. The absence of tangible 
results on the subject is repeatedly masked by the emphasis placed 
year after year on the prevention of hypothetical means of warfare or

^A/0.1/32/PV.23, pp. 52-55.
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collateral questions. The world will not live in security until such 
time as nuclear disarmament is achieved. The danger of proliferation 
of nuclear weapons will be present at all times and everywhere until 
such time as the power its possession gives has become an unhappy 
remembrance of the past.

In this context we wish to reiterate our conviction that the doctrine 
and practice of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT) has not yielded practical results.  ̂ When many de
veloping countries agreed in good faith to limit their sovereignty in 
respect of such vital aspects as security and defence they did so in the 
-clear laiowledge that accession to that Treaty was a necessary evil if  
the world was to be freed from the nuclear threat and its peoples were 
to enjoy the benefits of the peaceful uses and applications of that new 
technology. In our view those legitimate aspirations have not been 
met. According to the information given in the 1977 Yearbook of the 
Stockholm International Peace Eesearch Institute (SIPK I), in 1968, 
the year of the completion of the Treaty, the Soviet Union possessed 
1,100 nuclear warheads and the United States 4,200. Today, almost 
10 years later, they hold 4,000 and 8,500 respectively. This single ex
ample shows that the nuclear-weapon super-Powers signatories to the 
Treaty, far from complying with the obligations they assumed under 
that Treaty, have been constantly increasing their nuclear arsenals. 
They can hardly claim authority, then, to urge other States to accede 
to the Treaty.

As for the promises of assistance in the field of nuclear technology 
for peaceful purposes, perusal of the records and documents of the 
NPT Review Conference held in 1975 obviates the need for any com- 
ment.3 At the same time, and while those commitments remain a dead 
letter, a vast sector of international relations is darkened by the suspi
cions engendered by the possibility of proliferation, and certain sec
tors hamper the development efforts of the developing countries by 
restrictive and discriminatory measures which, in the last analysis, 
benefit no one.

We must not confuse the ends and the means. The non-proliferation, 
both vertical and horizontal, of nuclear weapons and nuclear disarma
ment are goals that deserve the unrestricted support of all countries 
without exception. The means to achieve them is not precisely the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty. The position of the Argentine Government on 
this subject is clear. We support any negotiations conducive to effec
tive disarmament and will co-operate in any sincere effort designed 
to prevent both vertical and horizontal proliferation. But with equal 
emphasis we shall reserve our right to acquire and develop all the tech
nology offered by modem science so as to ensure the welfare and devel
opment of our country.

 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* Documents of the Review Conference exist in mimeographed form in 3 vols., 

as follows: I. Organization and Work of the Conference; II. Documents of the 
Conference; III. Summary Records (N PT/CO N F/35/I-III).
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Security Council Resolution 418 (1977): Embargo on Arms for 
South Africa, November 4, 1977^

The Security Gov/ncil̂
Recalling its resolution 392 (1976) strongly condemning the South 

African Government for its resort to massive violence against and kill
ings of the African people, including schoolchildren and students and 
others opposing racial discrimination, and calling upon that Govern
ment urgently to end violence against the African people and take 
urgent steps to eliminate apartheid and racial discrimination,^ 

Recognizing that the military build-up and persistent acts of aggres
sion by South Africa against the neighbouring States seriously dis
turb the security of those States,

Further recognizing that the existing arms embargo must be 
strengthened and universally applied, without any reservations or 
qualifications whatsoever, in order to prevent a further aggravation 
of the grave situation in South Africa,

Taking note of the Lagos Declaration for Action against Apartheid^ 
Gravely concerned that South Africa is at the threshold of produc

ing nuclear weapons,
Strongly condenming the South African Government for its acts of 

repression, its defiant continuance of the system of apartheid and its 
attacks against neighbouring independent States,

Considering that the policies and the acts of the South African Gov
ernment are fraught with danger to international peace and security. 

Recalling its resolution 181 (1963) and other resolutions concerning 
a voluntary arms embargo against South Africa,^

Convinced that a mandatory arms embargo needs to be universally 
applied against South Africa in the first instance,

Acting therefore mider Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations,

1. Determines  ̂having regard to the policies and acts of the South 
African Government, that the acquisition by South Africa of arms and 
related materiel constitutes a threat to the maintenance of international 
peace and security;

2. Decides that all States shall cease forthwith any provision to 
South Africa of arms and related materiel of all types, including the 
sale or transfer of weapons and ammunition, military vehicles and 
equipment, paramilitary police equipment, and spare parts for the 
aforementioned, and shall cease as well the provision of all types of 
equipment and supplies, and grants of licensing arrangements, for the 
manufacture or maintenance of the aforementioned;

 ̂S/RES/418 (1977) ; also Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 12, 1977, p. 866. 
The res. was adopted by consensus.

® Security Council Official Records: Thirty-first Year, Resolutions and De
cisions. 1976, p. 11.

® S/12426 (U.N. Sales No. E.77.XIV.2, Sect. X ).
* Security Council Ofjficial Records: Eighteenth Year, Resolutions and Decisions, 

ms, p. 7.
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3. Calls on all States to review, having regard to the objectives of 
this resolution, all existing contractual arrangements with and licenses 
granted to South Africa relating to the manufacture and maintenance 
of arms, ammunition of all types and military equipment and vehicles, 
with a view to terminating them ;

4. Further decides that all States shall refrain from any co-opera
tion with South Africa in the manufacture and development of 
nuclear weapons;

5. Calls upon all States, including States non-members of the United 
Nations, to act strictly in accordance with the provisions of this 
resolution;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council on the 
progress of the implementation of this resolution, the first report to 
be submitted not later than 1 May 1978 ;

7. Decides to keep this item on its agenda for further action, as 
appropriate, in the light of developments.

Statement by the United States Representative (Whalen) to the 
General Assembly: International Atomic Energy Agency, 
November 4, 1977^

On behalf of the United States Government, I want to extend our 
congratulations to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
on the twentieth anniversary of its founding. I should like also to 
congratulate the Agency’s Director-General, Mr. Eklund, on his 
re-election to a fifth term as well as on the honour accorded him today 
by Columbia University.

In these two decades the International Atomic Energy Agency has 
assisted many countries in develo]3ment and applications of the peace
ful uses of nuclear energy and has made a valuable contribution to all 
mankind through its safeguards system.^

Of the many activities and accomplishments of the Agency this year, 
the Salzburg Conference on Nuclear Power and its Fuel Cycle pro
vided an opportunity for a productive review of prospects and prol’)- 
lems in nuclear energy. The Salzburg Conference is just one example 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency’s very useful work in 
assessing the over-all role to be played by nuclear energy as an alterna
tive energy source in these times of energy crisis.

As representatives may know, my Government has recently hosted 
the Organizing Conference of the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation. That was proposed by President Carter to study the 
options available to minimize the danger of nuclear-weapon prolifera
tion without jeopardizing the development of nuclear energy for

 ̂A /32/PV.58 (prov.), pp. 67-68.
* For text of revised IAEA safeguards system, see Documents on Disarmament,

1965, pp. 446-460.
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peaceful purposes. IAEA representatives participated in that first 
conference, and the United States hopes that the International Atomic 
Energy Agency will play an active role in this international nuclear 
f uel cycle evaluation.

The United States Government strongly endorses the work of the 
Agency. We in the past two years have expanded our support for the 
Agency’s programme, and we urge all countries able to do so to do 
likewise. In our view, this is an organization whose activities are essen
tial to us all if we are to realize the peaceful potential of nuclear energy 
without encouraging its harmful uses.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the Firs^ 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 4, 1977 ^

Today the First Committee is concluding the general debate on 
questions of disarmament. Without claiming to simi up this general 
debate, I should like, however, to draw one conclusion. By reflecting  ̂
the common aspirations of peoples to see a speedy end put to the arms 
race and to achieve disarmament this debate has shown once again that 
the key problem in this matter is nuclear disarmament. It is precisely 
on this problem as a whole or on some of its aspects that attention is 
concentrated by practically all delegations which took part in the 
debate. We fully share this position to strive towards the speedy 
implementation of measures in the field of nuclear disarmament to-̂  
resolve this problem as a whole.

In this year of its sixtieth anniversary the Soviet State launches tô  
the Governments and peoples an appeal that the enei;gy of the atom 
should be used only for peaceful purposes. This appeal was sounded 
recently in the statement of the Secretary-General of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the 
Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSlv,, 
Leonid Brezhnev.^

In striving to implement this appeal, not by words but by deeds, the 
Soviet Union has proposed a radical step, namely that all States agree 
on a simultaneous cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons. 
This should encompass all forms of such weaponry: atomic weapons, 
hydrogen or neutron bombs or missiles. At the same time the nuclear 
Powers could undertake to begin a gradual reduction of the stockpiles 
already accumulated, moving forward until they achieve a 100 per cent 
complete elimination of such weapons.

The implementjation of the new Soviet proposal, which was put for
ward, in the statement of Leonid Brezhnev, will be an important step 
towards solving the most important problem of the present time—thê

" A/C.1/32/PV.26. t>p. 56-62. 
^Ante, pp. 679-680. 
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elimination of the threat of nuclear war. The task of diminishing the 
threat of nuclear war is directly related to the question of a complete 
and general ban on all nuclear-weapon tests.

It is important to give effect to a ban on tests of nuclear weapons in 
order to put an end to such tests not only in the atmosphere, outer space 
and under water, but underground as well. For several years the solu
tion of this question was blocked because of the problem of controls. 
A year ago we took steps to clear this obstacle by declaring our readi
ness to achieve a compromise on the question of controls over the 
fulfilment of the agreed commitments on the basis of voluntary checks 
on the spot.®

New obstacles, however, arose. We then took another important step 
by giving our consent, on the basis of an agreement with the United 
States and the United Kingdom, not to carry out during a given period 
of time any underground tests of nuclear weapons, even before acces
sion of other nuclear Powers to the agreement is achieved.  ̂But now, 
in an effort to move forward in the negotiations on this matter and to 
bring these negotiations to a successful conclusion, the Soviet Union 
takes yet another new important constructive step by expressing its 
readiness to agree that, together with the ban for a specific period of 
all nuclear-weapon tests, a moratorium be called on nuclear explosions 
for peaceful purposes. This proposal was made by President Brezhnev 
in his statement on 2 November.

The history of many years of negotiations on the complete and 
general ban on the testing of nuclear weapons clearly testifies to the 
readiness of the Soviet Union to achieve an effective solution of this 
problem. The Soviet Union not only had initiated the various proposals 
in this matter, both within the framework of the United Nations and 
in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, but it has always 
shown flexibility, a readiness to seek a mutually acceptable solution. 
The Soviet side has always considered with great attention the views 
and proposals of other States, including the non-nuclear States, and 
it took these views into account in determining its own position.

We hope that the persistent efforts of the Soviet Union to achieve 
an agreement on a nuclear-test ban and that the important step of the 
USSR on the question of calling a moratorium on nuclear explosions 
for peaceful purposes will be duly appreciated by all, and in particular 
by our partners in the negotiations in this matter, which will be 
resumed very soon. We are awaiting a response to our proposals from 
our partners in these negotiations. It is necessary to ensure a speedy 
conclusion of this important agreement which is being expected 
throughout the world and has been expected for such a long time.

May I be allowed to express my thanks to the delegations of the 
United Kingdom, Ireland, Australia, Indonesia, Sudan, Liberia, 
Ethiopia, Nepal and several other countries which expressed great ap

® DocumcnU on Disarmament, 1976. p. 634.
 ̂Ante, p. 593.
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preciation of the new step of the Soviet Union in the question of the 
nuclear-test ban. In the struggle against the threat of a nuclear war, 
one of the crucial tasks is the prevention of the dissemination of nu- 
•clear weaponry. It is not coincidental that at the current session of the 
General Assembly much attention was given to this question. The im
portance of this matter was pointed out in the statement which was 
made by the President of the United States, Jimmy Carter,® during 
the general debate and it was also pointed out by the delegations of 
several other countries.

In recent years we have been witnessing an accelerated development 
of nuclear energy in many countries. Tliis is quite natural because the 
nucleus of the atom is a new and very promising source of energy. The 
increasing economic advantages of this type of energy, the improve
ment of its safety for man and the environment explain the interest 
which was shown by many coimtries in the use of nuclear energy for 
constructive purposes.

While we support the optimum development of peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy, we have always stressed and we continue to stress 
that such development should in no way lead to an increase in the risk 
of nuclear-weapon development, of dissemination of such weapons 
and, therefore, of an increase of the threat of nuclear war. The devel
opment and expansion of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy leads 
to an increase in the number of States possessing an ever-growing re
serve of jfissionable material and special equipment technology. Ob
jectively speaking, this fact increases their potential capability to de
velop nuclear weapons. Therefore it is important to make provisions 
for conditions of co-operation which would rule out the threat of any 
materialization of such capabilities.

At the same time, along with the measures aimed at strengthening 
the non-proliferation regime, the enhancement of the universality and 
effectiveness of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) remains a very 
important task.® The States parties to that Treaty do not include such 
countries as South Africa, Israel and others whose technological de
velopment and production capability are such that they are in a po
sition to acquire nuclear weapons on their own.

Particularly acute is the question of not allowing nuclear weapons 
to come into the hands of the racist regime in Pretoria. We believe 
that the United Nations must take appropriate measures in order to 
j)revent such a dangerous development. The acquisition of nuclear 
weapons by the South African authorities would create a very direct 
threat to the security of the African States, lead to a steep escalation 
of instability and tension in southern Africa, undermine the efforts 
of the African States to create a nuclear-free zone on that continent 
and increase the nuclear threat for all mankind.

The aim of strengthening the non-proliferation regime is being 
pursued by steps being taken by the main nuclear-exporting States,

Ante, p. 606.
® The treaty text can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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and we believe that the work towards increasing control measures over 
nuclear exports should be continued. An important step to strengthen 
the non-proliferation regime could be the expansion of controls over 
all the nuclear activities of the importing countries having no nuclear 
weapons of their own. The view has been expressed that the non-pro
liferation regime and its strengthening would allegedly be an obstacle 
to the broad development of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

On 2 November the representative of Finland, Ambassador Pas- 
tinen, in his reply to the representative of Pakistan very convincingly 
showed that such fears have no foundation and that, indeed, what 
is involved here is not the limitation of the peaceful uses of energy and 
not discrimination against non-nuclear countries but the prevention 
of the danger of the use of growing nuclear capabilities to manufac
ture nuclear weapons.^

I should like to say a few words on a question which seemingly has 
no direct relation to the cause of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons but which at the same time is related to that question because 
it involves the creation of the means of delivery of such weapons. We 
share the concern which was expressed by some countries with regard 
to the creation in Africa of a nuclear-test range. Such activities would 
contradict the efforts of States aimed at reducing and limiting the 
arms race.

In conclusion, I should like to stress again that we want to diminish 
considerably and then eliminate altogether the threat of nuclear war, 
which is the most awesome threat to mankind. The measures aimed 
at achieving this purpose must doubtless be an important part of the 
over-all range of efforts to strengthen and develop detente in inter
national relations. Wliat is needed to implement such measures is the 
joint efforts of many States, and we hope that the current session of 
the General Assembly will provide new impetus for these efforts.

Statement by the Representative of Singapore (Wong) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Conventional Arms Con
trol [Extract], November4,1977^

Going back to the question of what can be done immediately to con
trol the spread of conventional arms and what are the opportunities 
that present themselves to the world community for working towards 
the objective of a safer and saner world, there seem to be a number 
of practical issues that require examination. Among those issues are 
the following questions: should the suppliers of arms, or the recipients, 
or both, exercise restraints themselves ? Should constraints be forced on 
them? Should their efforts at arms control be taken unilaterally, 
bilaterally, regionally or globally ? What should be the type, quality

" A/C.1/32/PV.22, pp. 63-72.
 ̂A/C.1/32/PV.26, Nov. 10,1977, pp. 68-75.
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^nd quantity of conventional arms at which level control ought to 
be exercised ? What are the methods for reaching agreements aimed at 
such arms control ? If my delegation seems to raise more questions than 
those for which it can provide answers, it is because we ourselves are 
not altogether sure what these answers are. On the first issue of re
straints and constraints on the pai*t of either suppliers or recipients, 
or both, we readily admit that numerous obstacles are involved.

The relevant factors are: (1) the demand for weapons as a result of 
the internal political situation of nations and of their relations with 
other countries in the region; (2) the unequal levels of armament in 
producer countries and in non-producer countries; (3) the problems 
connected with military alliances or defence agreements; (4) the threat 
of military intervention by outside Powers; (5) the supply of weapons 
as an instrument of policy and for exerting influence; (6) the economic 
pressures from the arms industry in industrialized countries with its 
own vested interests, and finally, the larger problem of continued 
nuclear weapons proliferation. Given these immense problems, it is 
not surprising that progress in arms control has been slow and is likely 
to remain so.

Having accepted the practical difficulties, it might be worth while 
to see what measures remain possible and which can be taken by sup
pliers and recipients at the international level, at the regional level and 
at the national level. First, I think we all are aware of the history of 
proposals made at the international level. Briefly, to recount the at
tempts that have been made w’ithin the United Nations to discuss this 
question, we should recall that the first attempt was made in 1965 by 
the delegation of Malta. The proposal was defeated by a single vote.  ̂
The next attempt was made in 1967 by the delegation of Denmark. 
Faced with widespread opposition, it was finally withdrawn.® The 
third attempt occurred in 1970. Sweden and the United Kingdom were 
opposed in their attempt to refer the subject of the arms trade to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.^ The fourth and most 
recent attempt to focus attention on this problem came last year at the 
thirty-first session of the General Assembly. At that session of the 
’General Assembly, the Foreign Ministers of six countries, Japan,® 
Belgium, Ireland, Netherlands, Philippines and Singapore,® devoted 
^ major part of their addresses to the question of the conventional arms 
race. Those six delegations, joined by Ecuador, Bolivia, Paraguay, El 
:Salvador, Venezuela and Colombia co-sponsored a draft resolution 
asking the Secretary-General to undertake a study of the problem and 
to solicit the views of Member States. That proposal, like those before 
it, was defeated."̂

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament^ 1965, p. 586.
® No draft res. on this subject was formaHy submitted by Denmark at the 22d 

»G.A. (1967). In 1968, however, Denmark, Iceland, and MaUa introduced a draft 
resolution which they subsequently withdrew (see ibid., 1968, pp. 728-732).

* No draft res. on the subject was formally submitted at the 25th G.A. (1970). 
1976, pp. 840-842.

®/M(f.,pp. 651-658. 
pp. 824-825.
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Bearing in mind the obstacles p r e v io u s ly  cited to any attempt to curb 
the conventional arms race, the difficulties and failures met with in 
past proposals at the international level are perhaps not hard to under
stand. The tentative conclusion of my delegation is that there are 
probably no present prospects for progress at the international leveL 
Any proposal which focuses attention on the arms trade or on the 
transfer of arms would be objected to on the ground that it discrimi
nates against non-producing countries. Any registration proposal must 
therefore cover production as well as trade. No such proposal is, how
ever, likely to find acceptance at the international level now or in the 
near future.

At present, it would seem to my delegation that the most hopeful 
approach is through regional or subregional recipient-country agree
ments which would cover production as well as trade. The possibility 
for such agreements is greatest in those regions or subregions of the 
world, such as Latin America, where intraregional rivalries have not 
been inflamed by the East-West rivalry. In December 1974 eight Latin 
American countries subscribed to the Declaration of Ayacucho, ex
pressing their desire to create “conditions which will make possible 
the effective limitation of armaments and put an end to their acquisi
tion for purposes of war”.® More recently, however, tensions seemed to 
have arisen between some of those countries, and those tensions appear 
to have undermined the spirit of the Declaration of Ayacucho and 
resulted in a renewed competition for sophisticated weaponry by those 
countries. The prospects in other regions of the world are even more 
bleak.

Let me now turn to the problem on the suppliers’ side. What meas
ures can the arms suppliers take, either singly or collectively, at the 
national, regional and international levels, to reduce the arms race ?

The first thing they can do is to subordinate the economic motiva
tions to their foreign policy, national security, and arms control objec
tives. That is, however, easier said than done, especially in the case of 
certain countries whose economies and defence industries could be ad
versely affected by any curtailment of their arms trade. Secondly, the 
suppliers should try to work out a co-ordinated arms sales policy. 
The United States should, for example, attempt to obtain the agree
ment of the Soviet Union in exercising restraint. Perhaps the major 
suppliers of conventional weapons could form a club so that certain 
understandings could be reached among them. Thirdly, the arms sup
pliers should give their support to regional initiatives to control the 
arms trade. Finally, the arms suppliers can take certain unilateral 
measures to reduce the arms race. Those measures could be of either 
a qualitative or a quantitative nature. An arms supplier could, for ex
ample, refuse to sell certain types of weapons, such as weapons exclu
sively or primarily designed to deliver nuclear warheads. It could 
also refuse to sell certain high-technology weapon systems which are

«lUd., 1974, pp. 819-822.
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not commensurate with the legitimate defence requirements of the 
requesting State and the transfer of which would upset the strategic 
balance in an area.

I  have now come to the end of what I  have to say. We have tried to 
look at the problem of the conventional arms race from its many as
pects. The first aspect was the magnitude and dangers of this arms 
race. The second concerned the prospects of what was likely to happen 
in the next few years. Then, we attempted to examine what might be 
described as the fundamental human causes of this arms race. We also 
discussed the problems and obstacles that deter efforts at curbing the 
conventional arms race. We explored the opportunities for continued 
efforts at this difficult task, bearing in mind the difficulties and the his
torical experience of many failures in the past.

When I was recounting the long history of past proposals, with its 
larger degree of failure than of what can be said to be success, not only 
was I reminded of the tremendous difficulties arising from the undy
ing distrust of man for his kindred, but also I sought consolation and 
perhaps even a little inspiration from the undaunted spirit in which 
this same creature, man, has ceaselessly tried to rise above his anxieties, 
suspicions and fears of liis fellow beings. Let me conclude with a quota
tion from a great statesman who, before his untimely death in 1961, 
was Secretary-General of our Organization, Dag Hammarskjold. He 
once said, ‘‘Fear motivates much of human action. It is our worst 
enemy and, somehow, seems to taint at least some corner of the heart 
of every man.”

Interview of Secretary of State Vance by U.S. News and World 
Report: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and United States 
Arms for China [Extracts], November 7, 1977 ^

Haven’t you retreated from many of the dramatic initiatives that 
the Administration launched in the early months—for example, in 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks with Eussia and human rights ?

A. Let’s start out with SALT. In SALT, we decided at the outset 
that, even though it had not been done before, we ought to try and 
see whether or not the Soviets were prepared to take a major step 
forward in substantial cuts and in a freeze on the development of new 
missiles and new technology.

We knew that this was a long shot. So we offered another alterna
tive that was, in effect, to accept what had been agreed at Vladivostok 
by President Ford and Mr. Brezhnev,^ and put off the tough issues 
that had not yet been resolved until SALT III. Both of these proposals 
were rejected by the Soviets.

 ̂U.S. News d World Report, Nov. 7, 1977, pp. 10, 11, 13.
**For the Vladivostok agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974. pp.

746 ff.
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We determined that the best way to move from there would be to set 
lip a three-tiered structure. The first tier consisted of a treaty affirming 
what had been done at Vladivostok. The second tier was a protocol to 
take care of as many of the tough, unresolved issues as we could on 
ti limited-time basis—namely, three years. The third tier involved 
guidelines for SALT III—the next round of negotiations—which 
cover the remaining items included in our original comprehensive pro
posal.

This now has been agreed to by the Soviets. This is the direction 
in which we’re moving. We don’t believe that this is falling back. We 
think it’s the best that could be done under the circumstances. We are 
on a course which I think is going to bring us ultimately to our origi
nal objective of substantial cuts and a freeze on the development of 
new missiles and new technology.

Q. Whafs your reading on Soviet objectives in the SALT negotia
tions? Are the Russians seeking strategic superiority over the United 
States^ as a numher of experts claim?

A. My reading is that they are seeking strategic parity, as we are. 
Both of us will do all that we can in these negotiations to end up,with 
a treaty which we believe protects the position of our country and gives 
iis the kind of rough equilibrium in terms of strategic strength that 
we require for our safety and security.

Q. Some 'peo'ple say that the Russians loant parity for a while in order 
to take advantage of us later—

A. I don’t think that is necessarily the case. But even if it were, I  
think by negotiating a good, sound SALT agreement that we can pre
vent that from taking place.

Q, How do you explain the sudden change in relations with the 
Soviets in recent weeks—the signs of a warming up after months of 
^voicing acrimony?

A, The principal reason is that progress has been made in our 
SALT discussions. We have a whole complex of issues which are 
always under discussion between ourselves and the Soviet Union, but 
it’s quite clear that, from the Soviet standpoint, the central issue is 
the strategic-arms talks. If progress is being made in these talks, then 
relations between the Soviet Union and the United States will tend to 
be good or better. I f progress is not being made, it will have an ad
verse effect upon the relationship.

Q. What led to the hreakthrough in the strategic-arms negotiations 
in recent weeks,

A, We kept discussing with the Soviet Union the reasons underly
ing our position, urging upon them flexibility. Both sides continued 
to ponder on what the other side had to say on these various issues. 
Just by a patient, persevering process of negotiations we were able to 
achieve a breakthrough in a number of areas.
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This is an important point to make— n̂ot only about SALT, but 
about so many of these problems we face today. They are immensely 
complex problems. There are no simple answers to them. They require 
infinite patience and perseverance. And therefore it is wrong to meas
ure success by a thermometer that is set up on any given day.

One has to look over a period of time to see whether or not progress 
is being made. This is true in human rights. Progress in human rights 
is going to have to be measured over a long period of time. That cer
tainly is also true in SALT. It will be true in the Middle East and 
elsewhere. And this is particularly true as world affairs become more 
and more complex and intertwined.

Q. Is there any interest in Peking in getting modern weapons from 
the United States?

A, Neither the Chinese nor the Soviets have displayed interest in 
acquiring weapons from the United States, and I think it would be a 
great mistake for the United States to provide military equipment or 
assistance to either China or the Soviet Union.

Saudi Arabian Amendments to the Swedish Draft Resolution on 
General and Complete Disarmament Submitted to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 9, 1977 ^

1. Amend the title of the draft resolution to read:

Publication of a disarmament periodical and consideration of the' 
preparation of a United Nations candid fihn on wars and their 
consequences

II. Insert a new operative paragraph to read:

2. Reconwnends that consideration be given to the making of a. 
United Nations film candidly portraying the vast devastation 
wrought by the last World War and subsequent wars, and also high
lighting the human tragedies and untold miseries brought about as a 
consequence of these wars, so that such a United Nations film could 
be shown in schools and universities and on television all over the 
world with the hope of creating a genuine aversion to all wars in the 
future;

and renumber existing paragraph 2 accordingly.

 ̂A/C.1/32/L.15. The Swedish draft res. became pt. E of res. 32/87, (post, pp. 
850-851). On Nov. 18, Saudi Arabia withdrew its amendments on the understand
ing that the U.N. Office of Public Information would undertake preparatory^ re
search toward the making of a U.N. film on war and that the Secretary-General 
would report at the next regular session on the feasibility of making it 
(A/C.1/32/PV.38, p. 47).
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Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Marker) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Security Assurances, 
November 9 J  977"

I have the honour to introduce on behalf of the Pakistan delegation 
the draft resolution in document A/C.1/32/L.8 regardikig the strength
ening of the security of non-nuclear weapon States.  ̂This question has 
an extensive history, and I should like briefly to recount the back
ground.

More than a decade ago, during the consideration of the Non-Pro
liferation Treaty (NPT),^ the international community recognized 
the necessity of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use, or threat of use, of nuclear weapons. After all, 
it is axiomatic that the non-nuclear-weapon States do not constitute a 
military threat to the nuclear-weapon Powers. Therefore, the former 
States having renounced nuclear weapons, it is only just and right 
that they should have a*n assurance that their security will not be 
jeopardized by nuclear weapons. Without such assurances the climate 
of confidence necessary for a universal non-proliferation regime 
would be vitiated.

We regret that the response of the nuclear Powers, particularly the 
major nuclear-weapon States, has failed to meet the security concerns 
of  the non-nuclear-weapon States. In the first place, the leading nu
clear Powers have not lived up to their commitment to make progress 
towards genuine disarmament, and, on the contrary, their nuclear 
and military arsenals have increased ominously so that in quantitative 
terms alone the danger of the use of nuclear weapons is greater today 
than ever before. The recent pronouncements of Presidents Carter and 
Brezhnev, which have also been reflected in statements in the current 
session of the General Assembly and the First Committee, are of 
course most welcome. But while they provide some grounds for op
timism, they do not in any way reduce the danger that is constituted 
by the physical presence of large stockpiles of nuclear weapons and 
delivery systems. In the meantime, no credible and effective means 
have been devised to provide political insurance to the non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the possibility of the use, or threat of use, of 
nuclear weapons against them. The statements of intention made by the 
three nuclear Powers parties to the NPT, in the context of Security 
Council resolution 255 (1968), to act through the Coimcil in case of a 
nuclear threat or attack against a non-nuclear-weapon State party to 
the NPT,^ are restrictive and liable to be arbitrary, unreliable and inef
fective. More importantly, they lack credibility in view of the veto 
provision. As the representative of Sweden declared in her statement 
to this Committee on 1 November:

"A/C.1/32/PV.28, pp. 12-17.
® Tdentiral with pt. B of res. 23/87 {post, pp. 847-848).
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. ^1-465. 
 ̂See iMd., p. 444.
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. . . Security Council resolution 255 (1968) cannot be regarded as a realistic 
answer to requests for security guarantees.®

In the past, several eifforts were made by non-nuclear-weapon States, 
including Pakistan, to evolve effective and credible measures to 
strengthen their security against the nuclear threat. At the non-nu- 
<jlear-weapon States Conference, my country submitted a proposal 
<3alling on the nuclear Powers to act jointly and individually on be
half of a non-nuclear-weapon State threatened by nuclear weapons, 
and also to undertake mot to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
xigainst non-nuclear-weapon States. Similar proposals were also put 
forward at the Eeview Conference of the NPT held in 1975 by the 
non-nuclear-weapon States parties to that Treaty.®

The response to these proposals by the major nuclear Powers has 
ranged from indifference to opposition. Apart from one or two ex
ceptions, the major nuclear Powers concerned themselves only with 
the requirements of their respective military alliances, the North At
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact, and ap
peared unwilling to extend credible security assurances against nu
clear attack to the non-nuclear-weapon States which were not mem
bers of either of those alliances. The majority of the non-nuclear 
States, especially those of the third world, do not, however, wish to 
subscribe to the thesis that security against the nuclear threat ca!n be 
ensured only by participation in the nuclear security arrangements of 
the major nuclear Powers.

While it is possible to envisage that the extension of the scope of 
guarantees for assistance against a nuclear threat or attack— t̂he so
-called “positive” guarantees— m̂ay prove difficult for the nuclear- 
weapon States, there seems to be no technical obstacle to extending a 
^^negative guarantee”, that is, not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. Indeed, one nuclear 
Power, the People’s Eepublic of China, has already given such a 
guarantee unilaterally to the non-nuclear-weapon States.*̂

]\Iany non-nuclear-weapon States, including Pakistan, Komania 
and others, have called for negative guarantees from the nuclear 
Powers. But here again the purpose of the super-Powers appears to 
have been inhibited by their respective commitments to their NATO 
and Warsaw Pact alliances, which do not exclude contingency options 
for the use of nuclear weapons even against non-nuclear-weapon 
States of the rival bloc. The major Powers have thus so far not found 
it possible to consider a general formula requiring them not to use, 
or threaten to use, inuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon 
States.

My delegation cannot accept the concept of a strategic doctrine which 
contemplates the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon 
States. Nor do we see any reason why these doctrines which relate 
mainly to the situation in Europe should be an obstacle in the way of

® A/0.1/32/PV.19, p. 42.
® See Documents on Disarmament^ 1975, p. 155.
IMd., p. 786.
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extending an undertaldng to refrain from the use of nuclear weapons 
against those non-nuclear-weapon States which are not, and do not 
wish to be, part of the nuclear security arrangements of the two rival 
Power blocs.

Therefore, at the last session of the General Assembly, the Pakistan 
delegation, together with a number of other non-nuclear-weapon 
States, evolved a formula for negative security guarantees which 
would circumvent the difficulties posed by the military doctrines and 
strategic concepts of the two super-Powers. Eesolution 31/189 C of the' 
General Assembly invited the nuclear-weapon States to consider un-̂  
deitaking not to use or threaten to use nuclear w êapons against non-̂  
nuclear-weapon States not parties to the nuclear security arrange
ments of some nuclear Powers. This formulation in no way condoned, 
the possibility of the use of nuclear weapons in certain cases. The 
undertaking called for from the nuclear Powders was only “a first 
step towards general and complete disarmament” and the complete 
prohibition of nuclear weapons. The resolution, however, faced thê  
reality as it exists and attempted to provide an avenue by which those 
non-nuclear-weapon States that are not involved in the rival big-Power 
alliances, could obtain an assurance that nuclear weapons would not 
be used against them. The resolution clarified, furthermore, that the 
undertaking asked of the nuclear Powers would be without prejudice 
to their obligations under treaties establishing nuclear-weapon-free- 
zones, such as those they have undertaken under Protocols I and II 
of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.® It was gratifying that 96 Member States,, 
including one nuclear Power, China, voted for that resolution.®

We consider that the adoption of resolution 31/189 C of the Gen
eral Assembly represented a first significant step towards evolving a 
guarantee of non-use of nuclear weapons by the nuclear Powers. The 
formula recommended in resolution 31/189 C can form the foundation  ̂
on whose basis credible and binding guarantees can be provided to 
non-nuclear-weapon States, particularly those of the third world, 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

The purpose of the draft resolution in A/C.1/32/L.8 is to make 
another advance towards that goal. The preambular part of the draft 
provides a general indication of the background to the proposal, a. 
background which I have sketched in my preceding remarks. The first 
operative paragraph merely seeks to reaffirm the provisions of resolu
tion 31/189 C adopted by the Assembly last year. In view of my ex
planation of the painstaldng and sincere efforts that were made to  
evolve the formula for negative guarantees in this resolution, I hope 
that such an affirmation of the resolution will be readily accepted by 
Member States.

We are aware, of course, that some of the nuclear Powers abstained 
on this resolution last year although they were prepared to consider

 ̂Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
® For text of resolution, see iMd., 1976, p. 948. The votes are given in n, 14.
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measures to strengthen the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. 
My delegation believes that the formulation is a step towards meeting 
the varied security interests of non-nuclear-weapon States. We, there
fore, would like the General Assembly to urge the nuclear-weapon 
Powers, in operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution, “to give 
serious consideration to extending the undertaking proposed by its 
resolution 31/189 C. . .

Finally, my delegation believes that the opportunity offered by the 
forthcoming special session of the General Assembly should be taken 
advantage of to evolve a universal agreement on this question. Opera
tive paragraph 3 of the draft resolution, therefore, recommends that 
“all possible efforts be made at its eighth special session on disarma- 
m.ent to evolve binding and credible security assurances to non-nuclear- 
v/eapon States . . In this provision as well, we have endeavoured to 
retain the flexibility that may be required to arrive at a consensus. The 
paragraph recommends merely that the assurances to non-nuclear 
States would be evolved “taking into account. . .  resolution 31/189 C”.

It is our hope, therefore, that the draft resolution in A/C.1/32/L.8 
will be adopted by this Committee and by the General Assembly.

Statement by the British Representative (Ashe) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Weapons of Mass Destruc
tion, November 9, 1977^

I should like to introduce on behalf of the delegations of Belgium, 
Canada, Denmark, the Federal Kepublic of Germany, Italy, the Ivory 
Coast, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden and the United King
dom a draft resolution entitled “Weapons of mass destruction based 
on new scientific principles”. This has been issued as document A /C .l/ 
32/L.5.2

This is the third year in which the First Committee has included 
in its disarmament discussions the subject of the prohibition of the 
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass de
struction, a topic originally introduced in 1975 by the Soviet Union.^ 
Weapons of mass destruction were defined in August 1948 by the 
United Nations Commission for Conventional Armaments as “atomic 
explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, lethal chemical and 
biological weapons, and any weapons developed in the future which 
have characteristics comparable in destructive effect to those of the 
atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned above”.̂  These weapons 
thus fall into four categories. The Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament (CCD) in its report to the General Assembly has given

 ̂A/C.1/32/PV. 28, pp. 18-25.
® Identical with res. 32/84B (post, pp. 840-841).
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 485, 495.
* m d ,, 1945-1939, vol. I, p. 176.
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an account of its second year of consideration of this subject. The 
CCD’s discussion of this subject, assisted by experts in this field, has 
led my delegation and many others to the conclusion that there is no 
immediate danger that any new weapon of mass destruction based on 
any identified new scientific principle will emerge in the near future. 
At present, the only foreseeable developments in weapons of mass de
struction arise in the first three categories set forth in the definition 
of weapons of mass destruction adopted in August 1948. That is to 
say “atomic explosive weapons” or, as we call them today, nuclear 
weapons, “radioactive material weapons, and lethal chemical and bio
logical weapons”- These are all the subject of existing agreements or 
negotiations, and thus lie outside the scope of the resolution which we 
are considering now. So this leaves us with the fourth category set out 
in the 1948 definition of arms of mass destruction— t̂hat is to say, 
“weapons which have characteristics comparable in destructive effect 
to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned above”. Here 
we do agree that it is difficult to predict what new scientific discoveries 
may eventually be made at some time in the future—or to say as the 
representative of Czechoslovakia put it a day or two ago, that military 
technology has pronounced its last word. And we therefore agree that 
it is necessary, without hampering scientific research, to ensure that no 
such new discovery shall be used for the creation of such weapons of 
mass destruction.

We have studied with great care and sympathy the Soviet Union’& 
proposal, set forth once again in draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.4, that 
that objective might be achieved by a single all-embracing treaty pro
hibiting “new weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons”.® We recognize that in preparing the revised version of it& 
draft treaty, submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament on 8 August 1977 in document CCD/511/Rev. 1,® the Soviet 
Union has attemj)ted to take account of some of the objections to this 
method of proceeding which my own delegation and many others have 
expressed both here in this Conmiittee and also in the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament. However, it remains our conviction 
that an all-embracing treaty would inevitably be so vague and so gen
eral in its provisions as to be ineffective. I am confident that all of ns 
here agree that international agreements must be clear and precise in 
their language—otherwise their interpretation only leads to misunder
standing and dispute among their signatories. A general umbrella 
agreement on the banning of new weapons of mass destruction could 
only be vague and misleading in its definition of the weapons of war 
we are trying to abort. How can you define a nightmare before you 
have had it ? Moreover, given this imprecision over definition, it would 
be impossible to devise workable means of verifying compliance with 
the treaty. There would also be a danger that a general treaty might

“Identical with resolution 32/84 A (posty pp. 838-840). 
® Ante, pp. 493-496.
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appear to overlap, and hence call into question, the area covered by 
existing treaties banning already identified weapons of mass destruc
tion, of which perhaps the most important example is the Biological 
Weapons Convention/ It is also our view that the conclusion of a 
general treaty would not in any way simplify or assist our efforts to 
agree on international instruments to prohibit or control weapons 
within the other identified categories which are already under nego
tiation— n̂uclear, chemical and radiological weapons.

A new feature of the Soviet revised draft treaty is the provision to 
the effect that as new weapons of mass destruction are identified they 
should be made the subject of individual treaties. This proposal we 
can whole-heartedly support—and indeed we originally initiated this 
idea and have incorporated it in our own draft resolution—for such 
treaties, each designed to cover a particular weapon, could have the 
necessary precision in definition to make them effective legal instru
ments and could have clear provisions for verification. We believe that 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament could be asked tO' 
draft such individual treaties whenever new dangers are identified, 
without the need for a general treaty.

As an earnest of our belief in the principle that new scientific prin
ciples should not be used to produce new weapons of mass destruc
tion as deadly in their effect as nuclear, chemical, biological and radio
logical weapons—that is to say, those weapons of mass destruction 
already identified in 1948— t̂he delegations that are sponsoring this 
draft resolution have offered a draft with the following objectives.

First, the draft resolution urges States to refrain from the develop
ment of weapons of mass destruction on the basis of new scientific 
principles and calls upon them to apply scientific discovery for the 
benefit of mankind. Then, so that it shall be quite clear what it is we- 
are urging States to do, we propose to reaffirm the definition of wea
pons of mass destruction formulated by the Commission for Conven
tional Armaments in August 1948. In doing so we seek to make quite 
clear what is meant by the expression “weapons of mass destruction’̂  
in those legal instruments which already use it, particularly the sea
bed, Antarctic and outer space treaties, and in any future agreements 
on specific weapons which we may conclude later. We are not suggest
ing that this definition may not need to be improved or further elabor
ated in the future. If a new definition, generally acceptable to the- 
Members of the United Nations, were to be put forward in the future, 
then we would be prepared to consider how it might be made part o f  
the international legal system. Ho^yever, for the time being, as this 
definition has stood the test of the last 30 years very well, it is im
portant that a single generally accepted definition should form the* 
basis of our work.

In urging States to refrain from developing new weapons of mass 
destruction on the basis of new scientific principles, and in asking the*

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1912, pp. 133-138.
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Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to keep the question 
under review and to consider the desirability of formulating agree
ments on the prohibition of any specific new weapons which may be 
identified, we are not condoning the continued development of those 
weapons of mass destruction which have already been identified and 
which, in some cases, are already in the arsenals of some States. Opera
tive paragraph 4 of our draft resolution welcomes the active continua
tion of negotiations relating to the prohibition and limitation of 
identified weapons of mass destruction, and the preambular part of 
the resolution also makes references to those agreements on the pro
hibition and limitation of such weapons which have already been con
cluded. I should like to stress once again our conviction that it can 
only be more difficult to negotiate a prohibition of a given type of 
weapon—for example, chemical weapons—if at the same time that 
type of weapon appears to be encompassed within an ill-defined gen
eral treaty on weapons of mass destruction. I must also restate our con
viction that the Biological Weapons Convention is an effective and 
sufficient instrument for the prohibition of that particular category 
of weapons of mass destruction and that to cover such weapons again 
under an over-all treaty could weaken rather than strengthen that use
ful instrument.

The leader of my delegation. Lord Goronwy-Roberts, when speak
ing to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva in 
August, proposed that the aspiration, common to us all, of preventing 
future misuse of science to create new and terrible threats to mankind 
could best be a"pproached by means of a firm statement by the world 
community against the abuse of science for that purpose coupled with 
a request to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to keep 
the matter under constant review and to negotiate instruments to pre
clude the development and production of particular weapons of mass 
destruction based on new scientific principles in good time. I say “in 
good time”, and here I would emphasize that it takes a considerable 
time, indeed years, to apply a new scientific principle for either mili
tary or civil purposes. We do not believe that a general umbrella treaty 
would promote this cause but we are still prepared to listen to the 
arguments in favour of it. Lord Goronwy-Roberts suggested that the 
best form for such a statement by the world community could be a 
resolution of the United Nations General Assembly which we should 
hope to see adopted by consensus. This proposal has met with consid
erable support, and the draft resolution I have introduced today is 
offered with the object of giving effect to it. We still hope to achieve 
consensus and are engaged in negotiations with the sponsors of the 
draft resolution in document A/C.1/32/L.4 to this end.
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Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Adeniji) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: African Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone, November 9, 1977 ^

It seems to have been accepted by the consensus of the General 
Assembly that one of the effective means of promoting peace and 
security and of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons is 
the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones. It is therefore with 
the aim of making this positive contribution to the objective of non
proliferation that we in the African region have for some time de
cided, as expressed by our Heads of State or Government at their 
very first session in 1964, to proclaim the region of Africa as a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone.^

The draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/32/L.10, which 
I have the honour to introduce on behalf of the co-sponsors, is an 
expression of the continued fervent wish of African countries to 
keep the continent free of nuclear weapons.  ̂This unanimous view of 
Africa, which also has been endorsed by the General Assembly, is 
being challenged by the activities of that international leper, the 
apartheid regime in South Africa. While the United Nations is seek
ing ways and means of attaining the objective of a cessation of the 
nuclear arms race, South Africa, characteristically, is showing itself 
again to be out of step with the rest of the international community. 
South Africa seems determined to defy the entire world. I need not 
recall what a great threat to the peace and security of Africa the 
South African nuclear ambition poses if not checked early enough, 
for, like apartheid  ̂ which many powerful Members of the United 
Nations neglected in its initial stages until it became the impregnable 
bastion of the most obnoxious form of government, the South African 
nuclear programme may soon present an equally intractable problem 
if we do not take action to prevent it at this stage.

Last August the report of preparations by South Africa to conduct 
a nuclear explosion brought home the danger to international peace 
and security posed by the South African regime. The timely joint 
intervention of the USSE and the United States of America averted 
that immediate danger. However, it is necessary to ensure that South 
Africa does not in future frustrate the effort to keep Africa a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone. This is a joint responsibility of the membership of 
the United Nations, an Organization which has many times endorsed 
the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa and just as often 
called on all States to consider and respect Africa as a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone.

In formulating the draft resolution in A/C.1/32/L.10 the co-spon
sors therefore had to give great attention to the ever-growing threat 
that South Africa may detonate a nuclear explosion on the continent

^A/C.l/32/PV.28, pp. 28-32.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1964, PP- 294-295.

= A revised version was subsequently adopted as res. 32/81 (post. pp. 833-834). 
277-084— 79------ 47
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and acquire a nuclear-weapon capability. We believe that the most 
eilective means of checking this growing danger is to devise a formal
ized system of carrying out the effective prevention action which the 
two super-Powers undertook on their own initiative to stop South 
Africa from proceeding with its preparations last August. Thus our 
draft resolution, in operative paragraph 4, calls upon the Security 
Council to fulfil this role, in keeping with its status as the primary 
organ charged with the maintenance of international peace and secii-

The adoption last week by the Security Council of resolution 418 
(1977), which in operative paragraph 4

Further decides that all States shall refrain from any co-opera
tion with South Africa in the manufacture and development of nu
clear weapons,

is a welcome development. That operative paragraph is closely linked 
with the fifth preambular paragraph of that same Council resolution, 
which expressed grave concern that

. . . South Africa is at the threshold of producing nuclear weap
ons.^
Xon-co-operation with South Africa at this stage is by itself alone 

not enough to prevent South Africa from developing nuclear weap
ons, since we all agree that it is already “at the threshold*', that it has, 
as it were, some native technology to do this. We think that this step 
should be supplemented and the best means of doing this is to use 
the authority and weight of the Security Council fuii:her to ensure 
that South Africa’s own capability is not utilized to produce a nuclear 
weapon. This is the purport of operative j)aragraph 4 of draft reso
lution A/C.1/32/L.10. It is the only new element in a draft resolution 
which has in past years been adopted unanimously in the First Com
mittee. It is the belief of my delegation as well as those which are 
co-sponsors of the draft resolution that the danger posed by South 
Africa’s nuclear-weapon ambition should enable us to adopt this draft 
resolution unanimously, in keeping with our unanimous alarm at the 
course which the apartheid regime in South Africa is pursuing.

Finally, I should like to indicate that the number of sponsors of 
the draft resolution has now increased to 32 from the original nmnber 
of 23.

Speech by ACDA Director Warnke to the Women’s National 
Democratic Club: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and Compre
hensive Test Ban, November 10 ,1977  ^

I have been assigned today a topic which I think speaks eloquently 
of the emphasis that the Carter administration has put on the subject 
of arms control. As you know, since January, the Carter administra-

^Anfe,  pp. 685-686.
 ̂ACDA press release.
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tion has undertaken at least ten separate initiatives in this particular 
area.

They involve perhaps most prominently the negotiations with the 
Soviet Union on strategic arms limitations. In addition to that, we 
have the comprehensive test ban negotiations, which have been going 
on in Geneva in addition to the SALT talks. Also in Geneva we have 
been discussing the questions of banning chemical weapons and radio
logical weapons. We have, in addition, the Indian Ocean arms limita
tion talks, in which we are engaged with the Soviet Union.

Pending on the horizon are such things as discussions with respect 
to restrictions on conventional arms transfers and the elimination of 
anti-satellite weapons in space that could, of course, seriously jeoj^ar- 
dize U.S.-Soviet relationships and arms control objectives.

We are ulso involved in preparations for the Special Session on 
Disarmament of the United Nations, which will take place next 
spring.

Ambassador Gerard Smith and Mr. Philip Farley are engaged on 
a continuing basis with the over-arching i^roblem of avoiding the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons.

Just last Saturday I returned from five weeks in Geneva, where I 
participated in the discussions with delegations from the Soviet 
Union on strategic arms limitations and a comprehensive test ban 
treaty.

I think that most Americans and the international community gen
erally favor these initiatives.- They recognize that this is the most 
effective way of diminishing the chances of a confrontation between 
the Soviet Union and the United States leading to a war that co-uld 
devastate human society. I would have to say, however, that the initia
tives are not free from criticism. From time to time, even in Geneva, 
I get a faint echo of the fact that there are those who are less than 
totally satisfied with our efforts.

Curiously, there are two basic complaints and, it seems to me, they 
represent a striking contrast. One of them is : Why is it that we keep 
caving in to the Russians and how can you trust them anyway ? And 
the other one is : "Wliy does it take you so long and why do you get 
so little done ?

It may come as no surprise to you to find that I don’t think that 
either one of these criticisms has any validity. I ’d like to deal with 
them, however, or attempt to deal with them:

First, with respect to the criticism that we are giving in to the Rus
sians, that we are making too many concessions, and how can we trust 
them. I think that particular school of criticism suffers from the fact 
that its adherents haven’t really stopped to consider what is the nature 
of arms control negotiations. By their very nature they are different 
than other types of negotiations, even in the international field. Arms 
control is not the kind of a zero-sum game that sometimes it’s por
trayed to be. It has few of the attributes of a commercial negotiation. 
"What it has to do with, in terms of substance, is the basic security of 
the nations that are engaged in the conversations. And that basic secur
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ity is going to be protected. What that means is that neither side, in 
the long run, can be out-traded. Obviously, each side would like to 
end up with an agreement in which it had all the advantages and in 
which the other side was restricted where it was not. But that can’t 
happen because, even if one side should be out-traded, you would not 
have a viable, durable arms control agreement. There is no way in 
which either side could get specific enforcement. There is no court of 
law to which you could take your contract and say I won tliis particu
lar trade and I am entitled to the fruits of my victory. Instead, you 
would find that the side that had been out-traded would promptly re
pudiate the deal in the exercise of its sovereign rights.

So you start with the fact that you have to end up with an arms 
control agreement which is fair, which is balanced, which has equal 
restrictions on both sides, and provides for equal security, Now that 
necessarily means a process of hard bargaining, hard trading, but 
also a process of analysis in which you have to consider what the basic 
interests are of the other side. It makes for, obviously, a prolonged 
and complex sort of process.

With regard to the entire question of arms control, moreover, there 
is no way of avoiding dealing with the Soviet Union. There are only 
two military superpowers, so that we have to proceed on the basis that 
we can work out, in the final analysis, some sort of useful agreements 
with the Soviet Union that will stabilize the competition that will 
unquestionably continue to exist between us. I don’t think we can pro
ceed on the basis that arms control limitations are going to eliminate 
this spirit of competition and the existence of friction between the two 
countries. But we don’t have to be friends in order to reach agree
ments which are in the interests of both sides.

I feel very strongly that arms control is in the interests of both sides. 
I think that is the case because, even if you assume a continuing com
petition for world influence, that competition can express itself in one 
of two ways. Either the military competition will proceed without 
restraint, or we will find some way in which a measure of greater 
sanity and greater safety can be introduced into the relationship. That, 
as I say, is in the common interest. It is in the interests of both sides.

At the present point, despite some comments that you read in the 
press, there is a military balance between the two countries. There is no 
military superiority on the part of the Soviet Union. I don’t know of 
any reasonable person, in or out of the government, who feels other
wise. In most respects, we maintain a qualitative edge, but it is not a 
qualitative edge that gives us the type of political domination that we 
would like to have but which, basically, is unattainable given the re
sources that exist on the side of the Soviet Union.

So that we have the choice: We can either continue with the mili
tary competition without restraints or we can find some way of bring
ing that competition under control by elffective arms control measures.

I don’t think that any one of us would be prepared to see the Soviet 
Union achieve a degree of military superiority. That might not end
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up with a war, but it would certainly end up with the kind of world 
in which our interests would be subordinated.

So, essentially, I see arms control negotiations as being a measure by 
which we can best advance the security of the United States. And I  
think that we can deal with the Soviet Union because their perception 
has to be the same. You don’t have to trust the motives of the Soviet 
Union to feel that they would negotiate in good faith on arms control 
issues. You can trust anybody to protect his own interests. And you 
can trust any nation to take those steps that will protect its national 
security.

We are in a position at the present time in which, as Defense Secre
tary Harold Brown said on ‘‘Issues and Answers” last Sunday, we have 
a stable strategic balance. Now by that we mean that neither side, at 
the present point, no matter what the circumstances of international 
friction, no matter what the tensions, no matter what the provocations, 
would have any incentive to initiate a first strike. Neither side could 
adopt the option of going to nuclear war.

At the present point, we have something in excess— ŵell in excesŝ — 
of 9,000 individual nuclear warheads targeted at the Soviet Union. 
They don’t have anywhere near that number. They have only some
thing around 4,500. In each instance, it’s more than there are lucra
tive targets available to strike. In each instance, it means that the side 
that was attacked would be in a position to respond with a devastating 
retaliatory strike and eliminate the other country as an industrialized 
society.

Now that’s a grim sort of picture, but it is the best we can hope for 
in the way of stability in the nuclear weapon age. And the anomaly is 
that both countries continue, without restraint, to accumulate more 
and more in the way of nuclear arms, to spend tens or hundreds of 
billions of dollars. Wliile this continues, the very best that we can 
hope for is that the situation won’t become worse, that there won’t be 
some sort of development which would make the strategic balance less 
stable.

Now that’s a very powerful incentive for the United States to 
negotiate. It’s a very powerful incentive for the Soviet Union to 
negotiate. There are other reasons that, as far as I ’m concerned, tend 
toward good faith negotiations in the arms control field. For the 
Soviet Union there are political reasons as well. It obviously is to 
them of importance to be seen dealing responsibly with the United 
States on measures that have to do with the safety of the world. There 
are, finally, I think, real military reasons why the Soviet Union would 
be prepared to negotiate in good faith on arms control. They recog
nize that in no event would we be willing to concede them military 
superiority. So the alternative is that they would be faced by actions 
on the part of the United States in response to their military buildup. 
Moreover, they have to recognize that we do have a technological lead.
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And then also, from the military standpoint, there is the entire ques
tion of proliferation. And the Soviet Union, just as we, has to be 
responsive to the danger that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands 
of more and more countries or sub-national terrorist groups. And I 
have no doubt of the fact that if nuclear weapons do become that 
widely distributed, this would exponentially increase the risk that a 
nuclear weapon will someday be used in anger.

At the present point, our relationship with the Soviet Union and 
our common possession of nuclear weapons have reached the stage of 
maturity in which only insanity would motivate their use. We can’t 
count on less stable governments with less experience in the field. And 
we can’t certainly count on terrorist groups to exercise a comparable 
degree of sane restraint.

In that regard, I think that the comprehensive test ban negotia
tions that have been conducted in Geneva for the past five weeks can 
have very important consequences for the proliferation problem. As 
I ’m sure you know, these negotiations are on a trilateral basis. The 
United Kingdom is w’̂ orking with the Soviet Union and the United 
States to try to put an end to nuclear tests. We have had some quite 
severe obstacles that explain the fact that, for the past 20 years, we 
have been striving for a comprehensive test ban but haven’t achieved 
i t ; that explains the fact that it has been 14 years since we achieved the 
limited test ban which put an end to atmospheric testing.^ One of the 
major problems has been the dispute between the United States and the 
Soviet Union as to the coverage of a comprehensive test ban treaty. 
It’s been our view that to be truly comprehensive, to be effective, and 
to have the maximum inhibiting effect on proliferation, the treaty 
should ban all nuclear explosions, not just the weapons tests.

The Soviet Union has appeared to place a great premium on the 
conduct of so-called peaceful nuclear explosions (PNEs)— t̂he use of 
nuclear explosive defaces for a variety of purposes, such as the enhance
ment of yields from gas and oil wells, mining operations, river 
diversions.

We, on the other hand, have at least for the past several years con
tended that, whatever the possible economic benefits might be. they 
are far more than offset by the advantages to both countries and to 
mankind of putting an end to nuclear explosions completely. Now we 
can't really blame the Soviet Union exclusively for adopting this posi
tion. It’s not so many years back that in the United States we harbored 
really quite ambitious objectives for the use of PNEs. At one point, for 
example, we considered that this might be a means of creating a new 
Panama Canal. However, the prospect began to seem more and more 
illusory. It was predicted by some that the resulting landslides might 
not only blot out the new canal, but might put an end to the old one 
too. In any event, we have moved on from that view of PNE utility. 
But the Soviets have continued to maintain that any comprehensive

For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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test ban had to have an exclusion for peaceful nuclear explosions. Our 
position has been that not only would this leave the possibility of the 
accrual of military benefits, but it also would not have the desired 
effect of preventing other countries from developing their own nuclear 
explosive devices. You will recall that, back a few years ago, the Indian 
government exploded a nuclear device which they promptly labeled as 
a peaceful nuclear explosive. The results, of course, are almost indis
tinguishable from those of a nuclear bomb because, in fact, it is a 
nuclear bomb.

We believe that, from the proliferation standpoint, if the United 
Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and the United States all totally gave up 
any nuclear explosions, it would be very, very difficult for any other 
country to face the consequences, in terms of international condemna
tion, if it were to become a new member of the nuclear club.

I am delighted to report that the speech that President Brezhnev 
made last week did, in fact, represent a very major move on the part 
of the Soviet Union.® The Soviet negotiators in Geneva promptly 
confirmed the fact that he meant what he had said and that they were 
prepared to have a moratorium on peaceful nuclear explosions, which 
would accompany a ban on nuclear weapons tests. There remain to be 
worked out a number of very severe problems, but I am much, much 
more optimistic than I was ten days ago. I think that it is a very 
constructive move on their part. I believe that it will eventually solve 
this major problem.

As I indicated, there are problems that remain, particularly the 
question of whether other nuclear weapons states will join in a com
prehensive test ban. We obviously would like to see that happen, but 
our feeling is that the most important prospect for ending nuclear 
weapons tests and nuclear explosions generally is for the countries 
that are the major nuclear powers, that conduct the great bulk of the 
tests, to enter into an agreement which would put an end to them. 
And, of course, the participation of the United Kingdom in this 
regard is of immense importance in terms both of international sup
port and also of showing that this is not just a deal between the two 
superpowers.

So with regard to this issue of non-proliferation, this is certainly 
one on which we and the Soviet leadership can find common ground. 
We have there an identity of interests which leads to a distinct stimu
lation for our arms control initiatives.

With respect to the SALT talks themselves, this is where the com
plaint is most often voiced that we are caving in to the Eussians, that 
we are making concessions, that it’s all one-sided, that we are being 
out-traded. The defense to those charges is that they are incorrect. 
Ŷ e are not being out-traded. We have to recognize that any agree
ment will involve matching restrictions on both sides. There has been

 ̂Ante, pp. 679-680.
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movement. There is no question about that. The movement has not 
been one-sided.

I ’d like to take you back to the early days of the Carter administra
tion and our first efforts with regard to initiatives in the field of stra
tegic arms control. You will remember that Secretary Vance led a dele
gation to Moscow last March, and we brought with us alternative 
proposals. One of them was a so-called comprehensive package that 
would have meant a very dramatic step forward in effective strategic 
nuclear arms control. It had a number of provisions which would have 
meant that the qualitative race would have been slowed down, instead 
of merely putting new limits numerically on the numbers of strategic 
nuclear weapons that each side could have. The agreement would have 
involved significant reductions in the overall total of so-called strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles. It would have meant a reduction in the num
ber of those vehicles which have MIRVs, which is an acronym for 
multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles— t̂he capability of 
a singly missile to launch a number of warheads, and launch them 
accurately at a number of targets. It would have meant also a reduction 
in the introduction of new types of nuclear missiles.

The Soviet Union leadership, as far as we could tell, felt that this 
went too far and too fast. They appeared to feel also that it went be
yond what had been agreed upon in Vladivostok between President 
Ford and General-Secretary Brezhnev in 1974.  ̂Recognizing that this 
was a possibility, we had an alternative proposal to present in Moscow 
in March. And that was the so-called deferral package. What it would 
have meant is the acceptance in a treaty of the Vladivostok ceilings, 
which were 2,400 in total numbers of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, 
of which 1,320 could be launchers of MIRVed missiles. Other issues 
would have been deferred for a subsequent SALT negotiation. Now the 
Soviet Union also rejected that as not going far enough.

So where are we today and how have we gotten there?
Gradually in the months since March, we have begun to evolve a 

SALT II treaty which I would say is in between the two proposals 
that we presented in March. It does not in one step go as far as our 
March comprehensive package. It is, however, from the standpoint of 
arms control, from the standpoint of protecting the invulnerability of 
our deterrent, from the standpoint of our national security, a signifi
cant step forward and much better than our deferral package of 
March. So, rather than there having been a steady retreat since Moscow, 
I would say there has been a steady advance, that we now can see in the 
making a SALT II agreement which will move us forward towards 
effective arms control.

What it will mean is a significant reduction in both the overall ag
gregate of nuclear delivery vehicles and in the number of those vehicles 
that have multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles. From

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-747.
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that standpoint, it diminishes the threat to our own land-based ICBMs. 
It diminishes the coimterforce potential. It will mean a reduction in 
the number of the intercontinental ballistic missiles that the Soviet 
Union has with multiple warheads. And we hope it will mean at least 
the beginning of stopping the qualitative improvements of nuclear 
weapons which are potentially destabilizing. I think that there is no 
question that the agreement is a substantial improvement over the 
deferral package of last March. I believe, also, that it points the way 
toward an even more effective arms control agreement.

Essentially, what we are working out is a three-piece framework. 
The first piece would be a basic treaty lasting through 1985, which 
would set these numerical limits, which would constrain some of the 
weapons programs that threaten to be destabilizing. There would be a 
three-year protocol which would handle on a temporary basis some of 
the weapons systems which are being considered and as to which our 
thinking has not progressed to the point at which we know where our 
best interests would lie in a long-range solution. The protocol would 
leave us in a position to continue with all of the developments that we 
feel are essential to protect our security in the event that arms control 
turns out to be a failure.

One of the problems that exists at the present time is that we are 
endeavoring to defend against criticism a treaty which remains to 
be completely negotiated. And we are trying to defend it against an 
ideal that doesn’t exist. The issue at the present point appears to be 
whether this treaty is as good as some other hypothetical, theoretical 
treaty, and the answer is, of course, that it is not. I can dream up 
a treaty which would be better. But I don’t think I can negotiate that 
dream treaty and I don’t think anybody else can, at this point. The 
real issue has to be whether the treaty as it is finally developed ad
vances or diminishes the security of the United States. And I can say 
to you without the least doubt that the treaty which is being negotiated 
will represent a very significant improvement in the security of the 
United States.

Now, essentially, that’s where we are at the present point. My ac
count leads, of course, to brief discussion of the second basic com
plaint that I mentioned at the beginning of my remarks, which is: 
^Yhy does arms control take us so long ?

I think the answer is really pretty clear. It takes so long because it’s 
very complicated, because it deals with the essence of the security of 
the countries involved in arms control negotiations. We’re also dealing 
with a situation in which there is a considerable asymmetry between 
the situations of the two major military powers. There are differences 
in the way in which their forces have developed and the stresses that 
i.hey have placed on particular weapons systems as against others, dif
ferences certainly as far as their relations with other countries are con
cerned, and obvious geographic differences. These are asymmetries 
which require consideration and resolution in the course of arms con
trol negotiations. I will discuss a couple of these asymmetries briefly.
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We, h^ve, placed our primary emphasis on the maintenance of the 
so-called strategic nuclear triad. We have our strategic nuclear forces 
divided in three parts. We have the intercontinental ballistic missiles. 
We have the submarine launched ballistic missiles. We have our stra
tegic tombers. It’s a relatively even division among those three 
componeix^ .̂

The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has placed its primary em
phasis on the land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles. So, there
fore, constraints that affect primarily the ICBMs bear more heavily 
on the. Soviet Union than they do on us.

Other ; asymmetries that exist are, fortunately, very much in our 
favor. W^ have only one military threat of significance and that’s the 
Soviet XJiiion. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has to face a long 
and troubled Eastern border with the People’s Republic of China. 
They: have on the West the Eastern Europeans, who frequently become 
sullen .if-not rebellious. We, fortunately, don’t have that sort of a 
troubled, border situation. On the other hand, the Soviet Union is 
closer than we are to Western Europe and, therefore, the rapid deploy
ment of forces is more readily available to them than it is to us.

With respect to the future, it is certainly my hope that we will be 
able, withia a relatively short period of time, to bring to a comple
tion a SALT II treaty. It will be, I think, along the general lines 
that I have discussed. It will, as I have said, mean a significant for
ward step. I hope, also, that with the new position of the Soviet Union 
with regard to peaceful nuclear explosions that we will be able to 
achieve a; comprehensive test ban. The two very much complement one 
another. If, for example, we succeed in a SALT agreement in getting 
a ban on new types of nuclear weapons, then the existence of a com
prehensive test ban will give us a further degree of assurance that 
there is compliance with that provision, because it would make the 
development of new types of warheads considerably more difficult.

As far as the other arms control measures are concerned, the other 
negotiations on chemical weapons, radiological weapons, conventional 
arms transfers, eliminating the threat of anti-satellite systems, they I 
think will profit from the success of these two major negotiations. The 
time required is certainly something that I  can’t predict. They should 
not be very prolonged negotiations now that we have succeeded in 
bridging the major gaps. We can only hope that the Soviet Union will 
continue to feel as we feel that the completion of these agreements is 
basic to the security of both countries, is essential to world peace, and 
will create the kind of climate in which, hopefully, we can resolve 
many of the other differences that exist between us and that add 
to the troubles of the world.
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Statement on Behalf of the European Community by the Belgian 
Representative (Elliott) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly: Chemical Weapons, November 10, 1977^

My delegation, speaking on behalf of the nine member States of the 
European Community, would like to make a few remarks on the sub
ject of chemical weapons.

For many years the international community has been stressing the 
importance of the conclusion of a treaty banning the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. Numerous resolu
tions have been adopted on this subject by the Assembly. In our view, 
the purpose of such a treaty would be the strengthening of the existing 
ban on the use of chemical weapons, contained in the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925, so as to remove any remaining possibility of chemical war
fare.  ̂Such a ban would considerably strengthen international security 
and mutual confidence among States.

I shall not go into too much detail today, but it is clear that the 
subject is very complicated. This is demonstrated by s,everal concrete 
proposals—most recently by the British draft treaty and many 
working documents on the chemical weapons question that have al
ready been presented.

All the proposals and discussions to date have been very helpful in 
defining areas of agreement and disagreement and have helped con
siderably to bring views closer together.

It is indeed clear that on many issues views are no longer very far 
apart. Negotiations now in progress between the Soviet Union and 
the United States on a possible joint initiative further strengthen the 
prospect for a multilateral agreement in the not too distant future. 
The nine members of the European Community strongly hope that the 
bilateral talks will soon bear fruit, giving the international community 
the opportunity to engage in negotiations leading to. a generally ac
ceptable agreement. It is our opinion, in view of the complexity of the 
problems involved, that a complete treaty text is unlikely to be com
pletely worked out before the special session on disarmament. How
ever, it is important that suflS.cient progress should be achieved in 
the negotiations so that the outline of the future treaty can be clearly 
seen.

The nine members of the European Community are of the opinion 
that a comprehensive ban can now be achieved, comprehensive in 
scope with respect both to the agents and to the activities to be pro
hibited. As a minimum, all lethal agents, including binary systems and 
incapacitants, would have to be covered. With regard to activities, 
the agreement should include a ban on the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons, as well as providing for the

" A/C.1/32/PV.29, pp. 18-20.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.

® m d., 1976, pp. 520-525.
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complete destruction of all stockpiles within a time frame to be deter
mined mainly by technical feasibility. It would also prohibit the 
l^roduction and stockpiling of chemical munitions.

The agreement, however, should not hinder in any way, indeed it 
should even encourage, protection measures against chemical wai’fare. 
Although certainly a number of problems have not yet been solved, we 
believe that the basis for an agreement on the scope of a treaty exists.

Large differences of opinion still exist on the problems of verifying 
the implementation of a chemical weapons ban. Fortunately, even on 
this point there has been some progress in recent years, particularly 
with regard to the verification of the destruction of stockpiles. Our 
countries are of the opinion that disarmament measures dealing with 
an important weapon system must be adequately verified. We feel that 
otherwise such an accord could not give the necessary assurance to 
other States that its provisions were being faithfully observed and 
thus would not sufBciently strengthen international security and 
confidence.

On the chemical weapon issue, adequate verification of the destruc
tion of stockpiles is, of course, very important. It is, however, not the 
only activity which must be internationally verified. In our view, it 
would be somewhat illogical to verify the destruction of old and per
haps unusable chemical weapon stocks while at the same time no ad
equate verification would exist with respect to the production of new 
and highly toxic nerve agents. Verification based only on national 
means is in our opinion clearly not sufficient.

From what I have already said, it will be clear that the nine mem
bers of the European Community are hopeful that an agreement can 
be achieved in the relatively near future to ban chemical weapons— 
and this to protect mankind from those particular weapons of mass 
destruction. We pledge our fullest co-operation to achieve that goal. 
In this connexion, therefore, it is a pleasure for our nine countries to 
support draft resolution A/C.l/32/L.9.^

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Chemical Weapons, Novem
ber 10,1977"

The position of my Government on the substance of draft resolution 
A/C.1/32/L.9 2 was clearly set forth in the statement of the repre
sentative of Belgium on behalf of the nine member countries of the 
European Economic Community.^ Our observations are addressed to 
a procedural point, specifically to operative paragraph 2 of this draft 
resolution.

‘ Identical with res. 32/77 {post^ pp. 825-827). 
 ̂A/C.1/32/PV.29, p. 21.
* Identical with res. 32/77 {post, pp. 825-827).
* Supra.
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It ought to be perfectly clear that our approval of this draft reso
lution on the prohibition of chemical weapons will not connote any 
change on our part towards the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, its methods and its procedures. The reservations of the 
French Government are well known; they have been stated at length, 
and it is not my delegation’s intention to reiterate them. I would add 
that the statement I have just made is general in scope, that it applies 
and will apply in all similar instances, and that our possible acquies
cence in any draft resolution is understood to exclude aaiy reference 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Test Ban, Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Tallcs, and Nuclear Energy [Extracts], 
November 11 ,1977 ^

On the foreign affairs and defense scene, we are working with the 
Soviets now on a comprehensive test ban. Last week President Brezh
nev adopted our position that we’ve been pursuing for months to 
include the peaceful nuclear explosions in with the military tests to be 
prohibited. This was a pleasant development, and I think might make 
it possible, if  we can work out the very difficult details on verification, 
that we can have a comprehensive test ban concluded. Nobody can pre
dict accurately what will happen.

We are working with the Soviets, in addition to that, on a continua
tion of the SALT talks that have been going on now almost since the 
Soviets got into the nuclear field. I think we’ve got a good basic pack
age evolved. There are still some very important differences that re
main, but we’ve achieved most of our own obj ectives.

This will be SALT II. We will immediately continue with a SALT 
III effort. We’ve searched for equity, balanced forces; we’ve searched 
for verification so that any conclusions drawn, any agreements 
reached could be verified on a regular basis and an acceptable basis. 
And we are looking for reductions on both sides.,

We have proposed to the Soviets that we bfegin discussions on pro-' 
hibiting antisatellite weapons. They are taking this under advisement, 
and I would guess that negotiations might commence on this subject 
before too many weeks go by.

My veto of the Clinch Kiver breeder reactor is no conclusion at all 
that I ’m against nuclear power nor against the breeder reactor pro
gram. The reasons for the veto are multiple in nature. In addition to 
the Clinch Eiver breeder reactor, there are several facets of that au
thorization bill tvhich encroached upoil the prerogatives of the Presr) 
ident in an unprecedented way. I think it’s a mistake to spend more

^Weekly Compilation of Presidentiq.1 Documents,'Noy. 21, 1977, pp. 1764, 176^» 
1766.
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than $2 billion on an actual production model of a particular breeder 
reactor design which, when it is completed, will already be obsolete. 
We don’t need to go into the plutonium society this early. We need to 
continue our research and development, small pilot project construc
tion, to test the three or four major types of breeder reactors that 
might ultimiately prove to be most feasible when they are needed, may
be 20,25 years from now.

I think the commitment that we are making to the nuclear power 
program is adequate at the Federal Government level. There’s no in
clination to phase it out.

One thing that we are trying to do is to decrease the time required 
for the approval of projects once they are submitted for licensing. It 
now takes about 10 years in our coimtry, as contrasted to about 3 years 
in a nation, for instance, like Japan, to put into operation a major nu
clear powerplant once it is conceived and desired.

We have had another major international effort of which I ’m 
proud—and we’ve made good progress—and that is to cut down on the 
proliferation of nuclear explosives around the world. A year ago, I 
think there was a general feeling of despair that it was too late to do 
anything about the nuclear genie being out of the bottle. But now 
there’s a general sense among the developed nations of the world, those 
who do have nuclear power capability, that we can stop the spread of 
nuclear .weapons, although in the past it seemed to be hopeless. We 
recently, this month as a matter of fact, had 36 nations come into 
Washington to study the long-range nuclear fuel cycle, including the 
deposits of uranium, enrichment of thorium and uranium into usable 
degrees of purity, how to distribute those very useful fuel supplies, 
how to account for the wastes, how to prevent their being transferred 
into explosives themselves.

And I think this study will be helpful. So, we are making a major 
effort around the world to do two things simultaneously. One is to give 
nations who want and need nuclear power access to fuel and access to 
technology to generate electricity and, on the other hand, to stop or 
minimize the opportunity that they might have, and sometimes desire, 
to make nuclear weapons. It’s a difficult proposition, very complicated, 
but we> are .making good progress.

Mexican-Swedish Draff Resolution Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Military Bud
gets^ November 11,1977 ^

The General Assemhly^
Recalling that in its resolution 31/87 of 14 December 1976 the 

General Assembly requested the Secretary-General to prepare, with

 ̂A/C.1/32/L.24*. Mexico introduced the draft res. on Nov. 17. On Nov 18, the 
F irst Committee adopted amendments introduced by the United States (see post, 
pp. 780^782). Subsequently, the G.A. adopted the draft res. as amended, as res. 
32/85 (see pp. 841-843).
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the assistance of an intergovernmental group of budgetary experts 
appointed by him, a report containing an analysis of comments pro
vided by States in the light of the suggestions contained in . the 1976 
expert report on the reduction of military budgets (A/31/222) ̂  

Noting with appreciation the report of the Secretary-General sub
mitted to the General Assembly in response to the aforementioned 
resolution (A/32/194) 5̂

Recognizing that the work set in motion by the General Assembly on 
the reduction of military budgets has reached a decisive stage and that 
successive expert reports have moved the whole exercise to a position 
where practical steps for testing and refining the proposed reporting 
instrument could now be taken, , '

Noting that the special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament in May/June 1978 will provide an opportunity to con
sider the disarmament problem in a broad perspective,

Noting further that at the special session several matters related to 
the reduction of military expenditures will be considered, =

Reaffirming its conviction that part of the resources thus released 
should be utilized for social and economic development, particularly 
that of the developing countries, '

Reaffirrmng also its conviction of the urgent necessity that the States 
permanent members of the Security Council, as well as any other State 
with comparable military expenditures, carry out reductions in their 
military budgets,

Conscious that, without an accompanying process of. co-operation 
among such States, it will not be possible to accomplish the ultimate 
objectives,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the 
Group of qualified experts which assisted in the preparation of the 
report;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a background report 
to the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament 
and transmit it to all Member States not later than 1 April 1978, com- 
pilating the proposals and recommendations put forward by the expert 
groups appointed by the Secretary-General and under General 
Assembly resolutions 3463 (XXX)^ and 31/87;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session the item entitled: “Eeduction of military budgets”.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 937-939.
 ̂Ante, pp. 567-572.

** Documents on Disarmament, 197^, pp. 764-766.
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Polish Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Conclusion of a Treaty on the Complete 
and General Prohibition of Nuclear-Weapon Tests, Novem
ber 11, 1977"

The General Assembly^
Convinced thdit the early cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, including 

imdergrotind tests, everywhere and by everyone, would contribute to 
the reduction of the nuclear arms race and to the further relaxation of 
international tensions,

Noting the need to complement the international agreements con
cluded so far in the area of reducing the nuclear arms race for a radical 
solution of the problem of banning nuclear-weapon tests,

Recalling the aim proclaimed in the Treaty Banning Nuclear- 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water 
and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ® to seek 
to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons 
for all time,

Rea f̂fimving its conviction of the need to exert new efforts to achieve 
an international agreement on the cessation of all types of nuclear- 
weapon tests.

Believing that a moratorium on peaceful nuclear explosions along 
with a ban of all nuclear-weapon tests for a definite period will facili
tate the achievement of such an agreement,

1. Reaifirms the need for an early conclusion of a treaty on the com
plete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, the United States of America and the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland have begun negotiations on the complete 
and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, and expresses the 
hope that these negotiations will lead in the near future to the con
clusion of a relevant international agreement;

3. Calls upon other nuclear-weapon States to join in the efforts 
aimed at achieving the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests;

4. Notes that non-nuclear States, within the framework of the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament and elsewhere, may make 
a substantial contribution towards solving the problem of the complete 
and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session the item entitled “Conclusion of a treaty on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests”.

 ̂A/C.1/32/L.20. This draft res. was submitted under agenda item 49 by Poland, 
Bulj2:aria, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, and Mongolia. On the same day a 
similar draft resolution was submitted under agenda item 40 {infra). Neither 
draft was ever formally introduced in the First Committee. The two draft res. 
were withdrawn by their respective sponsors, who jointly submitted a third draft 
res. under both agenda items (see G.A. res. 32/78, post, pp. 828-^9 and iUcl., n . l ) .

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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New Zealand Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Urgent Need for Cessation of Nu
clear and Thermonuclear Tests and Conclusion of a Treaty 
Designed to Achieve a Comprehensive Test Ban, Novem
ber n ,  1977"

The General Assemhly^
Rea-fftrming its conviction that the cessation of niiclear-weapon test

ing would be in the supreme interest of mankind, both as a major step 
towards controlling the development and proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and to relieve the deep apprehension concerning the harmful 
consequences of radio-active contamination for the health of present 
and future generations.

Recalling the determination of the parties to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
W ateran d  the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons^ 
expressed in those Treaties to continue negotiations to achieve the dis
continuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, 

Recalling its previous resolutions on the subject,
Taking note of that part of the report of the Conference of the Com

mittee on Disarmament relating to the question of a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty,

1. Reitenxies its grave concern that in spite of the Assembly’s re
peated resolutions related to nuclear-weapons testing in all environ
ments, adopted by very large majorities, such testing has continued 
unabated during the past year;

2. Notes ivith satisfaction that negotiations have begun among three 
nuclear-weapon States with a view to the drafting of a comprehensive 
test ban agreement;

3. Declares that the conclusion of such an agreement and its opening 
for signature would be the best possible augury for the success of the 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament;

4. Urges the three nuclear-weapon States to expedite their negotia
tions with a view to bringing them to a positive conclusion as soon as 
possible, and to use their best endeavours to transmit the results for 
full consideration by the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment no later than the beginning of its spring session;

5. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to take 
up the question with the utmost urgency, with a view to the com

 ̂A/C.1/32/L.23. Submitted under agenda item 40 on the same day as the Polish 
draft res. submitted under agenda item 49 {supra) . The draft res. was also 
sponsored by Australia, Austria, Canada, Colombia, Ecua[dor, Ethiopia, Ireland, 
Japan, Mexico, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway; Philippines, Sweden, 
and Venezuela. Like the Polish draft res., this draft was never formally intro
duced in the F irst Committee and was withdrawn in favbr of a third draft res. 
submitted jointly with the sponsors of the Polish draft (see G.A. res. 32/78, 
vosh pp. 827^829 and ibid., n.l.).

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
pp. 461-465.

277-084—79------ 48
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pletion of a draft treaty for consideration and action by the special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament in 1978;

6. Once again 'proclavrm as its objective the complete cessation of all 
nuclear and thermonuclear tests in all environments;

7. Decides to include on the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session an item relating to the implementation of this resolution.

Revised Finnish Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Report of the international Atomic 
Energy Agency, November 15, 1977 ^

The General Assembly^
Recognizing that the danger of nuclear warfare remains a grave 

threat to the survival of mankind,
GonrnTwed the prevention of proliferation of nuclear weapons 

or other nuclear explosive devices, especially in those areas of the 
world where the maintenance of international peace and security is 
endangered, remains a vital element in the efforts to avert nuclear 
warfare,

Recalling its resolution 31/189 D of 21 December 1976, in which the 
General Assembly requested the International Atomic Energy Agency 
to give special attention to its programme of work in the non-prolif- 
eration area and to give careful consideration to all relevant sugges
tions aiming at strengthening the safeguards regime that have been 
presented to the Agency (including the communication from the Gov
ernment of Finland reproduced in document A/C.1/31/6) and to re
port on the progress of its work on this question to the General As
sembly ait its thirty-second session,^

Noting the annual report for 1976 of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (A/32/158),

Recalling also its resolution 31/75 of 10 December 1976 on the Im
plementation of the conclusions of the first Review Conference of the 
Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
and the recommendations and proposals made at the Conference,  ̂

Recalling its resolution 2373 (X X II) of 12 June 1968, in which it 
commended the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
and expressed the hope for the widest possible adherence to that 
Treaty,^

 ̂A/C.l/32/L.3/Rev. 1. This version of the draft res., originaUy submitted in 
October {antej pp. 650-652), was cosponsored by Australia, Bahamas, Canada, 
Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Jai>an, Nepal, Norway, Poland, Tunisia, 
and Zaire. The sponsors submitted a further revised draft on Nov. 17 (see post, 
pp. 732-736). Amendments proposed by Pakistan on the following day were with
drawn after the sponsors revised' their draft res. still further {post, p. 775).

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 945-950.
® For text of the res., see iMd., pp. 93^935; for the Review Conference conclu

sions, 1975, pp. 146-156; and for the treaty text, ibid., 1968, vfo. 461-465.
*II)id., pp. 431-432.
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Noting that more than 100 States are now parties to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Noting also the importance of the establishment of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones as a possible means of contributing to the prevention of the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons as recognized in its resolution 31/70 
of 10 December 1976 on the comprehensive study of the question of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects; ®

Recognizmg the need to ensure, in keeping with the promotion of 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy, a supply of nuclear technology, ma
terials and facilities to meet the world’s energy needs,

Noting the deliberations of the Conference on the Transfer of Nu
clear Technology at Persepolis in April 1977 and the International 
Conference on Nuclear Power and Its Fuel Cycle at Salzburg in May 
1977 held under the auspices of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, which confirmed the important and growing contribution that 
nuclear energy will make to meeting the energy needs of all countries, 
including the developing countries.

Noting also that the organizing conference held in Washington in 
October 1977 to initiate an international nuclear fuel cycle evaluation 
recognized that nuclear energy should be made widely available for 
peacef ul purposes, and that effective measures can and should be taken 
to minimize the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons with
out jeopardizing energy supplies or the development of nuclear energy 
for peaceful purposes,

Anxiom that the accelerated spread and development of nuclear 
technology should not increase the danger of proliferatioii of nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,

Underlining again the important role of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in promoting the contribution of nuclear energy to 
economic progress, bearing in mind the special needs of developing 
countries, and in implementing safeguards in the interest of non
proliferation.

Noting that the International Atomic Energy Agency has made 
further progress in its safeguards activities by increasing its prepared
ness to reach with States which are not parties to NPT, if they so 
desire, safeguards agreements on the pattern of those concluded by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency with States parties to NPT, 
by keeping under scrutiny the strengthening of its safeguards, by com
pleting this year a study on the establishment of regional fuel cycle 
centres and by presenting a draft convention for physical protection 
of nuclear materials.

Determined that similar progress could be made in exploring possi
bilities of increased assistance to the developing areas of the world,

1. Urgently calls for determined efforts by all nuclear-weapon 
States:

1976, pp. 917-918. The study has been published in General Assembly 
Offtdal Records: TMrtietJi Session, Supplement No, 27A (A/10027/Add. 1), and 
as a U.N. publication (Sales No. E.76.I.7).
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(a) To bring about the cessation of the nuclear arms race;
(b) To undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear dis

armament;
(c) To find an early solution to the remaining problems in reaching 

agreement to discontinue all test explosions of nuclear weapons as a 
step towards the realization of these objectives;

2. Emphasizes in this connexion the particular responsibility of 
those nuclear-weapon States that have already accejDted international 
obligations, i.e. in article VI of the Treaty on the Xon-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, with respect to the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests and notes with 
satisfaction the recent efforts under way towards these ends;

3. Underlines the importance of determined efforts especially by 
the nuclear-weapon States to ensure the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States and urges all States, in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations, to refrain from the threat or the use of force in rela
tions between States, involving either nuclear or non-nuclear weapons;

4. Reaffirms that States accepting effective non-proliferation re
straints have a right to share fully the benefits of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy and underlines the importance of increased effort in 
this field, particularly for the needs of the developing areas of the 
world;

5. Recognizes the importance of technical assistance provided by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency to the developing areas of 
the world within an effective and comprehensive safeguards system, 
and emphasizes the urgent need of common efforts towards an essen
tial increase of this assistance;

6. Urges States that as yet have not adhered to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, in the first instance, to do so 
at an early date or, at a minimum, accept other arrangements involv
ing the application of safeguards to their complete nuclear fuel cycle, 
that would provide satisfactory assurances to the international com
munity against the dangers of proliferation while guaranteeing to the 
States concerned unhindered and non-discriminatory access to the 
peaceful benefits of nuclear energy;

7. Emphasizes the importance of conmion efforts to study, in an ap
propriate way, mutually satisfactory arrangements for adequate sup
ply of nuclear fuels and other materials and facilities necessary to 
efficient implementation and operation of national nuclear power 
progranmies;

8. Solemnly affirms the principle that States should not convert civil 
nuclear materials or facilities to production of nuclear weapons:

9. Urges a universal acceptance in accordance with international 
agreements and treaties of a common system of comprehensive safe
guards for all nuclear materials and facilities;

10. Emphasizes the responsibility of the major nuclear supplier 
States in implementing export policies with effective non-proliferation
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restraints including non-discriminatory complete nuclear fuel cycle 
safeguards;

11. Expresses its strong support for all efforts to increase the effec
tiveness of the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards for 
ensuring that the peaceful application of nuclear energy will not lead 
to proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;

12. Recognizes the need to adequately ensure the physical protection 
of nuclear materials, facilities and transports;

13. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to continue 
the consideration of reaching an international agreement for such 
protection;

14. Expresses its support for the continuation of the studies by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on the question of multinational 
fuel cycle centres and an international regime for plutonium manage
ment as possible means to promote the interests of the non-proliferation 
regime;

15. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to report on 
the progress of its work on these questions to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-third session.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, November 15 ,1977 ^

The Soviet Union attaches great significance to the problem of 
prohibiting the development and manufacture of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, viewing it as an 
extremely urgent task and believing that to postpone a decision on it is 
inadmissible. I should like to remind the Committee that, guided by 
tliis, the Soviet Union in 1975 appealed for the inclusion in the agenda 
of the thirtieth session of the General Assembly as an important and 
urgent matter of the item on the prohibition of the development and 
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new 
systems of such weapons, and submitted an appropriate draft treaty 
on this question.2

The General Assembly adopted a resolution which, in particular, 
requested the Conference of the Conunittee on Disarmament to consider 
this proposal in the light of the draft treaty on the prohibition of the 
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass de
struction and new systems of such weapons submitted by the Soviet 
Union.^ Two years have elapsed since then and we have to acknowledge 
that the Conmiittee on Disarmament has done quite a lot of, in our

 ̂A/C.1/32/PV.32, pp. 52-60.
* Domments on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 477-478.
* G.A. res. 3479 (XXX) ; for text see Documents on Disarmament, pp. 798-803,
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view, useful work. With the participation of highly qualified govern
mental experts various aspects of the problem of the prohibition of the 
developrdent and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass de
struction and new systems of such weapons have been considered. As 
a result of an exchange of views in which an increasing number of 
participants in the Committee on Disarmament were involved it proved 
possible to narrow down differences to a certain extent. In particular, 
it proved practicable to reach an understanding that in individual cases 
when concrete forms and types or systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion appeared it was possible to prepare appropriate drafts of agree
ments or treaties. As we know, such consultations on the question of the 
prohibition of radiological weapons are being conducted at the present 
time and there are grounds for believing that those consultations will 
be successful.

In the course of the work of the Geneva Conmiittee, certain difficul
ties were encountered, particularly with regard to the question of 
defining the term “new forms and systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion”. Also, certain differences emerged in the approach to other ques
tions, particularly the problem of control. But I  think I have every 
reason to state that no one had any doubts about the urgency and 
importance of the question of banning the development and manu
facture of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

That is entirely understandable because in actual fact every day 
demonstrates the possibility of developing and manufacturing new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction even more fearful 
and deadly than those which already exist. It suffices to familiarize 
oneself with press reports and with statements of authoritative special
ists—scientists—to realize once again the real urgency of this problem.

Guided by that consideration, the Soviet Union, together with the 
German Democratic Eepublic and Hungary, has become a co-sponsor 
of the draft resolution submitted in document A/C.l/32/L.4,^ which, 
in the light of the quite considerable experience of the two years of 
negotiations on this subject in the Committee on Disarmament, has 
confirmed the goal set forth in General Assembly resolutions 3479 
(X X X ) and 31/74,® that is, the preparation of the text of an inter
national treaty on the prohibition of the development and manufacture 
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

We believe that we should continue to pursue that goal until we suc
ceed in producing an acceptable agreement.

As we know, another draft resolution has been submitted on this sub
ject in document A/C.1/32/L.5.® It contains a number of provisions to 
which we have no objection, in general. However, in our view, it is too 
general in character and the main thing is that it bypasses the question 
of the need for preparing a binding agreement that would prohibit the

^Identical with pt. A of res. 32/84 (post, pp. 838-840). 
“ Documents on Disarmament, 19'16, pp. 932-933.
* Identical with pt. B of res. 32/84 {post, pp. 840-841).
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development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass de
struction and new systems of such weapons.

Nor does it take into account the fact that in the Committee on 
Disarmament a certain amount of work has already been done, with 
the assistance, as I said, of highly qualified governmental experts, in
cluding some from countries which are co-sponsors of draft resolution 
A/C.1/32/L.5J

In substance, what is being proposed here is that we forget the work 
that has been accomplished and leave that very important work half 
done. The co-sponsors of these draft resolutions held consultations 
in order, if possible, to work out a single draft, and we should like 
to take this opportunity to point to the constructive nature of those 
consultations and to the certain degree of readiness on the part of the 
co-sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5 to seek an acceptable 
text.

Unfortunately, I must say that those consultations were not suc
cessful. In the course of them, the co-sponsors of draft resolution 
A/C.1/32/L.4: expressed their readiness to see to it that a compromise 
resolution. would include a number of provisions of both the pre
ambular and operative parts of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5. At 
the sanxe time, the co-sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.4 con
sidered and continue to consider that the draft resolution on the 
agenda item on the preparation of an agreement on the prohibition 
of the development 'and manufacture of new types of weapons of 
mass destruction and new systems of such weapons should distinctly 
call for a continuation of negotiations for the conclusion of a general, 
binding agreement.

We consider that the draft resolution cannot disregard the great 
amount of work done by the Committee on Disarmament, with the 
assistance of qualified experts, on reaching accord on the text of a 
mutually acceptable agreement, or the fact that this work should— 
in the light, of course, of the priorities which exist in the Committee 
on Disarmament— b̂e continued. It is necessary, in our conmion in
terests, for it to be brought to 'a successful conclusion.

The Soviet delegation believes that the absence from draft resolu
tion A/C.1/32/L.5 of the key provision I have mentioned makes too 
obscure the formulation of the task of the Committee on Disarmament 
with regard to the prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction 
and, therefore, from our viewpoint, does nothing to promote a solution 
of this problem.

On the other hand, the need for a radical solution to the problem 
of prohibiting the development and manufacture of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons is met 
by the draft resolution in document A/C.1/32/L.4, and I appeal to 
delegations to support that draft resolution.

 ̂Post, p. 840, n. 6.
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StatemenI' by the Unstecl States Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, November 15,1977 ^

I wish to make a statement in explanation of my Government’s vote 
in support of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/32/L.5  ̂ and 
its abstention on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/32/L.4.®

The United States is committed to continuing and intensifying the 
search for meaningful restrictions on 'and the prohibition of all weap
ons of mass destruction. We agree that both existing and potential 
new types of weapons of mass destruction pose a particularly serious 
threat to mankind. My Government is dedicated to the objective of 
the elimination and prevention of future development of such weap
ons, under adequately verified agreements.

The problem of new weapons of mass destruction is one with which 
the United Nations has been concerned since 1948. It then adopted a 
definition of weapons of mass destruction which the United States 
believes to be valid today. This action defined weapons of mass de
struction as atomic explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, 
lethal chemical and biological weapons, and an}̂  w êapons developed 
in the future which have characteristics comparable in destructive 
effect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons that I have just 
mentioned.^

In carrying out the purposes of that action, however, the United 
States is not convinced that it would be either desirable or effective 
to attempt to deal with them in a single treaty. We continue to believe 
that the most effective approach would be to keep this issue under 
review in order to identify potential new types of weapons of mass 
destruction as early as possible. When specific potential weapons are 
identified, we believe it would then be appropriate to develop a specific 
agreement dealing with the weapon in question. However, any new 
weapons of mass destruction will undoubtedly have different technical 
characteristics as compared with other weapons, and we believe it is 
particularly important and necessary for any agreement to control 
such a new weapon of mass destruction to be tailored to the specific 
weapon. That is true not only because the dangers of weapons of mass 
destruction may vary but also because the method of verifying com
pliance with an agreement to ban those weapons may be quite different, 
depending upon the nature of the threat posed by the weapon and its 
characteristics which might determine the means for its control.

The United States does believe that certain action could be taken 
consistent with the definition given by the United Nations in 1948 and 
which in fact would be a further step in implementing the action called

" A/C.1/32/PV.33, pp. e-7.
 ̂Identical with res. 32/84B {post, pp. 840-841).
“ Identical with res. 32/84A {post, pp. 838-840).
* See Documents on Disarmamient, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.



FISHER STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 15 727

for by that 1948 decision. This would be the negotiation of a conven
tion banning radiological weapons, that is, weapons which employ the 
destructive effects of radiation emitted by decay of radioactive mate
rials. The United States has demonstrated that it is prepared to nego
tiate such a convention.

However, with respect to draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.4:, the United 
States does not feel that the negotiation of an over-all convention on 
weapons that we do not know or understand would be a workable 
action in the cause of peace. The United States is, however, prepared 
rigorously to support the purposes of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5. 
The United States is gratified that the Committee is united in its 
recognition of the potential danger of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction and pledges its vigilance against the threat posed by such 
weapons.

Statement by the United States Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: African Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone, November 15, 1977 ^

The United States is pleased to be able to support the objectives of 
this resolution.  ̂First, we strongly support the concept of nuclear-free 
zones in Africa as in other regions of the world. As recently as 19 Octo
ber of this year President Carter reiterated our belief that arrange
ments of this sort would contribute to efforts to control the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons.  ̂ In particular, we believe that it is essential 
that Africa be kept free of nuclear weapons, for their introduction into 
that continent could only threaten the security of all its nations.

Secondly, my Government has shared the concern of the interna
tional community that South Africa’s advanced technology and, in par
ticular, its unsafeguarded nuclear facilities could be employed to de
velop a nuclear-weapons capability. Exports that nuclear test prepara
tions might be under way at a site in the Kalahari Desert in South 
Africa have clearly added to world concern. We are in consultation 
with the Government of South Africa and have urged it to take con
crete action to allay the fears of the international community on this 
account. As you are aware, these consultations have resulted in assur
ances that, first. South Africa does not have or intend to develop nu
clear explosives for any purpose, peaceful or otherwise; secondly, 
South Africa is not developing a test facility for nuclear explosives; 
and, thirdly, there will be no nuclear explosive testing of any kind in 
South Africa.^ My Government regards these assurances as a vital step

 ̂A/C.1/32/PV.33, pp. 36-37.
"D raft res. A/O.l/32/L.lO/Rev. 1. See post, p. 833, n. 1. 
 ̂Ante, p. 646.

^Antey I>p. 657-658.
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in assuring tlie world of South Africa’s intentions. We would regard 
with the utmost gravity any indication that they would not be 
honoured.

In voting for this resolution, the United States wishes to reaffirm 
its view that nuclear co-operation under appropriate full-scope inter
national safeguards and controls does not contribute to the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons and need not enhance national capabilities to 
achieve a nuclear-explosives status. Quite the contrary, we are per
suaded that such co-operation can be a major incentive to recipient 
States to avoid programmes which would lead to nuclear weapons de
velopment. We believe that the denial of co-operation on the grounds 
that a country might be on the threshold of developing nuclear weap
ons can do nothing to prevent that risk and, more than likely, will pre
cipitate national decisions to cross the line between exclusively peace
ful uses of nuclear energy and the acquisition of a nuclear explosives 
capability. We must not lose sight of the fact that the common objec
tive should be to ensure that nuclear energy is developed for peaceful 
purposes and to avoid measures that may in the last analysis defeat 
this fundamental purpose.

We are urging South Africa as well as other countries which have 
not yet become parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty to do so and to 
put all their nuclear facilities under full scope international safe
guards.® We hope that our efforts will bear fruit soon in the case of 
South Africa. Meanwhile, we consider it unwise and impractical to cut 
off peaceful, safeguarded nuclear co-operation with South Africa. We 
would not be able to support proposals for the Security Council to 
take such steps under the present circumstances.

In closing, permit me to pay a tribute to the efforts of the represen
tatives of the African countries, and particularly the efforts of the 
representative of Nigeria, which led to formulating a resolution capa
ble of attracting the widest possible support.

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: African Nuclear-Weapon- 
Free Zone, November 15, 1977 ^

My delegation was happy to vote in favour of the draft resolution 
concerning the denuclearization of Africa.^ I should just like to make 
one thing clear. Our recognition of Africa as a denuclearized zone, so 
far as the French Territories are concerned, should be seen in the light 
of the clarification given by the present Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of France, Mr. de Guiringaud, when he was Permanent Eepresenta- 
tive to the United Nations, in this very Committee on 26 November

“ For text of treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂A/C.1/32/PV.33, pp. 42-43.
 ̂A/C.l/32/L.lO/Rev. 1. See post, pp. 833-834.
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1975, when he stated France’s over-all position concerning denuclear
ized zones. I should like to quote the relevant passage on this point;

. . . the denuclearization regime established by a treaty cannot affect the status 
of Territories under the sovereignty of France which may be geographically 
located within a denuclearized zone. Nor could the French Government accept 
injunctions from other States with a view to comi>elling it to -agree to a 
denuclearization status for all or part of the territories under its sovereignty.’**

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Nazarkin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear-Weapon-Free 
Zones, November 16, 1977 ^

My delegation has repeatedly stated its support for efforts aimed at 
the establishment of zones completely free from nuclear weapons. We 
consider that this is an important trend in the struggle to extend the 
process of international detente to all regions of the world, to reduce 
the danger of nuclear war and to strengthen the regime of non-nuclear 
proliferation. It is, of course, important that a decision to set up 
nuclear-weapon-free zones should effectively ensure the nuclear-free 
status of the zones.

As regards the treaty prohibiting nuclear weapons in Latin America, 
the Tlatelolco Treaty, we have repeatedly noted here in the General 
Assembly and in other bodies that, in our opinion, that Treaty suffers 
from serious drawbacks which substantially weaken its effectiveness. 
It lacks any clear-cut ban on the conducting of nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes by States parties to it or a ban on the transit of 
nuclear weapons through their territories. The sphere of application 
of the Treaty covers the wide space of the open sea, which is not in 
keeping with the generally recognized canons of international law.®

For the reasons I have just mentioned, the Soviet delegation will ab
stain in the vote on both draft resolutions A/C.1/32/L.17 ® and 
A/C.l/32/L.18.^

Statement by the Israeli Representative (Eliav) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Middle East Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone, November 16, 1977^

My delegation has studied with interest draft resolution A/C.1/32/ 
L.27 on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle 
East.  ̂ The Government of Israel wishes to reiterate its support in 
principle for the establishment of such a zone in our region. However,

“A/C.1/PV.2098, p. 61.
-A/C.1/32/PV.34, pp. 31-32.
® For text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83. 
® Identical with res. 32/76 (post, pp. 824-825).
^Identical with res. 32/79 (post, pp. 829-830).
" A/0.1/32/PV.34, pp. 42-46.
* Identical with res. 32/82 (post, pp. 834^836).



730 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

as we already noted last year, the ‘‘Comprehensive study of the ques
tion of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects”, issued as a special 
report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, which re
mains the most authoritative and comprehensive study of the subject, 
has demonstrated the considerable disagreement that still exists con
cerning the practical meaning and implications of the concept of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone. It confirmed that what might have ap
peared at first sight to be a clearly defined concept in fact contains 
several controversial elements.^

Yet, with all these divergencies, that report indicates clearly that 
such zones should be established through negotiations between the 
States concerned. This is brought out in section (n) of paragraph 
90, which enumerates the principles for the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, and again in paragraph 96, which deals with the 
procedures for the establishment of such zones, from which I should 
like to quote the following:

The view was expressed that once an initiative to establish a niiclear-weapon- 
free zone had been taken, consultations to that end should be held among the 
States concerned. The view was also expressed that prior consultations—I 
repeat, prior consultations—should be undertaken with the countries con
cerned—and again I repeat with the countries concerned—^regarding the im
plications, feasibility and acceptability of the proposed zone, in order that an 
initiative for the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone could elicit the neces
sary support . . .  *

My Government therefore continues to hold the views it expressed 
in its letter of 14 September 1976 addressed to the Secretary-General, 
a-s follows:

. . .  in accordance with general international practice, the Government of 
Israel feels justified in its call for negotiations between all the States of the 
region as an indispensable requirement for the establishment of such a zone 
in the Middle East. . . . such negotiations should lead to the conclusion of a 
formal, contractual, multilateral convention between all the States of the 
region, on the lines of such notable precedents as the establishment of a nu
clear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, through the Treaty of Tlatelolco, 
and the proposals for similar agreements in the areas of South Asia and the 
South Pacific.®

The most recent reaffirmation of the position of Israel was made by 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Moshe Dayan, in his statement 
during the general debate on 10 October 1977, when he said:

Israel is ready to enter into an agreement on arms limitation with all the 
States in the Middle East.

With regard to another crucial aspect of disarmament, Israel has frequently 
called on its Arab neighbors to join it in direct negotiations with a view to 
establishing a nuclear-free zone in the Middle East. . . . Israel firmly believes 
that such negotiations should lead to the conclusion of a formal, contractual, 
multilateral convention between aU the States of the region, on the lines of 
such notable precedents as the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in Latin America . .

** Comprehensive Study of the Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in All 
Its Aspects: Special Report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
(A/10027/Add. 1), (U.N. Sales No. E.76J. 7).

* IMd., par. 96.
= A/31/189, p. 21.
•A/32/PV.27, pp. 68-71.
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However, no response has yet been made to this particular offer and 
the Arab refusal to take part in any such consultations with Israel 
still persists.

By way of contrast, we have noted with interest in this respect the 
draft resolution on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in South Asia, and in particular its fifth and sixth preambular para
graphs and operative paragraph 2, which reads as follows:

Urges once again the States of South Asia and such other neighbouring 
non-nuclear-weapon States as may be interested to continue to make aU pos
sible efforts to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia . . J

Thus, the principle of regional concert for the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone has once again been put forward.

Still, I would like to remind the Committee that last year when a 
similar draft resolution on South Asia was presented here, several 
delegations expressed the view that that call for regional concert was 
not clear enough and did not indicate sufficiently the need for actual 
negotiations between the States of the region for the establishment 
of the zone, and therefore abstained in the vote. It would seem that 
this attitude should prevail, a fortiori  ̂ with regard to any draft on 
the establishment of a regional nuclear-weapon-free zone which does 
not even include an implicit call for regional consultations.

Be that as it may, the Government of Israel for its part has noted 
with regret that the proposal now before the Commiittee on the estab
lishment of such a zone in the Middle East does not call for the con
sultations which are the only way for creating it and does not even 
refer implicitly to this approach. This conscious omission, which, of 
course, is predicated on the attitude of our neighbours, in fact contra
dicts the declared aim of the draft resolution before us. For those 
reasons we could not support it and have therefore abstained in the 
vote.

Having stated our position with regard to the draft resolution, I  
would not wish to conclude my remarks without expressing the hope— 
particularly in the light of recent developments— t̂hat when the issue 
comes before the Assembly next year, or even earlier, a text will be 
presented which will be fully consonant with the concept of negoti
ation, and thus will be acceptable to all the States of our region.

Stafement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Middle East Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone, November 16, 1977^

My delegation abstained on the two separate votes on operative 
paragraphs 1 and 2 of A/C.1/32/L.27 and voted in favour of the reso
lution as a whole.2 That is because we favour the establishment of a

 ̂Identical with res. 32/83 (post, pp. 837-838). 
" A/C.1/32/P V.34, p. 47.
^Identical with res. 32/82 (post, pp. 834-836).
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nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, particularly in view of 
the fact that all the countries of the region have given their assent to 
that initiative, at least in principle. Nevertheless, we cannot accept 
that on this occasion my country should be requested to waive its 
basic options concerning, inter aliâ  the Non-Proliferation-Treaty.^ 
In regard to that diplomatic instrument, we maintain our reservations. 
We have not ourselves signed that treaty; therefore, we cannot agree 
to urge other countries to do what we ourselves refuse to do. The same 
considerations apply with regard to the commitment requested of all 
countries to place all their nuclear activities under international 
control.

Statement by the United States Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Middle East 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, November 16, 1977^

My delegation is pleased to have voted in favour of resolution 
A/C.1/32/L.27 ® because we strongly support the concept of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in areas of the world where they are appropriate, 
particularly the Middle East, under conditions that would assure the 
effectiveness of such a zone. In our view the value of a nuclear-weapon- 
f ree zone in the Middle East is self-evident.

We continue to believe, however, that the actual provisions set forth 
in the resolution governing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in that area 
must be negotiated and agreed among the potential participants in 
the zone before States can be expected to undertake commitments 
regarding it.

My delegation supports the efforts being made to explore new ideas 
and steps to believe apprehensions over possible proliferation of 
nuclear weapons in the Middle East and to contribute to the creation 
of an atmosphere of confidence in the region.

Second Revision of the Finnish Draft Resolution Submitted to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Report of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, November 17,1977 ^

The General Assembly^
Recognizing that the danger of nuclear warfare remains a grave 

threat to the survival of mankind,

® See Domiments on Disarmamentj 1968, pp. 461-465.
" A/C.1/32/PV.34, p. 47.
® Identical with res. 32/82 (post, pp. 834-836).
" A/C.l/32/L.3/Rev.2. The original draft res. was submitted on Oct. 19 (ante, 

pp. 650-652) and revised on Nov. 15 {antBj pp. 720-723). Pakistan proposed some 
amendments for the revised version on Nov. 18 {post, p. 775) but withdrew them 
after Finland made oral revisions on Nov. 21 (A/C.1/32/PV.40, pp. 25-26). The 
final version is printed post, pp. 851-855.
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Convinced that the prevention of jproliferation of nuclear weapons 
or other nuclear explosive devices, especially in those areas of the world 
where the maintenance of international peace and security is endan
gered, remains an important element in the efforts to avert nuclear 
warfare.

Recalling its resolution 31/189 D of 21 December 1976, in which the 
General Assembly requested the International Atomic Energy Agency 
to give special attention to its programme of work in the non-prolifera
tion area and to give careful consideration to all relevant suggestions 
aiming at strengthening the safeguards regime that have been pre
sented to the Agency (including the commimication from the Govern
ment of Finland reproduced in document A/C.1/31/6) and to report 
on the progress of its work on this question to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-second session,^

Noting the annual report for 1976 of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (A/32/158),

Recalling also its resolution 31/75 of 10 December 1976 on the im
plementation of the conclusions of the first Eeview Conference of the 
Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
and the recommendations, proposals and statements made at the 
Conference,^

Recalling its resolution 2373 (X X II) of 12 June 1968,̂  in which it 
commended the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ® 
and expressed the hope for the widest possible adherence to that Treaty, 

Noting that more than 100 States are now parties to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Noting also the importance of the establishment of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in various parts of the world as a possible means of con
tributing to the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons as 
recognized in its resolution 31/70 of 10 December 1976 on the compre
hensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its 
aspects,®

Recognizing the need to ensure, on a non-discriminatory basis in 
accordance with article IV of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, and in keeping with the promotion of peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy, a supply of nuclear technology, materials and facil
ities to meet the world’s enerjsry needs.

Noting the deliberations of the International Conference on Nuclear 
Power and Its Fuel Cycle at Salzburg in May 1977 held under the 
auspices of the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Confer
ence on the Transfer of Nuclear Technology at Persepolis in April 
1977, which confirmed the important and growing contribution that 
nuclear energy will make to meeting the energy needs of all countries, 
including the developing countries.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 945-950. 
® m d .,  pp. 933-935.
 ̂lUd., 1968, pp. 431-432.

®/?>frf.,pp. 461-465.
^IMd.,1976, pp. 917-918.
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Noting also that the organizing conference held in Washington in 
October 1977 to initiate an international nuclear fuel cycle evaluation 
recognized that nuclear energy should be made widely available for 
peaceful purposes, that effective measures can and should be taken at 
the national level and through international agreements to minimize 
the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and that the evalua
tion would not jeopardize the respective fuel cycle policies or inter
national co-operation agreements and contracts for the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy, x̂ ^̂ '̂ ided that agreed safeguard measures are 
applied,^

Anxious that the accelerated spread and development of nuclear 
technology should not increase the danger of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, and convinced that these 
two objectives are not contradictory.

Underlining again the important role of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in promoting the contribution of nuclear energy to 
economic progress, bearing in mind the special needs of developing 
countries, and in implementing safeguards in the interest of non- 
proliferation.

Noting that the International Atomic Energy Agency has made 
further progress in its safeguards activities by increasing its prepared
ness to reach with States which are not parties to the Treaty on the 
Isron-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, if they so desire, universal 
and non-discriminatory safeguards agreements no less effective than 
those concluded by the International Atomic Energy Agency with 
States parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, by keeping under scrutiny the strengthening of its safe
guards, by completing this year a study on the establishment of 
regional fuel cycle centres and by presenting a draft convention for 
physical protection of nuclear materials.

Determined that similar progress could be made in exploring pos
sibilities of increased assistance to the developing areas of the world,

1. Urgently calls for determined efforts by all nuclear-weapon 
States:

(a) To bring about the cessation of the nuclear arms race;
(b) To undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear 

disarmament;
(c) To find an early solution to the remaining problems in reaching 

agreement to discontinue all test explosions of nuclear weapons as a 
step towards the realization of these objectives;

2. Emphasizes in this connexion the particular responsibility of 
those nuclear-weapon States that have already accepted international 
obligations, i.e. in article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, with respect to the cessation of the nuclear arms

Ante, pp. 654-655.
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race and the discontinuance of nuclear-weapon tests and notes as 
encouraging the recent efforts under way towards these ends;

3. Underlines the importance of determined efforts especially by 
the nuclear-weapon States to ensure the security of non-nuclear weapon 
States;

4. Rea-fflrms that States have the right, as provided for, inter-alia 
in article IV of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons, to acquire and develop nuclear energy for peaceful purposes under 
effective and non-discriminatory restraints against the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons and underlines the importance of increased efforts 
in this field, particularly for the needs of the developing countries and 
areas;

5. Recognizes the importance of technical assistance provided by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency to the developing countries 
and areas of the world within an effective and comprehensive safe
guards system, and emphasizes the urgent need of common efforts 
towards an essential increase of this assistance;

6. Urges States that as yet have not adhered to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, in the first instance, to do so 
at an early date or, at a minimum, accept other arrangements involv
ing the application of safeguards to their complete nuclear fuel cycle, 
that would provide satisfactory assurances to the international com
munity against the dangers of proliferation while guaranteeing to 
the States concerned unhindered and non-discriminatory access to the 
peaceful benefits of nuclear energy;

7. Emphasizes the importance of common efforts to study satis
factory arrangements for adequate supply of nuclear fuels and other 
materials and facilities necessary to efficient implementation and op
eration of national nuclear power programmes;

8. Solemnly affirms the following principles:

(i) States should not convert civil nuclear materials or facilities to 
the production of nuclear weapons;

(ii) All States have the right, in accordance with the principle of 
sovereign equality, to develop their programmes for the peace
ful use of nuclear technology for economic and social develop
ments in conformity with their priorities, interests and needs 
and should have, without discrimination, access to, and be free 
to acquire technology and materials for the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy under effective and non-discriminatory restraints 
against the proliferation of nuclear weapons;

9. Expresses its strong support for the International Atomic 
Energy Agency’s efforts to increase the effectiveness of its safeguards 
system in order to ensure that the peaceful uses of nuclear energy will 
not lead to the proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices;

10. Recognizes the need to adequately ensure the physical protec
tion of nuclear materials, facilities and transports;

277-084—79------ 49
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11. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to continue 
the consideration of reaching an international agreement for such 
protection;

12. Expresses its support for the continuation of the studies by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on the question of multinational 
fuel cycle centres and an international regime for plutonium manage
ment as possible means to promote the use of nuclear energy for peace
ful purposes and the interests of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;

13. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to report on 
the progress of its work on these questions to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-third session.

Four-Nation Amendments to the Mexican-Swedish Draft Reso
lution Submitted to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly: Reduction of Military Budgets, November 17, 
1977"

I. After the second preambular paragraph, insert a new paragraph 
reading as follows:

Recognizing the value of the availability of a satisfactory instru
ment for standardized reporting on the military expenditures of 
Member States, particularly of the States permanent members of 
the Security Council, as well as any other States with comparable 
military expenditures,

II. After paragraph 1, insert a new paragraph reading as follows:

2 . Requests the Secretary-General to ascertain those States which 
would be prepared to participate in a pilot test of the reporting 
instrument and to report on this to the special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament.

III. To paragraph 2, henceforth paragraph 3, add a new clause 
reading as follows:

and containing information concerning the progress made in carry
ing out the task referred to in paragraph 2, above.

Statement by the United States Representative (Flowerree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Security Assur
ances, November 17, 1977 ^

The United States Government is receptive to the need for effective 
measures to enhance the security of the non-nuclear-weapon States.

® A /C .1/32/L . 33. The amendments were sponsored by the FRG, Netherlands, 
U.K., and U.S. and introdiuced by the U.S. on Nov. 18 {post, pp. 780-782). For the 
text of the Mexican-Swedish draft res., see ante, pp. 716-717.

’ A/C .1/32/PV.35, pp. 43-45.
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Some type of assurances regarding the non-use of nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear-weapon States could very well complement glo
bal non-proliferation efforts. We join in the hope that at the special 
session on disarmament it will be possible to find an approach to this 
problem that is broadly acceptable to the international community.

In our view, a satisfactory approach to the question of nuclear se
curity assurances would be one which increases the confidence of all 
countries that their security is adequately protected and which pro
motes the stability of the international system as a whole. Such an 
agreement must not undermine existing security arrangements. The 
particular formulation reaffirmed in the draft resolution now before 
us does not fully meet our concerns regarding the maintenance of ex
isting security arrangements. In addition, there are imprecisions in the 
formulation that would make it difficult to follow in practice. We 
thus find it necessary to abstain in the vote on this draft resolution.^

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Security Assurances, 
November 17, 1977 ^

My delegation would like to give a very brief explanation of the 
considerations which prevented it from supporting draft resolution 
A/C.1/32/L.8 which has just been adopted.^

France understands the concern of non-nuclear-weapon States to 
obtain guarantees from the nuclear-weapon States. The French dele
gation wishes to recall that the French nuclear force was conceived 
solely as a deterrent and is not directed against, nor does it threaten, 
anyone.

The French position on this matter was defined by the President of 
the Eepublic at a press conference on 24 October 1974. I  should like 
to recall here the most significant parts of that statement:

I consider that the French nuclear deterrent can be used only against another 
nuclear Power—which, I hasten to say, is a very unlikely possib ility; but we 
must cover all possibilities—that might threaten our own soil. The purpose of 
our nuclear deterrent, which would indeed have to be used in that case, would 
be to oppose a nuclear threat to our soil on the part of a nuclear Power, or a 
threatened invasion of our country. In contrast, as far as non-nuclear Powers 
are concerned, I do not think that France should either use or threaten to use 
its nuclear arsenal, and I would hope that this attitude w ill gradually be 
adopted by others so that the nuclear option shall be considered only in the 
event of nuclear threats and not in other types of conflicts.

res. 32/87 B {post, pp. 847-848). 
" A/C.1/32/PV.35, p. 51.

res. 32/87 B {post, pp. 847-848).
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Agreement Between the United States and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency for the Application of Safeguards in 
the United States, November 18, 1977 ^

W hereas the United States of America (hereinafter referred to as 
the “United States”) is a Party to the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons (hereinafter referred to as the “Treaty”) 
which was opened for signature at London, Moscow and Washington 
on 1 July 1968 and which entered into force on 5 March 1970;

W hereas States Parties to the Treaty undertake to co-operate in 
facilitating the application of International Atomic Energy Agency 
(hereinafter referred to as the “Agency”) safeguards on peaceful 
nuclear activities;

W hereas non-nuclear-weapon States Parties to the Treaty under
take to accept safeguards, as set forth in an agreement to be negotiated 
and concluded with the Agency, on all source or special fissionable 
material in all their peaceful nuclear activities for the exclusive pur
pose of verification of the fulfillment of their obligations under the 
Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from 
peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;

W hereas the United States, a nuclear-weapon State as defined by 
the Treaty, has indicated that at such time as safeguards are being 
generally applied in accordance with paragraph 1 of Article III of the 
Treaty, the United States will permit the Agency to apply its safe
guards to all nuclear activities in the United States—excluding only 
those with direct national security significance— b̂y concluding a safe- 
guards agreement with the Agency for that purpose ;

W hereas the United States has made this offer and has entered into 
this agreement for the purpose of encouraging widespread adherence 
to the Treaty by demonstrating to non-nuclear-weapon States that 
they would not be placed at a commercial disadvantage by reason of 
the application of safeguards pursuant to the Treaty;

W hereas the purpose of a safeguards agreement giving effect to 
this offer by the United States would thus differ necessarily from the 
purposes of safeguards agreements concluded between the Agency and 
non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty;

W hereas it is in the interest of Members of the Agency, that, with
out prejudice to the principles and integrity of the Agency’s safe
guards system, the expenditure of the Agency’s financial and other 
resources for implementation of such an agreement not exceed that nec
essary to accomplish the purpose of the Agreement;

Whereas the Agency is authorized, pursuant to Article III of the 
Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency (hereinafter re
ferred to as the “Statute”) , to conclude such a safeguards agreement;

Now, THEREFORE, the United States and the Agency have agreed as 
follows:

^ACDA files.
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1968j pp. 461-465.
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P a r t  I 

Article 1

(a) The United States undertakes to permit the Agency to apply 
safeguards, in accordance with the terms of this Agreement, on 
all source or special fissionable material in all facilities within 
the United States, excluding only those facilities associated 
with activities with direct national security significance to the 
United States, with a view to enabling the Agency to verify that 
such material is not withdrawn, except as provided for in this 
Agreement, from activities in facilities while such material is 
being safeguarded under this Agreement.

(b) The United States shall, upon entry in force of this Agreement, 
provide the Agency with a list of facilities within the United 
States not associated with activities with direct national secur
ity significance to the United States and may, in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in Part II of this Agreement, add 
facilities to or remove facilities from that list as it deems 
appropriate.

(c) The United States may, in accordance with the procedures set 
forth in this Agreement, withdraw nuclear material from ac
tivities in facilities included in the list referred to in Article 
1(b).

Article 2

(a) The Agency shall have the right to apply safeguards, in ac
cordance with the terms of this Agreement, on all source or 
special fissionable material in all facilities within the United 
States, excluding only those facilities associated with activities 
with direct national security significance to the United States, 
with a view to enabling the Agency to verify that such material 
is not withdrawn, except as provided for in this Agreement, 
from activities in faxsilities while such material is being safe
guarded under this Agreement.

(b) The Agency shall, from time to time, identify to the United 
States those facilities, selected from the then current list pro
vided by the United States in accordance with Article 1 (b), in 
which the Agency wishes to apply safeguards, in accordance 
with the terms of this Agreement.

(c) In identifying facilities and in applying safeguards thereafter 
on source or special fissionable material in such facilities, the 
Agency shall proceed in a manner which the Agency and the 
United States mutually agree takes into account the require
ment on the United States to avoid discriminatory treatment as 
between United Staltes commercial firms similarly situated.
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Article 3

(a) The United States and the Agency shall co-operate to facilitate 
the implementation of the safeguards provided for in this 
Agreement.

(b) The source or special fissionable material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement shall be that material in those facilities 
which shall have been identified by the Agency at any given 
time pursuant to Article 2 (b).

(c) The safeguards to be applied by the Agency under this Agree
ment on source or special fissionable material in facilities in the 
United States shall be implemented by the same procedures 
followed by the Agency in applying its safeguards on similar 
material in similar facilities in non-nuclear-weapon States 
under agreements pursuant to paragraph 1 of Article III of 
the Treaty.

Article

The safeguards provided for in this Agreement shall be imple
mented in a manner designed:

(a) To avoid hampering the economic and technological develop
ment of the United States or international co-operation in the 
field of peaceful nuclear activities, including international ex
change of nuclear ma.terial;

(b) To avoid undue interference in peaceful nuclear activities of 
the United States and in particular in the operation of facili
ties; and

(c) To be consistent with prudent management practices required 
for the economic and safe conduct of nuclear activities.

Article 5

(a) The Agency shall take every precaution to protect commercial 
and industrial secrets and other confidential information com
ing to its knowledge in the implementation of this Agreement.

(b) (i) The Agency shall not publish or communicate to any State,
organization or person any information obtained by it in 
connection with the implemention of this Agreement, ex
cept that specific information relating to the implementa
tion thereof may be given to the Board of Governors of 
the Agency (hereinafter referred to as “the Board”) and 
to such Agency staff members as require such knowledge 
by reason of their official duties in connection with safe
guards, but only to the extent necessary for the Agency to 
fuljfil its responsibilities in implementing this Agreement.

(ii) Summarized information on nuclear material subject to 
safeguards under this Agreement may be published upon
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the decision of the Board if the United States agrees 
thereto.

Article 6

(a) The Agency shall, in implementing safeguards pursuant to this 
Agreement, take full account of technological developments in 
the field of safeguards, and shall make every effort to ensure 
optimum cost-effectiveness and the application of the principle 
of safeguarding effectively the flow of nuclear material subject 
to safeguards under this Agreement by use of instruments and 
other techniques at certain strategic points to the extent that 
present or future technology permits.

(b) In order to ensure optimum cost-effectiveness, use shall be made, 
for example, of such means as:

(i) Containment as a means of defining material balance areas 
for accounting purposes;

(ii) Statistical techniques and random sampling in evaluating 
the flow of nuclear material;

(iii) Concentration of verification procedures on those stages 
in the nuclear fuel cycle involving the production, process
ing, use or storage of nuclear material from which nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices could readily 
be made, and minimization of verification procedures in 
respect of other nuclear material, on condition that this 
does not hamper the Agency in applying safeguards under 
this Agreement.

Article 7

(a) The United States shall establish and maintain a system of ac- 
comiting for and control of all nuclear material subject to safe
guards under this Agreement.

(b) The Agency shall apply safeguards in accordance with Article 
3(c) in such a manner as to enable the Agency to verify, in 
ascertaining that there has been no withdrawal of nuclear mate
rial, except as provided for in this Agreement, from activities 
in facilities while such material is being safeguarded under this 
Agreement, findings of the accounting and control system of 
the United States. The Agency’s verification shall include, inter 
alia, independent measurements and observations conducted by 
the Agency in accordance with the procedures specified in Part
II. The Agency, in its verification, shall take due account of the 
technical effectiveness of the system of the United States.

Article 8

(a) In order to ensure the effective implementation of safeguards 
under this Agreement, the United States shall, in accordance
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with the provisions set out in Part II, provide the Agency with 
information concerning nuclear material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement and the features of facilities relevant to 
safeguarding such material.

(b) (i) The Agency shall require only the minimum amount of 
information and data consistent with carrying out its 
responsibilities under this Agreement.

(ii) Information pertaining to facilities shall be the minimum 
necessary for safeguarding nuclear material subject to 
safeguards under this Agreement.

(c) I f the United States so requests, the Agency shall be prepared 
to examine on premises of the United States design information 
which the United States regards as being of particular sensitiv
ity. Such information need not be physically transmitted to the 
Agency provided that it remains readily available for further 
examination by the Agency on premises of the United States.

Article 9

(a) (i) The Agency shall secure the consent of the United States
to the designation of Agency inspectors to the United 
States.

(ii) I f the United States, either upon proposal of a designation 
or at any other time after designation has been made, 
objects to the designation, the Agency shall propose to the 
United States an alternative designation or designations.

(iii) If, as a result of the repeated refusal of the United States 
to accept the designation of Agency inspectors, inspec
tions to be conducted under this Agreement would be 
impeded, such refusal shall be considered by the Board, 
upon referral by the Director General of the Agency 
(hereinafter referred to as ‘̂ the Director General”) with a 
view to its taking appropriate action.

(b) The United States shall take the necessary steps to ensure that 
Agency inspectors can effectively discharge their functions 
under this Agreement.

(c) The visits and activities of Agency inspectors shall be so ar
ranged as:

(i) To reduce to a minimum the possible inconvenience and 
disturbance to the United States and to the peaceful nu
clear activities inspected; and

(ii) To ensure protection of industrial secrets or any other con
fidential information coming to the inspectors’ knowledge.
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Article 10

The provisions of the International Organizations Immunities Act 
of the United States of America shall apply to Agency inspectors per
forming functions in the United States under this Agreement and to 
any property of the Agency used by them.

Article 11

Safeguards shall terminate on nuclear material upon determination 
by the Agency that the material has been consumed, or has been diluted 
in such a way that it is no longer usable for any nuclear activity rele
vant from the point of view of safeguards, or has become practicably 
irrecoverable.

Article 12

(a) If the United States intends to exercise its right to withdraw 
nuclear material from activities in facilities identified by the 
Agency pursuant to Articles 2(b) and 39(b) (other than those 
facilities removed, pursuant to Article 34(b) (i) from the list 
provided for by Article 1(b)) and to transfer such material to 
a destination in the United States other than to a facility in
cluded in the list established and maintained pursuant to Ar
ticles 1(b) and 34, the United States shall notify the Agency 
in advance of such withdrawal. Nuclear material in respect of 
which such notification has been given shall cease to be subject 
to safeguards under this Agreement as from the time of its 
withdrawal.

(b) Nothing in this Agreement shall affect the right of the United 
States to transfer material subject to safeguards under this 
Agreement to destinations not within or under the jurisdiction 
of the United States. The United States shall provide the 
Agency with information with respect to such transfers in ac
cordance with Article 89. The Agency shall keep records of each 
such transfer and, where applicable, of the re-application of 
safeguards to the transferred nuclear material.

Article 13

Where nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agreement 
is to be used in non-nuclear activities, such as the production of alloys 
or ceramics, the United States shall agree with the Agency, before the 
material is so used, on the circumstances under which the safeguards 
on such material may be terminated.

Article H.

The United States and the Agency will bear the expenses incurred 
by them in implementing their respective responsibilities under this
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Agreement. However, if the United States or persons under its juris
diction incur extraordinary expenses as a result of a specific request 
by the Agency, the Agency shall reimburse such expenses provided 
that it has agreed in advance to do so. In any case the Agency shall 
bear the cost of any additional measuring or sampling which inspec
tors may request.

Article 16

In carrying out its functions under this Agreement within the 
United States, the Agency and its personnel shall be covered to the 
same extent as nationals of the United States by any protection against 
third-party liability provided under the Price-Anderson Act, includ
ing insurance or other indemnity coverage that may be required by 
the Price-Anderson Act with respect to nuclear incidents.

Article 16

Any claim by the United States against the Agency or by the Agency 
against the United States in respect of any damage resulting from the 
implementation of safeguards under this Agreement, other than dam
age arising out of a nuclear incident, shall be settled in accordance 
with international law.

Article 17

If the Board, upon report of the Director General, decides that an 
action by the United States is essential and urgent in order to ensure 
compliance with this Agreement, the Board may call upon the United 
States to take the required action without delay, irrespective of 
whether procedures have been invoked pursuant to Article 21 for the 
settlement of a dispute.

Article 18

I f  the Board, upon examination of relevant information reported 
to it by the Director General, determines there has been any non- 
compliance with this Agreement, the Board may call upon the United 
States to remedy forthwith such non-compliance. In the event there 
is a failure to take fully corrective action within a reasonable time, 
the Board may make the reports provided for in paragraph C of 
Article X II of the Statute and may also take, where applicable, the 
other measures provided for in that paragraph. In taking such action 
the Board shall take account of the degree of assurance provided by 
the safeguards measures that have been applied and shall afford the 
United States every reasonable opportunity to furnish the Board with 
any necessary reassurance.

Article 19

The United States and the Agency shall, at the request of either, 
consult about any question arising out of the interpretation or appli
cation of this Agreement.
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Article 20

The United States shall have the right to request that any question 
arising out of the interpretation or application of this Agreement be 
considered by the Board. The Board shall invite the United States to 
participate in the discussion of any such question by the Board.

Article 21

Any dispute arising out of the interpretation or application of this 
Agreement, except a dispute with regard to a determination by the 
Board under Article 18 or an action taken by the Board pursuant to 
such a determination which is not settled by negotiation or another 
procedure agreed to by the United States and the Agency shall, at 
the request of either, be submitted to an arbitral tribunal composed as 
follows: The United States and the Agency shall each designate one 
arbitrator, and the two arbitrators so designated shall elect a third, 
who shall be the Chairman. If, within thirty days of the request for 
arbitration, either the United States or the Agency has not designated 
an arbitrator, either the United States or the Agency may request the 
President of the International Court of Justice to appoint an arbitra
tor. The same procedure shall apply if, within thirty days of the des
ignation or appointment of the second arbitrator, the third arbitrator 
has not been elected. A majority of the members of the arbitral tri
bunal shall constitute a quorum, and all decisions shall require the 
concurrence of two arbitrators. The arbitral procedure shall be fixed 
by the tribunal. The decisions of the tribunal shall be binding on the 
United States and the Agency.

Article 22

The Parties shall institute steps to suspend the application of 
Agency safeguards in the United States under other safeguards agree
ments with the Agency while this Agreement is in force. However, 
the United States and the Agency shall ensure that nuclear material 
being safeguarded under this Agreement shall be at all times at least 
equivalent in amount and composition to that which would be subject 
to safeguards in the United States under the agreements in question. 
The detailed arrangements for the implementation of this provision 
shall be specified in the subsidiary arrangements provided for in Ar
ticle 39, and shall reflect the nature of any undertaking given imder 
such other safeguards agreements.

Article 23

(a) The United States and the Agency shall, at the request of either, 
consult each other on amendments to this Agreement.

(b) All amendments shall require the agreement of the United 
States and the Agency.
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Article

This Agreement or any amendments thereto shall enter into force 
on the date on which the Agency receives from the United States writ
ten notification that statutory and constitutional requirements of the 
United States for entry into force have been met.

Article 25

The Director General shall promptly inform all Member States of 
the Agency of the entry into force of this Agreement, or of any 
amendments thereto.

Article 26

The Agreement shall remain in force as long as the United States is 
a party to the Treaty except that the Parties to this Agreement shall, 
upon the request of either of them, consult and, to the extent mutually 
agreed, modify this Agreement in order to ensure that it continues to 
serve the purpose for which it was originally intended. I f  the Parties 
are unable after such consultation to agree upon necessary modifica
tions, either Party may, upon six months’ notice, terminate this Agree
ment.

P a r t  II

Article 27

The purpose of this part of the Agreement is to specify the pro
cedures to be applied in the implementation of the safeguards provi
sions of Part I.

Article 28

The objective of the safeguards procedures set forth in this part of 
the Agreement is the timely detection of withdrawal, other than in 
accordance with the terms of this Agreement, of significant quantities 
of nuclear material from activities in facilities while such material is 
being safeguarded under this Agreement.

Article 29

For the purpose of achieving the objective set forth in Article 28, 
material accountancy shall be used as a safeguards measure of funda
mental importance, with containment and surveillance as important 
complementary measures.

Article SO

The technical conclusion of the Agency’s verification activities shall 
be a statement, in respect of each material balance area, of the amount 
of material unaccounted for over a specific period, and giving the 
limits of accuracy of the amounts stated.

Article SI

Pursuant to Article 7, the Agency, in carrying out its verification 
activities, shall make full use of the United States’ system of account



U.S.-IAEA AGREEMENT, NOVEMBER 18 747

ing for and control of all nuclear material subject to safeguards under 
this Agreement and shall avoid unnecessary duplication of the United 
States’ accounting and control activities.

Article 32

The United States’ system of accounting for and control of all nu
clear material subject to safeguards under this Agreement shall be 
based on a structure of material balance areas, and shall make provi
sion, as appropriate and specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements, 
for the establishment of such measures as:

(a) A measurement system for the determination of the quantities 
of nuclear material received, produced, shipped, lost or other
wise removed from inventory, and the quantities on inventory;

(b) The evaluation of precision and accuracy of measurements and 
the estimation of measurement uncertainty;

(c) Procedures for identifying, reviewing and evaluating differ
ences in shipper/receiver measurements;

(d) Procedures for taking a physical inventory;
(e) Procedures for the evaluation of accumulations of unmeasured 

inventory and unmeasured losses;

(f) A system of records and reports showing, for each material 
balance area, the inventory of nuclear material and the changes 
in that inventory including receipts into and transfers out of 
the material balance area;

(g) Provisions to ensure that the accounting procedures and ar
rangements are being operated correctly; and

(h) Procedures for the provision of reports to the Agency in accord
ance with Articles 57 through 63 and 65 through 67.

Article S3

Safeguards under this Agreement shall not apply to material in 
mining or ore processing activities.

Article SJp

The United States may, at any time, notify the Agency of any facil
ity or facilities to be added to or removed from the list provided for in 
Article 1(b) :

(a) In case of addition to the list, the notification shall specify the 
facility or facilities to be added to the list and the date upon 
which the addition is to take effect;

(b) In the case of removal from the list of a facility or facilities 
then currently identified pursuant to Articles 2(b) or 39(b ):
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(i) The Agency shall be notified in advance and the notification 
shall specify: the facility or facilities being removed, the 
date of removal, and the quantity and composition of the 
nuclear material contained therein at the time of notifica
tion. In exceptional circumstances, the United States may 
remove facilities without giving advance notification;

(ii) Any facility in respect of which notification has been given 
in accordance with sub-paragraph (i) shall be removed 
from the list and the nuclear material contained therein 
shall cease to be subject to safeguards under this Agreement 
in accordance with and at the time specified in the notifica
tion by the United States.

(c) In the case of removal from the list of a facility or facilities not 
then currently identified pursuant to Articles 2 (b) or 39 (b), the 
notification shall specify the facility or facilities being removed 
and the date of removal. Such facility or facilities shall be re
moved from the list at the time specified in the notification by 
the United States.

Article S3

(a) Safeguards shall terminate on nuclear material subject to safe
guards under this Agreement, under the conditions set forth in 
Article 11. Where the conditions of that Article are not met, but 
the United States considers that the recovery of safeguarded 
nuclear material from residues is not for the time being practi
cable or desirable, the United States and the Agency shall con
sult on the appropriate safeguards measures to be applied.

(b) Safeguards shall terminate on nuclear material subject to safe
guards imder this Agreement, under the conditions set forth in 
Article 13, provided that the United States and the Agency 
agree that such nuclear material is practicably irrecoverable.

Article 36

At the request of the United States, the Agency shall exempt from 
safeguards nuclear material, which would otherwise be subject to safe
guards under this Agreement, as follows:

(a) Special fissionable material, when it is used in gram quantities 
or less as a sensing component in instruments;

(b) Nuclear material, when it is used in non-nuclear activities in 
accordance with Article 13, if such nuclear material is recover
able ; and

(c) Plutonium with an isotopic concentration of plutonium-238 
exceeding 80%.
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Article 37

At the request of the United States, the Agency shall exempt from 
safeguards nuclear material that would otherwise be subject to safe
guards under this Agreement, provided that the total quantity of 
nuclear material which has been exempted in the United States in 
accordance with this Article may not at any time exceed:

(a) One kilogram in total of special fissionable material, which may 
consist of one or more of the following:

(i) Plutonium;
(ii) Uranium with an enrichment of 0.2 (20%) and above, 

taken account of by multiplying its weight by its enrich
ment; and

(iii) Uranium with an enrichment below 0.2 (20%) and above 
that of natural uranium, taken account of by multiplying 
its weight by five times the square of its enrichment;

(b) Ten metric tons in total of natural uranium and depleted ura
nium with an enrichment above 0.005 (0.5%);

(c) Twenty metric tons of depleted uranium with an enrichment of 
0.005 (0.5%) or below; and

( d) Twenty metric tons of thorium;

or such greater amounts as may be specified by the Board for uniform 
application.

Article 88
/

If exempted nuclear material is to be processed or stored together 
with nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agreement, 
provision shall be made for the re-application of safeguards tliereto.

Article 39

(a) The United States and the Agency shall make Subsidiary 
Arrangements which shall:

(i) contain a current listing of those facilities identified by the 
Agency pursuant to Article 2(b) and thus containing 
nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agree
ment ; and

(ii) specify in detail, to the extent necessary to permit the 
Agency to fulfil its responsibilities under this Agreement 
in an effective and efficient manner, how the procedures 
laid down in this Agreement are to be applied.

(b) (i) After entry into force of this Agreement, the Agency shall
identify to the United States, from the list provided in 
accordance with Article 1 (b), those facilities to be included 
in the initial Subsidiary Arrangements listing;
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(ii) The Agency may thereafter identify for inclusion in the 
Subsidiary Arrangements listing additional facilities from 
the list provided in accordance with Article 1(b) as that 
list may have been modified in accordance with Article 34.

(c) The Agency shall also designate to the United States those 
facilities to be removed from the Subsidiary Arrangements list
ing which have not otherwise been removed pursuant to notifi
cation by the United States in accordance with Article 34. Such 
facility or facilities shall be removed from the Subsidiary 
Arrangements listing upon such designation to the United 
States.

(d) The Subsidiary Arrangements may be extended or changed by 
agreement between the Agency and the United States without 
amendment of this Agreement.

Article Ifi

(a) With respect to those facilities which shall have been identified 
by the Agency in accordance with Article 39(b) (i), such Sub
sidiary Arrangements shall enter into force at the same time as, 
or as soon as possible after, entry into force of this Agreement. 
The United States and the Agency shall make every effort to 
achieve their entry into force within 90 days after entry into 
force of this Agreement; an extension of that period shall re
quire agreement between the United States and the Agency.

(b) With respect to facilities which, after the entry into force of 
this Agreement, have been identified by the Agency in accord
ance with Article 39(b) (ii) for inclusion in the Subsidiary 
Arrangements listing, the United States and the Agency shall 
make every effort to achieve the entry into force of such Sub
sidiary Arrangements within ninety days following such iden
tification to the United States; an extension of that period shall 
require agreement between the Agency and the United States.

(c) Upon identification of a facility by the Agency in accordance 
with Article 39(b), the United States shall provide the Agencj  ̂
promptly with the information required for completing th*3 
Subsidiary Arrangements, and the Agency shall have the right 
to apply the procedures set forth in this Agreement to the 
nuclear material listed in the inventory provided for in Article 
41, even if the Subsidiary Arrangements have not yet entered 
into force.

Article Ifl

The Agency shall establish, on the basis of the initial report referred 
to in Article 60(a) below, a unified inventory of all nuclear material 
in the United States subject to safeguards under this Agreement, ir
respective of its origin, and shall maintain this inventory on the basis



U.S.-IAEA AGREEMENT, NOVEMBER 18 751

of subsequent reports concerning those facilities, of the initial reports 
referred to in Article 60 (b), of subsequent reports concerning the facil
ities listed pursuant to Article 39 (b) ( ii) , and of the results of its veri
fication activities. Copies of the inventory shall be made available to 
the United States at intervals to be agreed.

Article 1^

Pursuant to Article 8, design information in respect of facilities 
identified by the Agency in accordance with Article 39(b) (i) shall be 
provided to the Agency during the discussion of the Subsidiary Ar
rangements. The time limits for the provision of design information 
in respect of any facility which is identified by the Agency in accord
ance with Article 39(b) (ii) shall be specified in the Subsidiary Ar
rangements and such information shall be provided as early as possi
ble after such identification.

Article ^3

The design information to be provided to the Agency shall include, 
in respect of each facility identified by the Agency in accordance with 
Article 39 (b), when applicable:

(a) The identification of the facility, stating its general character, 
purpose, nominal capacity and geographic location, and the 
name and address to be used for routine business purposes;

(b) A description of the general arrangement of the facility with 
reference, to the extent feasible, to the form, location and flow 
of nuclear material and to the general layout of important items 
of equipment which use, produce or process nuclear material;

(c) A description of features of the facility relating to material 
accountancy, containment and surveillance; and

(d) A description of the existing and proposed procedures at the 
facility for nuclear material accountancy and control, with spe
cial reference to material balance areas established by the oper
ator, measurements of flow and procedures for physical inven
tory taking.

Article ĴIi,

Other information relevant to the application of safeguards shall 
also be provided to the Agency in respect of each facility identified 
by the Agency in accordance with Article 39 (b), in particular on orga
nizational responsibility for material accountancy and control. The 
United States shall provide the Agency with supplementary informa
tion on the health and safety procedures which the Agency shall ob
serve and with which the inspectors shall comply at the facility.

Article ^

The Agency shall be provided with design information in respect 
of a modification relevant for safeguards purposes, for examination,

277-084— 79------ 50
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and shall be informed of any change in the information provided to 
it under Article 44, sufficiently in advance for the safeguards proce
dures to be adjusted when necessary.

Article

The design information provided to the Agency shall be used for the 
following purposes:

(a) To identify the features of facilities and nuclear material rele
vant to the application of safeguards to nuclear material in suffi
cient detail to facilitate verification;

(b) To determine material balance areas to be used for Agency ac
counting purposes and to select those strategic points which are 
key measurement points and which will be used to determine 
flow and inventory of nuclear material; in determining such 
material balance areas the Agency shall, inter alia, use the fol
lowing criteria:

(i) The size of the material balance area shall be related to 
the accuracy with which the material balance can be 
established ;

(ii) In determining the material balance area, advantage shall 
be taken of any opportunity to use containment and sur
veillance to help ensure the completeness of flow measure
ments and thereby to simplify the application of safe
guards and to concentrate measurement efforts at key 
measurement points;

(iii) A number of material balance areas in use at a facility 
or at distinct sites may be combined in one material bal
ance area to be used for Agency accounting purposes 
when the Agency determines that this is consistent with 
its verification requirements; and

(iv) A special material balance area may be established at the 
request of the United States around a process step in
volving commercially sensitive information;

(c) To establish the nominal timing and procedures for taking of 
physical inventory of nuclear material for Agency accounting 
purposes;

(d) To establish the records and reports requirements and records 
evaluation procedures;

(e) To establish requirements and procedures for verification of the 
quantity and location of nuclear material; and

(f ) To select appropriate combinations of containment and surveil
lance methods and techniques at the strategic points at which 
they are to be applied.
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The results of the examination of the design information shall be in
cluded in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article ^7

Design information shall be re-examined in the light of changes in 
operating conditions, of developments in safeguards technology or of 
experience in the application of verij&cation procedures, with a view 
to modifying the action the Agency has taken pursuant to Article 46.

Article

The Agency, in co-operation with the United States, may send in
spectors to facilities to verify the design information provided to the 
Agency pursuant to Aii:icles 42 through 45, for the purposes stated in 
Article 46.

Article 1(9

In establishing a national system of materials control as referred to 
in Article 7, the United States shall arrange that records are kept in 
respect of each material balance area determined in accordance with 
Article 46 (b). The records to be kept shall be described in the Sub
sidiary Arrangements.

Article 50

The United States shall make arrangements to facilitate the ex
amination of records referred to in Article 49 by inspectors.

Article 51

Eecords referred to in Article 49 shall be retained for at least five 
years.

Article 5Z

Records referred to in Article 49 shall consist, as appropriate, o f:

(a) Accounting records of all nuclear material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement; and

(b) Operating records for facilities containing such nuclear ma
terial.

Article 53

The system of measurements on which the records used for the 
preparation of reports are based shall either conform to the latest in
ternational standards or be equivalent in quality to such standards.

Article 51i.

The accounting records referred to in Article 52(a) shall set forth 
the following in respect of each material balance area determined 
in accordance with Article 46(b ):

(a) All inventory changes, so as to permit a determination of the 
book inventory at any time;
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(b) All measurement results that are used for determination of 
the physical inventory; and

(c) All adjustments and corrections that have been made in re
spect of inventory changes, book inventories and physical 
inventories.

Article 55

For all inventory changes and physical inventories the records 
referred to in Article 52(a) shall show, in respect of each batch of 
nuclear material: material identification, batch data and source data. 
The records shall account for uranium, thorium and plutonium sepa
rately in each batch of nuclear material. For each inventory change, 
the date of the inventory change and, when appropriate, the originat
ing material balance area and the receiving material balance area or 
the recipient shall be indicated.

Article 56

The operating records referred to in Article 52(b) shall set forth, 
as appropriate, in respect of each material balance area determined 
in accordance with Article 46(b) :

(a) Those operating data which are used to establish changes in 
the quantities and composition of nuclear material;

(b) The data obtained from the calibration of tanks and instru
ments and from sampling and analyses, the procedures to con
trol the quality of measurements and the derived estimates of 
random and systematic error;

(c) A description of the sequence of the actions taken in preparing 
for, and in taking, a physical inventory, in order to ensure that 
it is correct and complete; and

(d) A description of the actions taken in order to ascertain the 
cause and magnitude of any accidental or unmeasured loss 
that might occur.

Article 57

The United States shall provide the Agency with reports as de
tailed in Articles 58 through 67 in respect of nuclear material sub
ject to safeguards under this Agreement.

Article 58

Reports shall be made in English.

Article 59

Eeports shall be based on the records kept in accordance with 
Articles 49 through 56 and shall consist, as appropriate, of account
ing reports and special reports.
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Article 60

The United States shall provide the Agency with an initial report 
on all nuclear material contained in each facility which becomes 
listed in the Subsidiary Arrangements in accordance with Article 
39(b) :

(a) With respect to those facilities listed pursuant to Article 
39(b) ( i) , such reports shall be dispatched to the Agency with
in thirty days of the last day of the calendar month in which 
this Agreement enters into force, and shall reflect the situation 
as of the last day of that month.

(b) With respect to each facility listed pursuant to Article 39(b)
(ii), an initial report shall be dispatched to the Agency within 
thirty days of the last day of the calendar month in which the 
Agency identifies the facility to the United States and shall 
reflect the situation as of the last day of that month.

Article 61

The United States shall provide the Agency with the following 
accounting reports for each material balance area determined in ac
cordance with Article 46(b) :

(a) Inventory change reports showing all changes in the inventory 
of nuclear material. The reports shall be dispatched as soon 
as possible and in any event within thirty days after the end 
of the month in which the inventory changes occurred or were 
established; and

(b) Material balance reports showing the material balance based on 
a physical inventory of nuclear material actually present in the 
material balance area. The reports shall be dispatched as soon 
as possible and in any event within thirty days after the physi
cal inventory has been taken.

The reports shall be based on data available as of the date of reporting 
and may be corrected at a later date, as required.

Article 62

Inventory change reports submitted in accordance with Article 
61(a) shall specify identification and batch data for each batch of 
nuclear material, the date of the inventory change, and, as appro
priate, the originating material balance area and the receiving mate
rial balance area or the recipient. These reports shall be accompanied 
by concise notes:

(a) Explaining the inventory changes, on the basis of the operating 
data contained in the operating records provided for under 
Article 56(a); and
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(b) Describing, as specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements, the 
anticipated operational programme, particularly the taking of 
a physical inventory.

Article 63

The United States shall report each inventory change, adjustment 
and correction, either periodically in a consolidated list or individu
ally. Inventory changes shall be reported in terms of batches. As speci
fied in the Subsidiary Arrangements, small changes in inventory 
of nuclear material, such as transfers of analytical samples, may be 
combined in one batch and reported as one inventory change.

Article 6̂

The Agency shall provide the United States with semi-annual state
ments of book inventory of nuclear material subject to safeguards 
imder this Agreement, for each material balance area, as based on 
the inventory change reports for the period covered by each such 
statement.

Article 65

Material balance reports submitted in accordance with Article 61 (b) 
shall include the following entries, unless otherwise agreed by the 
United States and the Agency:

(a) Beginning physical inventory;
(b) Inventory changes (first increases, then decreases);
(c) Ending book inventory;

(d) Shipper/receiver differences;

(e) Adj usted ending book inventory;
(f) Ending physical inventory; and

(g) Material imaccounted for.

A statement of the physical inventory, listing all batches separately 
and specifying material identification and batch data for each batch, 
shall be attached to each material balance report.

Article 66

The United States shall make special reports without delay:

(a) If any unusual incident or circumstances lead the United States 
to believe that there is or may have been loss of nuclear material 
subject to safeguards under this Agreement that exceeds the 
limits specified for this purpose in the Subsidiary Arrange
ments; or

(b) I f the containment has unexpectedly changed from that speci
fied in the Subsidiary Arrangements to the extent that unau
thorized removal of nuclear material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement has become possible.
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Article 67

If the Agency so requests, the United States shall provide it with 
amplifications or clarifications of any report submitted in accordance 
with Articles 57 through 63, 65 and 66, in so far as relevant for the 
purpose of safeguards.

Article 68

The Agency shall have the right to make inspections as provided 
for in Articles 69 through 82.

Article 69

The Agency may make ad hoc inspections in order to :

(a) Verify the information contained in the initial reports sub
mitted in accordance with Article 60;

(b) Identify and verify changes in the situation which have oc
curred since the date of the relevant initial report; and

(c) Identify and if possible verify the quantity and composition 
of the nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agree
ment in respect of which the information referred to in Article 
89 (a) has been provided to the Agency.

Article 70

The Agency may make routine inspections in order to :
(a) Verify that reports submitted pursuant to Articles 57 through 

63, 65 and 66 are consistent with records kept pursuant to Ar
ticles 49 through 56;

(b) Verify the location, identity, quantity and composition of all 
nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agreement; 
and

(c) Verify information on the possible causes of material unac
counted for, shipper/receiver differences and uncertainties in 
the book inventory.

Article 71

Subject to the procedures laid down in Article 75, the Agency may 
make special inspections:

(a) In order to verify the information contained in special reports 
submitted in accordance with Article 66; or

(b) I f the Agency considers that information made available by 
the United States, including explanations from the United 
States and information obtained from routine inspections, is 
not adequate for the Agency to fulfil its responsibilities under 
this Agreement.
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An inspection shall be deemed to be special when it is either additional 
to the roultine inspection effort provided for in Articles 76 through 80, 
or involves access to information or locations in addition to the access 
specified in Article 74 for ad hoc and routine inspections, or both.

Article 72

For the purposes specified in Articles 69 through 71, the Agency 
may:

(a) Examine the records kept pursuant to Articles 49 through 56;

(b) Make independent measurements of all nuclear material sub- 
j ect to safeguards under this Agreement;

(c) Verify the functioning and calibration of instmments and other 
measuring and control equipment;

(d) Apply and make use of surveillance and containment measures ; 
and

(e) Use other objective methods which have been demonstrated to 
be technically feasible.

Article 73

Within the scope of Article 72, the Agency shall be enabled:

(a) To observe that samples at key measurement points for ma
terial balance accountancy are talven in accordance with proce
dures which produce representative samples, to observe the 
treatment and analysis of the samples and to obtain duplicates 
of such samples;

(b) To observe that the measurements of nuclear material at key 
measurement points for material balance accountancy are rep
resentative, and to observe the calibration of the instruments 
and equipment involved;

(c) To make arrangements with the United States, that, if neces
sary:

(i) Additional measurements are made and additional sam
ples taken for the Agency’s use;

(ii) The Agency’s standard analytical samples are analysed;
(iii) Appropriate absolute standards are used in calibrating 

instruments and other equipment; and

(iV) Other calibrations are carried out;

(d) To arrange to use its own equipment for independent measure
ment and surveillance, and if so agreed and specified in the 
Subsidiary Arrangements to arrange to install such equipment;
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(e) To apply its seals and other identifying and tamper-indicating 
devices to containments, if so agreed and specified in the Sub
sidiary Arrangements; and

(f) To make arrangements with the United States for the shipping 
of samples taken for the Agency’s use.

Article 7̂

(a) For the purposes specified in Article 69 (a) and (b) and until 
such time as the strategic points have been specified in the Sub
sidiary Arrangements, Agency inspectors shall have access to 
any location where the initial report or any inspections carried 
out therewith indicate that nuclear material subject to safe
guards under this Agreement is present.

(b) For the purposes specified in Article 69 (c), the inspectors shall 
have access to any facility identified pursuant to Articles 2(b) 
or 39 (b) in which nuclear material referred to in Article 69 (c) 
is located.

(c) For the purposes specified in Article 70 the inspectors shall 
have access only to the strategic points specified in the Sub
sidiary Arrangements and to the records maintained pursuant 
to Articles 49 through 56; and

(d) In the event of the United States concluding that any unusual 
circumstances require extended limitations on access by the 
Agency, the United States and the Agency shall promptly make 
arrangements with a view to enabling the Agency to discharge 
its safeguards responsibilities in the light of these limitations. 
The Director General shall report each such arrangement to 
the Board.

Article 76

In circumstances which may lead to special inspections for the pur
poses specified in Article 71 the United States and the Agency shall 
consult forthwith. As a result of such consultations the Agency may:

(a) Make inspections in addition to the routine inspection effort 
provided for in Articles 76 through 80; and

(b) Obtain access, in agreement with the United States, to infor
mation or locations in addition to those specified in Article 74. 
Any disagreement concerning the need for additional access 
shall be resolved in accordance with Articles 20 and 21; in case 
action by the United States is essential and urgent. Article 17 
shall apply.

Article 76

The Agency shall keep the number, intensity and duration of routine 
inspections, applying optimum timing, to the minimum consistent 
with the effective implementation of the safeguards procedures set
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forth in this Agreement, and shall make the optimmn and most eco
nomical use of inspection resources available to it.

Article 77

The Agency may carry out one routine inspection per year in respect 
of facilities listed in the Subsidiary Arrangements pursuant to Article 
39 with a content or annual throughput, whichever is greater, of 
nuclear material not exceeding five effective kilograms.

Article 78

The number, intensity, duration, timing and mode of routine inspec
tions in respect of facilities listed in the Subsidiary Arrangements 
pursuant to Article 39 with a content or annual throughput of nuclear 
material exceeding five effective Idlograms shall be determined on the 
basis that in the maximum or limiting case the inspection regime shall 
be no more intensive than is necessary and sufficient to maintain con
tinuity of knowledge oi the flow and inventory of nuclear material, 
and the maximum routine inspection effort in respect of such facilities 
shall be determined as follows:

(a) For reactors and sealed storage installations the maximum total 
of routine inspection per year shall be determined by allowing 
one sixth of a man-year of inspection for each such facility;

(b) For facilities, other than reactors or sealed storage installations, 
involving plutonium or uranium enriched to more than 5%, the 
maximum total of routine inspection per year shall be deter
mined by allowing for each such facility 30 x \ /E  man-days 
of inspection per year, where E is the inventory or annual 
throughput of nuclear material, whichever is greater, expressed 
in effective kilograms. The maximum established for any such 
facility shall not, however, be less than 1.5 man-years of inspec
tion ; and

(c) For facilities not covered by paragraphs (a) or (b), the maxi
mum total of routine inspection per year shall be determined 
by allowing for each such facility one third of a man-year of 
inspection plus 0.4 x E man-days of inspection per year, where 
E is the inventory or annual throughput of nuclear material, 
whichever is greater, expressed in effective kilograms.

The United States and the Agency may agree to amend the figures for 
the maximum inspection effort specified in this Article, upon deter
mination by the Board that such amendment is reasonable.

Article 79

Subject to Articles 76 through 78 the criteria to be used for deter
mining the actual number, intensity, duration, timing and mode of 
routine inspections in respect of any facility listed in the Subsidiary 
Arrangements pursuant to Article 39 shall include:
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(a) The form of the nuclear material, in particular, whether the 
nuclear material is in bulk form or contained in a number of 
separate items; its chemical composition and, in the case of 
uranium, whether it is of low or high enrichment; and its 
accessibility;

(b) The effectiveness of the United States’ accounting and control 
system, including the extent to which the operators of facilities 
are functionally independent of the United States’ accounting 
and control system; the extent to which the measures specified 
in Article 32 have been implemented by the United States; the 
promptness of reports provided to the Agency; their consistency 
with the Agency’s independent verification; and the amount 
and accuracy of the material unaccounted for, as verified by the 
Agency;

(c) Characteristics of that part of the United States fuel cycle in 
which safeguards are applied under this Agreement, in par
ticular, the number and types of facilities containing nuclear 
material subject to safeguards under this Agreement, the char
acteristics of such facilities relevant to safeguards, notably the 
degree of containment; the extent to which the design of such 
facilities facilitates verification of the flow and inventory of 
nuclear material; and the extent to which information from 
different material balance areas can be correlated;

(d) International interdependence, in particular the extent to 
which nuclear material, safeguarded under this Agreement, is 
received from or sent to other States for use or processing; any 
verification activities by the Agency in connection therewith; 
and the extent to which activities in facilities in which safe
guards are applied under this Agreement are interrelated with 
those of other States; and

(e) Technical developments in the field of safeguards, including 
the use of statistical techniques and random sampling in eval
uating the flow of nuclear material.

Article 80

The United States and the Agency shall consult if the United States 
considers that the inspection effort is being deployed with undue con
centration on particular facilities.

Article 81

The Agency shall give advance notice to the United States of the 
arrival of inspectors at facilities listed in the Subsidiary Arrange
ments pursuant to Article 39, as follows:

(a) For ad hoc inspections pursuant to Article 69(c), at least 24 
hours; for those pursuant to Article 69(a) and (b), as well as 
the activities provided for in Article 48, at least one week;
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(b) For special inspections pursuant to Article 71, as promptly as 
possible after the United States and the Agency have consulted 
as provided for in Article 75, it being understood that notifica
tion of arrival normally will constitute part of the consultations; 
and

(c) For routine inspections pursuant to Article 70 at least twenty- 
four hours in respect of the facilities referred to in Article 78 (b) 
and sealed storage installations containing plutoniimi or ura
nium enriched to more than 5% and one week in all other cases.

Such notice of inspections shall include the names of the inspectors and 
shall indicate the facilities to be visited and the periods during which 
they will be visited. If the inspectors are to arrive from outside the 
United States the Agency shall also give advance notice of the place 
and time of their arrival in the United States.

Article 82

Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 81, the Agency may, as a 
supplementary measure, carry out without advance notification a por
tion of the routine inspections pursuant to Article 78 in accordance 
with the principle of random sampliug. In performing any un
announced inspections, the Agency shall fully take into account any 
operational programme provided by the United States pursuant to 
Article 62(b). Moreover, whenever practicable, and on the basis of the 
operational programme, it shall advise the United States periodically 
of its general programme of announced and unannounced inspections, 
specifying the general periods when inspections are foreseen. In carry
ing out any unannounced inspections, the Agency shall make every 
effort to minimize any practical difficulties for the United States and 
facility operators bearing in mind the relevant provisions of Articles 44 
and 87. Similarly the United States shall make every effort to facilitate 
the task of the inspectors.

Article 83

The following procedures shall apply to the designation of inspec
tors:

(a) The Director General shall inform the United States in writing 
of the name, qualifications, nationality, grade and such other 
particulars as may be relevant, of each Agency official he 
proposes for designation as an inspector for the United States;

(b) The United States shall inform the Director General within 
thirty days of the receipt of such a proposal whether it accepts 
the proposal;

(c) The Director General may designate each official who has been 
accepted by the United States as one of the inspectors for the 
United States, and shall inform the United States of such desig
nations ; and
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(d) The Director General, acting in response to a request by the 
United States or on his own initiative, shall immediately inform 
the United States of the withdrawal of the designation of any 
official as an inspector for the United States.

However, in respect of inspectors needed for the activities provided 
for in Article 48 and to carry out ad hoc inspections pursuant to Article 
69 (a) and (b) the designation procedures shall be completed if pos
sible within thirty days after the entry into force of this Agreement. 
If such designation appears impossible within this time limit, in
spectors for such purposes shall be designated on a temporary basis.

Article 8Ji,

The United States shall grant or renew as quickly as possible ap
propriate visas, where required, for each inspector designated for 
United States.

Article 85

Inspectors, in exercising their functions under Articles 48 and 69 to 
73, shall carry out their activities in a manner designed to avoid ham
pering or delaying the construction, commissioning or operation of 
facilities, or affecting their safety. In particular inspectors shall not 
operate any facility themselves or direct the staff of a facility to carry 
out any operation. I f  inspectors consider that in pursuance of para
graphs 72 and 73, particular operations in a facility should be carried 
out by the operator, they shall make a request therefor.

Article 86

When inspectors require services available in the United States, 
including the use of equipment, in connection with the performance of 
inspections, the United States shall facilitate the procurement of such 
services and the use of such equipment by inspectors.

Article 87

The United States shall have the right to have inspectors accom
panied during their inspections by its representatives, provided that 
inspectors shall not thereby be delayed or otherwise impeded in the 
exercise of their functions.

Article 88

The Agency shall inform the United States o f :

(a) The results of inspections, at intervals to be specified in the 
Subsidiary Arrangements; and

(b) The conclusions it has drawn from its verification activities in 
the United States, in particular by means of statements in re
spect of each material balance area determined in accordance 
with Article 46(b) which shall be made as soon as possible af
ter a physical inventory has been taken and verified by the 
Agency and a material balance has been struck.



764 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

Article 89

(a) Information concerning nuclear material exported from and 
imported into the United States shall be provided to the 
Agency in accordance with arrangements made with the 
Agency as, for example, those set forth in INFCIRC/207.

(b) In the case of international transfers to or from facilities iden
tified by the Agency pursuant to Articles 2(b) and 39(b) with 
respect to which information has been provided to the Agency 
in accordance with arrangements referred to in paragraph (a), 
a special report, as envisaged in Article 66, shall be made if 
any unusual incident or circumstances lead the United States 
to believe that there is or may have been loss of nuclear ma
terial, including the occurrence of significant delay, during 
the transfer.

D e f i n i t i o n s  

Article 90

For the purposes of this Agreement:

A Adjustment means an entry into an accounting record or a re
port showing a shipper/receiver difference or material unac
counted for.

B Annual throughput means, for the purposes of Articles 77 and 
78, the amount of nuclear material transferred annually out of 
a facility working at nominal capacity.

C Batch means a portion of nuclear material handled as a unit for 
accounting purposes at a key measurement point and for which 
the composition and quantity are defined by a single set of spec
ifications or measurements. The nuclear material may be in bulk 
form or contained in a number of separate items.

D Batch data means the total weight of each element of nuclear 
material and, in the case of plutonium and uranium, the iso
topic composition when appropriate. The units of account shall 
be as follows:

(a) Grams of contained plutonium;

(b) Grams of total uranium and grams of contained uranium- 
235 plus uranium-233 for uranium enriched in these iso
topes; and

(c) Kilograms of contained thorium, natural uranium or de
pleted uranium.

For reporting purposes the weights of individual items in the 
batch shall be added together before rounding to the nearest 
unit.
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E Book inventory of a material balance area means the algebraic 
sum of the most recent physical inventory of that material bal
ance area and of all inventory changes that have occurred since 
that physical inventory was taken.

F Correction means an entry into an accounting record or a re
port to rectify an identified mistake or to reflect an improved 
measurement of a quantity previously entered into the record or 
report. Each correction must identify the entry to which it 
pertains.

G Effective kilogram means a special unit used in safeguarding 
nuclear material. The quantity in effective kilograms is ob
tained by taking:

(a) For plutonium, its weight in kilograms;

(b) For uranium with an enricliment of 0.01 (1%) and above, 
its weight in kilograms multiplied by the square of its 
enrichment;

(c) For uranium with an enrichment below 0.01 (1%) and 
above 0.005 (0.5%), its weight in kilograms multiplied by
0 .0001; and

(d) For depleted uranium with an enrichment of 0.005 (0.5%) 
or below, and for thorium, its weight in kilograms multi
plied by 0.00005.

H Enrichment means the ratio of the combined weight of the iso
topes uranium-233 and uranium-235 to tha;t of the total ura
nium in question.

I Facility means:

(a) A reactor, a critical facility, a conversion plant, a fabri
cation plant, a reprocessing plant, an isotope separation 
plant or a separate storage installation; or

(b) Any location where nuclear material in amounts greater 
than one effective kilogram is customarily used.

eT Inventory change means an increase or decrease, in terms of 
batches, of nuclear material in a material balance area; such a 
change shall involve one of the following:

(a) Increases:

(i) Import;

(ii) Domestic receipt: receipts from other material bal
ance areas, receipts from a non-safeguarded activity 
or receipts at the starting point of safeguards;

(iii) Nuclear production: production of special fissionable 
material in a reactor; and
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(iv) De-exemption: reapplication of safeguards on nu
clear m’aterial previously exempted therefrom on ac
count of its use or quantity.

(b) Decreases:

(i) Export;

(ii) Domestic shipment: shipments to other material bal
ance areas or shipments for a non-safeguarded 
activity;

(iii) Nuclear loss: loss of nuclear material due to its trans
formation into other element(s) or isotope(s) as 
a result of nuclear reactions;

(iv) Measured discard: nuclear material which has been 
measured, or estimated on the basis of measurements, 
and disposed of in such a way that it is not suitable 
for further nuclear use;

(v) Retained waste: nuclear material generated from 
processing or from an operational accident, which is 
deemed to be unrecoverable for the time being but 
which is stored;

(vi) Exemption: exemption of nuclear material from 
safeguards on account of its use or quantity; and

(vii) Other loss: for example, accidental Joss (that is, ir
retrievable and inadvertent loss of nuclear m'aterial 
as the result of an operational accident) or theft.

K Key measurement point means a location where nuclear mate
rial appears in such a form that it may be measured to deter
mine material flow or inventory. Key measurement points thus 
include, but are not limited to, the inputs and outputs (includ
ing measured discards) and storages in material balance areas.

L Man-year of inspection means, for the purposes of Article 78, 
300 man-days of inspection, a man-day being a day during 
which a single inspector has access to a facility at any time for 
a total of not more than eight hours.

M Material balance area means an area in or outside of a facility 
such that:

(a) The quantity of nuclear material in each transfer into or 
out of each material balance area can be determined; and

(b) The physical inventory of nuclear material in each mate
rial balance area can be determined when necessary in 
accordance with specified procedures,

in order that the material balance for Agency safeguards pur
poses can be established.
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N Material unaccounted for means the difference between book 
inventory and physical inventory.

O Nuclear material means any source or any special fissionable 
material as defined in Article X X  of the Statute. The term 
source material shall not be interpreted as applying to ore or 
ore residue. Any determination by the Board imder Article X X  
of the Statute after the entry into force of this Agreement 
which adds to the materials considered to be source material 
or special fissionable material shall have effect under this Agree
ment only upon acceptance by the United States.

P Physical inventory means the sum of all the measured or de
rived estimates of batch quantities of nuclear material on hand 
at a given time within a material balance area, obtained in 
accordance with specified procedures.

Q Shipper/receiver difference means the difference between the 
quantity of nuclear material in a batch as stated by the ship
ping material balance area and as measured at the receiving 
material balance area.

R Source data means those data, recorded during measurement 
or calibration or used to derive empirical relationships, which 
identify nuclear material and provide batch data. Source data 
may include, for example, weight of compounds, conversion 
factors to determine weight of element, specific gravity, element 
concentration, isotopic ratios, relationship between volume and 
manometer readings and relationship between plutonium pro
duced and power generated.

S Strategic point means a location selected during examination 
of design information where, under normal conditions and 
when combined with the information from all strategic points 
taken together, the information necessary and suificient for the 
implementation of safeguards measures is obtained and veri
fied; a strategic point may include any location where key 
measurements related to material balance (accountancy are made 
and where containment and surveillance measures are executed.

P rotocol

Article 1

This Protocol specifies the procedures to be followed with respect to 
facilities identified by the Agency pursuant to Article 2 of this Proto
col.

Article 2

(a) The Agency may from time to time identify to the United 
States those facilities included in the list, established and main
tained pursuant to Articles 1(b) and 34 of the Agreement, of

277-084— 79------- 5̂1
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facilities not associated with activities having direct national 
security significance to the United States, other than those 
which are then currently identified by the Agency pursuant to 
Articles 2(b) and 39(b) of the Agreement, to which the provi
sions of this Protocol shall apply.

(b) The Agency may also include among the facilities identified to 
the United States pursuant to the foregoing paragraph, any fa
cility which had previously been identified by the Agency pur
suant to Articles 2(b) and 39(b) of the Agreement but which 
had subsequently been designated by the Agency pursuant to 
Article 39(c) of the Agreement for removal from the Subsidi
ary Arrangements listing.

(c) In identifying facilities pursuant to the foregoing paragraphs 
and in the preparation of Transitional Subsidiary Arrange
ments pursuant to Article 3 of this Protocol, the Agency shall 
proceed in a manner which the Agency and the United States 
mutually agree takes into account the requirement on the United 
States to avoid discriminatory treatment as between United 
States commercial firms similarly situated.

Article 3

The United States and the Agency shall make Transitional Subsidi
ary Arrangements which shall:

(a) contain a current listing of those facilities identified by the 
Agency pursuant to Article 2 of this Protocol ;

(b) specify in detail how the procedures set forth in this Protocol 
are to be applied.

Article ^

(a) The United States and the Agency shall make every effort to 
complete the Transitional Subsidiary Arrangements with re
spect to each facility identified by the Agency pursuant to Arti
cle 2 of this Protocol within ninety days following such identi
fication to the United States.

(b) With respect to any facility identified pursuant to Article 2(b) 
of this Protocol, the information previously submitted to the 
Agency in accordance with Articles 42 through 45 of the Agree
ment, the results of the examination of the design information 
and other provisions of the Subsidiary Arrangements relative 
to such facility, to the es t̂ent that such information, results and 
provisions satisfy the provisions of this Protocol relating to 
the submission and examination of information and the prep
aration of Transitional Subsidiary Arrangements, shall consti
tute the Transitional Subsidiary Arrangements for such facil
ity, until and unless the United States and the Agency shall 
otherwise complete Transitional Subsidiary Arrangements for 
such facility in accordance with the provisions of this Protocol.
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' Article 5

In the event that a facility currently identified by the Agency pur
suant to Article 2(a) of this Protocol is identified by the Agency pur
suant to Articles 2(b) and 39(b) of the Agreement, the Transitional 
Subsidiary Arrangements relevant to such facility shall, to the extent 
that such Transitional Subsidiary Arrangements satisfy the provisions 
of the Agreement, be deemed to have been made part of the Subsidi
ary Arrangements to the Agreement.

Article 6

Design information in respect of each facility identified by the 
Agency pursuant to Article 2 of this Protocol shall be provided to 
the Agency during the discussion of the relevant Transitional Subsidi
ary Arrangements. The information shall include, when applicable:

(a) The identification of the facility, stating its general character, 
purpose, nominal capacity and geographic location, and the 
name and address to be used for routine business purpose;

(b) A description of the general arrangement of the facility with 
reference, to the extent feasible, to the form, location and flow 
of nuclear material and to the general layout of important 
items of equipment which use, produce or process nuclear ma
terial ;

(c) A description of features of the facility relating to material 
accountancy, containment and surveillance; and

(d) A description of the existing and proposed procedures at the 
facility for nuclear material accountancy and control, with 
special reference to material balance areas established by the 
operator, measurements of flow and procedures for physical in
ventory taking.

Article 7

Other information relevant to the application of the provisions of 
tliis Protocol shall also be provided to the Agency in respect of each 
facility identified by the Agency in accordance with Article 2 of this 
Protocol, in particular on organizational responsibilit}’' for material 
accountancy and control. The United States shall provide the Agency 
with supplementary information on the health and safety procedures 
which the Agency shall observe and with which inspectors shall com
ply when visiting the facility in accordance with Article 11 of this 
Protocol.

Article 8

The Agency shall be provided with design information in respect 
of a modifica/tion relevant to the application of the provisions of this 
Protocol, for examination, and shall be informed of any changB in the
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information provided to it under Article 7 of this Protocol, sufficiently 
in advance for the procedures under this Protocol to be adjusted when 
necessary.

Article 9

The design information provided to the Agency in accordance with 
the provisions of this Protocol, in anticipation of the application of 
safeguards under the Agreement, shall be used for the following pur
poses :

(a) To identify the features of facilities and nuclear material rele
vant to the application of safeguards to nuclear material in 
sufficient detail to facilitate verification;

(b) To determine material balance areas to be used for Agency ac
counting purposes and to select those strategic points which are 
key measurement points and which will be used to determine 
flow and inventory of nuclear material; in determining such 
material balance areas the Agency shall, inter alia, use the 
following criteria:

(i) The size of the material balance area shall be related to 
the accuracy with which the material balance can be 
established;

(ii) In determining the material balance area, advantage shall 
be taken of any opportunity to use containment and sur
veillance to help ensure the completeness of flow measure
ments and thereby to simplify the application of safe
guards and to concentrate measurement efforts at key 
measurement points;

(iii) A number of material balance areas in use at a facility or 
at distinct sites may be combined in one material balance 
area to be used for Agency accounting purposes when the 
Agency determines that this is consistent with its verifica
tion requirements; and

(iv) A special material balance area may be established at the 
request of the United States around a process step involv
ing commercially sensitive information;

(c) To establish the nominal timing and procedures for taking of 
physical inventory of nuclear material for Agency accounting 
purposes;

(d) To establish the records and reports requirements and records 
evaluation procedures;

(e) To establish requirements and procedures for verification of 
the quantity and location of nuclear material; and

( f ) To select appropriate combinations of containment and surveil
lance methods and techniques and the strategic points at which 
they are to be applied.
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The results of the examination of the design information shall be 
included in the relevant Transitional Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article 10

Design information provided in accordance with the provisions o f  
this Protocol shall be re-examined in the light of changes in operating: 
conditions, of developments in safeguards technology or of experience  ̂
in the application of verification procedures, with a view to modifying^ 
the action taken pursuant to Article 9 of this Protocol.

Article 11

(a) The Agency, in co-operation with the United States, may send 
inspectors to facilities identified by the Agency pursuant to 
Article 2 of this Protocol to verify the design information 
provided to the Agency in accordance with the provisions of 
this Protocol, for the purposes stated in Article 9 of this Proto
col or for such other purposes as may be agreed between the 
United States and the Agency.

(b) The Agency shall give notice to the United States with respect 
to each such visit at least one week prior to the arrival of in
spectors at the facility to be visited.

Article 12

In establishing a national system of materials control as referred 
to in Article 7(a) of the Agreement, the United States shall arrange 
that records are kept in respect of each material balance area deter
mined in accordance with Article 9 (b) of this Protocol. The records 
to be kept shall be described in the relevant Transitional Subsidiary 
Arrangements.

Article 13

Eecords referred to in Article 12 of this Protocol shall be retained 
for at least five years.

Article H

Eecords referred to in Article 12 of this Protocol shall consist, as 
appropriate, o f :

(a) Accounting records of all nuclear material stored, processed, 
used or produced in each facility; and

(b) Operating records for activities within each facility.

Article 15

The system of measurements on which the records used for the prej)- 
aration of reports are based shall either conform to the latest inter
national standards or be equivalent in quality to such standards.



7̂72 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

Article 16

The accounting records referred to in Article 14(a) of this Protocol 
shall set forth the following in respect to each material balance area 
determined in accordance with Article 9(b) of this Protocol:

(a) All inventory changes, so as to permit a determination of the 
book inventory at any time;

(b) All measurement results that are used for determination of 
the physical inventory; and

(c) All adjustments and corrections that have been made in respect 
of inventory changes, book inventories and physical inventories.

Article 17

For all inventory changes and physical inventories the records re
ferred to in Article 14(a) of this Protocol shall show, in respect of 
each batch of nuclear material: material identification, batch data 
and source data. The records shall account for uranium, thorium and 
plutonium separately in each batch of nuclear material. For each in
ventory change, the date of the inventory change and, when appro
priate, the originating material balance area and the receiving ma
terial balance area or the recipient, shall be indicated.

Article 18 ^

The operating records referred to in Article 14(b) of this Protocol 
shall set forth, as appropriate, in respect of each material balance area 
determined in accordance with Article 9 (b) of this Protocol:

(a) Those operating data which are used to establish changes in the 
quantities and composition of nuclear material;

(b) The data obtained from the calibration of tanks and instruments 
and from sampling and analyses, the procedures to control the 
quality of measurements and the derived estimates of random 
and systematic error;

(c) A description of the sequence of the actions taken in preparing 
for, and in taking, a physical inventory, in order to ensure that 
it is correct and complete; and

(d) A description of the actions taken in order to ascertain the cause 
and magnitude of any accidental or unmeasured loss that might 
occur.

Article 19

The United States shall provide the Agency with accounting reports 
as detailed in Articles 20 through 25 of this Protocol in respect of 
nuclear material in each facility identified by the Agency pursuant to 
Article 2 of this Protocol.
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Article 20

The accounting reports shall be based on the records kept in accord
ance with Articles 12 to 18 to this Protocol. They shall be made in 
English.

Article 21

The United States shall provide the Agency with an initial report on 
all nuclear material in each facility identified by the Agency pursuant 
to Article 2 of this Protocol. Such report shall be dispatched to the 
Agency within thirty days of the last day of the calendar month in 
which the facility is identified by the Agency and shall reflect the 
situation as of the last day of that month.

Article 22

The United States shall provide the Agency with the following ac- 
comiting reports for each material balance area determined in accord
ance with Article 9(b) of this Protocol:

(a) Inventory change reports showing all changes in the inventory 
of nuclear material. The reports shall be dispatched as soon as 
possible and in any event within thirty days after the end of the 
month in which the inventory changes occurred or were estab
lished ; and

(b) Material balance reports showing the material balance based on 
a physical inventory of nuclear material actually present in the 
material balance area. The reports shall be dispatched as soon 
as possible and in any event within thirty days after the physical 
inventory has been taken.

The reports shall be based on data available as of the date of report
ing and may be corrected at a later date, as required.

Article 23

Inventory change reports submitted in accordance with Article 
2 2 (a) of this Protocol shall specify identification and batch data for 
each batch of nuclear material, the date of the inventory change, and, 
as appropriate, the originating material balance area and the receiving 
material balance area or the recipient. These reports shall be accom
panied by concise notes:

(a) Explaining the inventory changes, on the basis of the operating 
data contained in the operating records provided for in Article
18 (a) of this Protocol; and

(b) Describing, as specified in the relevant Transitional Subsidiary 
Arrangements, the anticipated operational programme, par
ticularly the taking of a physical inventory.
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Article 2̂ ,

The United States shall report each inventory change, adjustment 
and correction, either periodically in a consolidated list or individually. 
Inventory changes shall be reported in terms of batches. As specified 
in the relevant Transitional Subsidiary Arrangements, small changes 
in inventory of nuclear material, such as transfers of analytical sam
ples, may be combined in one batch and reported as one inventory 
change.

Article 25

Material balance reports submitted in accordance with Article 22(b) 
of this Protocol shall include the following entries, unless otherwise 
agreed by the United States and the Agency:

( a) Beginning physical inventory;

(b) Inventory changes (first increases, then decreases);
(c) Ending book inventory;
(d) Shipper/receiver differences;
(e) Adjusted ending book inventory;
(f ) Ending physical inventory; and

(g) Material unaccounted for.

A statement of the physical inventory, listing all batches separately 
and specifying material identification and batch data for each batch, 
shall be attached to each material balance report.

Article 26

The Agency shall provide the United States with semi-annual state
ments of book inventory of nuclear material in facilities identified 
pursuant to Article 2 of this Protocol, for each material balance area, 
as based on the inventory change reports for the period covered by 
each such statement.

Article 27

(a) I f  the Agency so requests, the United States shall provide it 
with amplifications or clarifications of any report submitted in 
accordance with Article 19 of this Protocol, in so far as con
sistent with the purpose of the Protocol.

(b) The Agency shall inform the United States of any significant 
observations resulting from its examination of reports received 
pursuant to Article 19 of this Protocol and from visits of in
spectors made pursuant to Article 11 of this Protocol.

(c) The United States and the Agency shall, at the request of either, 
consult about any question arising out of the interpretation or 
application of this Protocol, including corrective action which,
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in the opinion of the Agency, should be taken by the United 
States to ensure compliance with its terms, as indicated by the 
Agency in its observations pursuant to paragraph (b) of this 
Article.

Article 28

The definitions set forth in Article 90 of the Agreement shall apply, 
to the extent relevant, to this Protocol.

D one in on the day of
19 , in duplicate, in the English language.

For the United States of America:
G.C.S. 18 November 1977

For the International Atomic Energy Agency:
D.A.V.F. 18th November 1977

Pakistani Amendments to the Finnish Draft Resolution Submitted 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Report of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, November 18, 1977 ^

1. In paragraph 4 replace the words “effective and non-discrimina- 
tory restraints” by the words “universally applied and non-discrimina- 
tory safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agency”.

2. Keformulate paragraph 6 as follows:

‘̂ Urges the nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂to respond positively to the 
proposals and preoccupations of the non-nuclear-weapon States in 
order to make it possible for all non-nuclear-weapon States, as 
defined in article I  of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, to adhere to the Treaty and urges them, in the interim, 
to accept the application of universal and non-discriminatory safe
guards of the International Atomic Energy Agency.”

3. At the end of paragraph 7 add the following:

“without jeopardizing their respective fuel cycle policies or inter
national co-operation agreements and contracts for the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy”.
4. In paragraph 8 (ii) replace the words “effective and non-dis

criminatory restraints” by the words “universally applied and non- 
discriminatory safeguards of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency”.

* A/C.1/32/L.38. The amendments were proposed for the second revision of the 
Finnish draft res. on the report of the IAEA which was submitted under agenda 
item 51, General and Complete Disarmament (see p. 732, n ,l). On Nov. 21, 
Finland orally revised its second revised draft res., and Pakistan witiidrew its 
amendments (A/C.1/32/PV.40, pp. 25-26).

® For treaty text, see Doctments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Statement by the Chinese Representative (Hsu) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as a Zone of 
Peace, November 18, 1977 ^

On the initiative of the Governments of Sri Lanka and others at 
the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly in 1971, the countries 
in the Indian Ocean region, supported by the overwhelming majority 
of countries of the world, particularly the third world countries, have 
made unremitting efforts for the creation of a zone of peace in the 
Indian Ocean. The Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean has also 
worked actively for this purpose. It is regrettable that, although six 
years have elapsed, this anxiously awaited goal has yet to be reached. 
Peace and security in the Indian Ocean region are still being seriously 
threatened and undermined; the numerous countries and peoples of 
the region still find themselves in a state of turbulence and instability.

The prolonged failure in establishing the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace is directly linked to the obstruction and sabotage on the part of 
the two hegemonic Powers, the Soviet Union and the United States.

Over the years, those two super-Powers have been engaged in a fierce 
rivalry for world hegemony. The Indian Ocean is a vit îl passage be
tween Europe and Asia; it is of major strategic significance for South 
Asia, the Middle East and Africa. In their quest for world domina
tion, both super-Powers regard the Indian Ocean as vitally indis
pensable in their effort to seize control over Europe, the strategic 
focus of their rivalry. Both of them have dispatched naval fleets to the 
Indian Ocean and are continuously expanding their military installa
tions, building up their military strength and stepping up their infil
tration and expansion in the region. The series of vicious storms 
stirred up by them in the Indian Ocean has aroused the anxiety and 
indignation of the countries and peoples of the region. In its rivalry 
with the other super-Power— t̂he United States—for the command of 
the sea in the Indian Ocean, the Soviet Union, in particular, is stepping 
up its “gunboat policy” in the Indian Ocean and is doing its utmost 
to subject the countries of the region to its infiltration, interference, 
subversion and control. In its obsessive desire to gain over-all military 
superiority over the other super-Power in the Indian Ocean, it has 
resorted to the despicable tactic of coupling threat with blandish
ment in order to extort concessions for the use of ports and to estab
lish overt or covert military bases.

Faced with mounting demands for the establisliment of the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace, the Soviet Union and the United States have 
recently held talks on the so-called “limitation” of their respective 
military strength in the Indian Ocean in an attempt to divert people’s 
attention and to deceive world opinion. The mass media of both coun
tries are maldng a great deal of fuss about it. However, even they them-

 ̂A/C.1/32/PV.37, pp. 6-8.
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selves have confessed that the so-called bilateral talks were only aimed 
at “stabilizing” their military stren^h. Is this not an obvious attempt 
to legalize their continued rivalry in the Indian Ocean, as well as a 
clear manifestation of their obstinate refusal to leave the region? 
What is more, under the guise of ‘‘stabilization”, ^
do the kind of dirty work that will surprise no one. The Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace,  ̂as well as the Fifth Conference 
of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countri^,^ has 
explicitly called for an end to great-Power rivalry and the elimination 
of any manifestation of their military presence in the Indian Ocean. 
This is the key to the establishment of the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace.

The Indian Ocean belongs to the countries and peoples of the region. 
The affairs of the Indian Ocean should be managed by the countries 
and peoples of the region themselves. The two super-Powers’ military 
expansion and rivalry for hegemony in the Indian Ocean must be 
stopped. All foreign forces—and, above all, the aggressive forces of the 
two hegemonic Powers, the Soviet Union and the United States—^must 
be totally withdrawn from the Indian Ocean. All foreign military 
presence in the Indian Ocean and its littoral areas, including all overt 
and covert military bases, must be completely and thoroughly elimi
nated. No nuclear-weapon State shall be allowed to deploy or use 
nuclear weapons in the Indian Ocean. No foreign warships or military 
aircraft shall be allowed to use the Indian Ocean to infringe on the 
sovereignty, independence or territorial integrity of the littoral and 
liinterland States of the Indian Ocean.

It is our hope that all the countries in the Indian Ocean region, 
proceeding from the over-all interests of security in the region, and 
acting on the principles of respect for national sovereignty and terri
torial integrity, mutual non-aggression, non-interference in each 
other’s internal affairs, equality and mutual benefit and peaceful co
existence, will continue to strengthen their unity, guard against the 
super-Powers’ interference and sowing of discord, and work and con
tribute to the realization of the just proposal for the establishment of 
the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace.

Basing ourselves on the principled position of the Chinese Govern
ment and people in consistently supporting the establisliment of the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, the Chinese delegation will vote in 
favour of the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/32/29 
[A/32/29] and Corr. 1.̂

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1911, pp. 901-903.
^IUd„ m e ,  pp. 564-566.
 ̂Identical with res. 32/86 (post, pp. 843-845).
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as a Zone 

Peace, November 18, 1977^

In connexion with the forthcoming vote on the draft resolution on 
the question of declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of peace, the Soviet 
delegation would like to explain the reasons that will guide it in this 
vote.2

The Soviet Union supports the proposal as it will genuinely facili
tate the strengthening of the peace and security of States and the 
strengthening and deepening of detente in international relations, and 
its extension to new parts of the world.

The Soviet Union is very sympathetic towards the proposal to con
vert the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace, in the belief that this pro
posal can serve the purpose I have mentioned.

We view the draft resolution which has been submitted on the ques
tion of the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace on the 
basis of the approach of principle which I have outlined. At the same 
time, we have drawn attention to the fact thait in the fifth preambular 
paragraph of the draft resolution, mention is made of the military 
presence and military rivalry of the great-Powers in that area. In this 
regard, we should like to state that the Soviet Union, of course, bears 
no responsibility whatsoever for military tension in the Indian Ocean.

In the draft resolution reference is made to the fact that the United 
States and the Soviet Union have started talks on certain questions 
connected with the Indian Ocean. In the course of these talks the 
Soviet Union has been taking into account the interest of the coastal 
States in converting this area into a zone of peace. We believe that 
the fundamental condition for creating a genuine peace zone in the 
Indian Ocean is the elimination therefrom of foreign military bases 
and the prevention of the creation of new ones.

The Soviet delegation is authorized to state that the Soviet Union 
has no military bases whatsoever in the Indian Ocean and has no 
intention of establishing any. It is also our belief that, given the im
plementation of the idea of converting the Indian Ocean into a zone 
of peace, it goes without saying that no obstacle should be created 
to freedom of navigation and scientific research in that part of the 
world. I f  this approach of ours is duly taken into accoxmt by the 
States concerned, then the Soviet Union can take part in consulta
tions on the questions connected with preparations for convening an 
international conference on the Indian Ocean.

In the light of the considerations I have set forth, the Soviet 
delegation will vote in favour of this draft resolution.

" A/0.1/32/PV.37, pp. 9-11.
Identical with res. 32/86 (post, pp. 843-845).
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Statement by the United States Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as a  Zone 
of Peace, November 18,1977 ^

The United States shares the goal of the supporters of th  ̂ draft 
resolution that the Indian Ocean not become an arena for increased 
military competition or the site for a new arms race.̂  As President 
Carter stated during his address in March in the General Assembly 
hall, the United States is prepared to reach agreement with the Soviet 
Union on mutual military restraint in the Indian Ocean.  ̂As is noted 
in this year’s draft resolution, talks between the United States and 
the Soviet Union on this issue have begun.

In the view of the United States, the first step in reaching an 
Indian Ocean agreement is to stabilize the existing situation. We 
would then be prepared to attempt to bring about mutual reductions 
in the military presence of the forces of the United States and the 
USSE in the Indian Ocean.

We are hopeful that as a result of the ongoing talks, our efforts 
will be successful. We are pleased that the talks have already moved 
into an advanced stage and will do our part to make further prog
ress. The United States fully recognizes that the Indian Ocean lit
toral and hinterland States have taken an active interest in promot
ing peace and stability in the Indian Ocean. We have undertaken to 
keep the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, which was estab
lished by the General Assembly, informed of important developments 
that may have a bearing on its work and be of interest to its members.

In this regard the United States has kept the Ad Hoc Committee 
informed of the progress of the United States-Soviet talks. Never
theless, in spite of our shared goal of promoting peace and stability 
in the region, the United States must abstain on this draft resolution. 
Our reasons have been expressed in the past and remain the same.

In our view the original 1971 resolution on the Indian Ocean as a 
zone of peace can be interpreted as giving littoral States of the region 
the right to establish a legal regime for the seas in that region.  ̂The 
United States cannot accept such an understanding. We also do not 
agree that the convening of a multilateral conference would be the best 
way of achieving the goal of promoting peace and stability for all 
concerned. The United States is hopeful that the discussions we and 
the USSE have begun will lead to an Indian Ocean agreement pre
venting an arms competition in the region. We believe that such an 
a^eement will be to the benefit not only of the United States and 
the Soviet Union but of aU States of the region. We remain prepared 
to consult bilaterally with interested States in finding ways to pro
mote progress in our common endeavour.

‘ A/0.1/32/PV.37, pp. 11-12.
“Identical with. res. 32/86 {post, pp. 843-845). 
® Ante, p. 134.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, November 18, 1977 ^

I sh(5uld like to introduce, explain and, I hope, win the Commit
tee’s support for the amendment to the resolution in document A /C .l/ 
32/L.24.^ The amendment is contained in document A/C.l/32/L.33,^ 
which was made available to the Secretariat last night, before the 
deadline, and I believe it is on the desks of all the representatives 
here. The amendments are relatively modest, and I shall take only 
a short time to explain them.

The first amendment involves the insertion after the second pre
ambular paragraph of a new paragraph which reads as follows:

Recognizing the value of the availability of a satisfactory in
strument for standardized reporting on the military expenditures 
of Member States, particularly of the States permanent members 
of the Security Council, as well as any other States with comparable 
military expenditures,

This proposed amendment gives explicit recognition to the value of 
standardized reporting on military expenditures for achieving agree
ment on the reduction of those expenditures. I submit that the adop
tion of this amendment would follow as a necessary corollary to the 
amendment to the seventh preambular paragraph, which urges that 
Member States, particularly the permanent members of the Security 
Council, reduce their military budgets. I f we are to be urged to re
duce our military budgets, it seems to me that we should not in that 
way overlook the fact that it would be nice to have some uniform 
standard of what it is we are talking about, and therefore reaffirm 
the work that has been done in the United Nations, which indicates 
that we ought to develop a comparable standard of military expendi
tures. Work has been going on on this for a long period of time, and 
it seems to me that it would be a great shame if we were to pass a 
resolution on military expenditures that suddenly forgets it. Perhaps 
it does not forget it entirely but it overlooks it a bit.

Then we come to the next part of the amendment which the United 
States is pleased to present and which is sponsored also by the Fed- 
eiral Republic of Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. After operative paragraph 1, 
a new paragraph would be inserted which says:

Requests the Secretary-General to ascertain those States which 
would be prepared to participate in a. pilot test of the reporting 
instrument and to report on this to the special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament;

" A/C.1/32/PV.37, pp. 26-30.
 ̂Ante, pp. 716-717.

* Antey p. 736.
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Clearly this is a very modest proposal. We all recognize that the 
question of military expenditures, of standardized reporting and the 
notion of a pilot test will be before us in the special session of the 
General Assembly on disarmament. Would not that discussion be 
aided if we knew which countries were prepared to participate in 
the pilot test? We might spend some weeks, at the special session 
saying, ‘‘A pilot test is fine, but who is going to participate?” Why 
cannot we take the time between now and then to find out who is will
ing to participate? The United States and the other sponsors submit 
that our deliberation on this subject -at the special session will be 
helped, not hindered, if we know who is prepared to participate in 
a. test programme. Our deliberations on the subject at that point will 
be much more meaningful than if we then had to say, “The pilot test 
is all right, but we do not know who is prepared to do it.” This amend
ment merely asks the Secretary-General to get the information which 
would make our deliberations at the special session more, rather than 
less, meaningful.

In supporting these two quite modest amendments, the United 
States does so in support of the work carried out by the Secretary- 
General and the group of experts which has been working with him. 
We reassert the conviction—which I believe has been the conviction 
of this Committee and this Assembly— t̂hat the ready availability of 
meaningful and reliable data on military expenditures in a form 
suited to international comparison can play an important role in 
promoting international security and confidence. We have the belief— 
and I believe it is shared by others— t̂hat standardized reporting by 
all nations can lay the foundation—and I would submit, a necessary 
foundation—for future agreements limiting military expenditures.

The United States has supported this activity, and we frankly be
lieve that the draft resolution we are now considering would be 
greatly improved as a step towards peace and as a step towards ejffec- 
tive arms control agreements based on expenditures, if we reasserted 
our belief that that was a worthwhile endeavour and if we reasserted 
our belief that the preconditions for it—^namely, an agreed type of 
reporting—were still there and if we took the steps necessary to place 
our discussion of this subject on a meaningful basis at the special 
session of the United Nations on disarmament.

I should like to add one item, and it is over and above the fact that 
a standardized reporting system is necessary if agreements on mili
tary budgets are to have real meaning. The Committee may recall that 
in my statement in the general debate on 18 October I stressed the 
recognition of my Government of the important relationship between 
disarmament and development.^ That recognition is also demonstrated 
by the United Stat^ in joining the sponsors of the resolution offered 
by the Nordic States in supp6rt of a study of this relationship by the 
special session of the General Assembly on disarmament. If funds

* Ante, pp. 641-642.
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devoted to military budgets around the world could finally be reduced 
instead of continuously rising, as virtually every delegation here has 
pointed out in this Committee, the effect on the material and spiritual 
quality of life of mankind— n̂ot the least in those countries struggling 
at the lowest living standard—could be tremendous. I think we can 
all agree on that. But surely we should also be able to agree that 
negotiation on military expenditures must be related to an agreed, 
imderstandable and positively verifiable basis.

My delegation is deeply hopeful that this Committee will not ignore 
the effective progress achieved on the instrument for reporting mili
tary expenditures and will not turn its back on recommendations of 
the Secretary-General that this work should continue. Further prog
ress can and certainly should be made at the special session in the area 
of reduction of military budgets. But the convening of a special ses
sion on disarmament certainly should not serve as a reason now to 
halt ongoing efforts, and the ongoing efforts we are suggesting are 
really quite modest and may serve to make the special session more 
meaningful.

Therefore I  urge the Committee to approve these amendments to 
draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.24, and thus give it greater substance.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Mili
tary Budgets, November 18, 1977^

For all those who have been following this item in our debate, it 
is superfluous, it seems to me, to try to demonstrate the very special 
interest of the delegation of Mexico in 'achieving a reduction in the 
military budgets of the States permanent members of the Security 
Council, as well as any other State with comparable military expendi
tures. May I merely be allowed to recall that those studies began four 
years ago following a draft resolution submitted by Mexico which 
became General Assembly resolution 3093 B (X X V III) of 7 Decem
ber 1973.2 That was the origin of the studies prepared by the Secre
tary-General with the help of expert consultants. We already have 
three reports; the last one was prepared this year.

It is precisely because the delegation of Mexico has a very special 
interest in obtaining the desired results that my delegation, together 
with the delegation of Sweden, which co-sponsors draft resolution 
A/C.1/32/L.24*,® has sought to proceed with the utmost caution and 
also with the greatest patience.

It goes without saying that the statement made by the representa
tive of the United States is without doubt a masterpiece of logic and

 ̂A/C.1/32/PV.37, pp. 33-40.
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1913, pp. 877-878.
 ̂See am>te, pp. 716-717, esi)eciany n. 1.
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persuasion.-* But we all know that it is not precisely logic that governs 
decisions and actions in the matter of disarmament.

Hence, even though my delegation is in complete agreement with 
the need to have a comparable system for standardized reporting, we 
deliberately refrained, as did the delegation of Sweden, from includ
ing in draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.24* a specific provision of the 
type embodied in paragraphs II and III of A/C.1/32/L.33.®

We wished—and still wish— t̂o exhaust every possibility to reach 
an agreement, principally among the States directly referred to here, 
that is, the permanent members of the Security Council and other 
members with comparable military expenditures. Clearly, we shall 
not wait forever to take another step of the kind mentioned by the 
representative of the United States here and of the type envisaged in 
document A/C.1/32/L.33. Perhaps by next year there will either be 
a favourable change in the present situation or we shall consider that 
the time has come to take a further step. But my delegation has often 
given factual evidence that when we consider that we can wait no 
longer for lack of agreement between the great Powers or the super- 
Powers we have not hesitated to submit the necessary draft resolution 
or draft amendments. But I repeat that in our view, based on lengthy 
consultations with nimierous delegations, we had better wait a little 
longer.

We very much fear that adoption now of amendments such as those 
in paragraphs II and III of document A/C.1/32/L.33, far from help
ing to achieve the desired objective, might result in a hardening of 
the present negative attitude among many delegations regarding sub
mission of the instruments referred to in paragraph II. I f this hap
pens, it will be even more difficult, if  not impossible, to achieve the 
desired objective.

That is why when the time comes to vote my delegation will request 
a separate vote on the amendment in paragraph I of document 
A/C.1/32/L.33 and the amendments in paragraph II and III. The 
amendments in II and III can be voted on jointly, because they are 
very closely interrelated.

My delegation will vote in favour of the amendment in paragraph I 
but, much to our regret, we shall have to vote against the amendments 
in paragraphs II and III. We shall have to do so, I repeat, much to 
our regret because the purpose we pursue is exiactly the same as that 
pursued by the representative of the United States and the members 
of the European Community. However, we are convinced that to try 
to impose such a procedure now would be premature and contrary to 
our objective.

Furthermore, approval of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.24:* with the 
amendment in paragraph I of document A/C.l/32/T».33 only, will not 
in any way prevent the special session of the General Assembly devoted

* Supra,
* Antej p. 736.

277-084— 79------ 52
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to disarmament from giving this matter the consideration it deems 
appropriate. What is more, such consideration is specifically provided 
for.

Thus the fourth preambular paragraph of draft resolution A /C .l/ 
32/L.24* reads:

Noting that the special session of the General Assembly devoted 
to disarmament in May/June 1978 will provide an opportunity to 
consider the disarmament problem in a broad perspective.

That implies that any aspect related to the reduction of military 
budgets may be considered. But should it be necessary to make it 
clearer, the next paragraph says:

Noting further that at the special session several matters related 
to the reduction of military expenditures will be considered.

In conclusion, I should merely like to emphasize that we are com
pelled to vote against the amendments m paragraphs II and III of 
document A/C.1/32/L.33 at this session simply because we believe 
that the result of approval of those two amendments would be counter
productive for the end we seek. To prove that we agree completely on 
the substance I shall say that, if  at the thirty-third session the 
situation unfortunately remains unchanged, my delegation would not 
only accept paragraphs of that kind but would probably even include 
them in any draft resolution we might submit on the subject.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Lozinsky) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, November 18, 1977 ^

In connexion with the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/32/L.24,2 the 
Soviet delegation would like to make the following statement.

The Soviet Union has been consistently in favour of reducing mili
tary budgets of States in the belief that the implementation of this 
measure would be one of the most effective means of curbing the arms 
race. It would make possible the diverting of the freed resources to the 
purposes of economic and social progress of the peoples and the afford
ing of assistance to developing countries. It is well known also that this 
question has appeared on the agenda of the United Nations, as an in
dependent item, since the time when the Soviet Union, in 1973, came 
forward with the initiative for reducing military budgets of States 
permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per, cent, earmark
ing some of the resources saved for the affording of assistance to de
veloping countries.®

" A/0.1/32/PV.37, pp. 52-55.
 ̂Ante, pp. 716-717.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1913, pp. 642, 653, 654-664  ̂876-8T7.
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The General Assembly approved that initiative, but its implementa
tion unfortunately has been delayed, and it has not been our fault.

Subsequently, the USSR has repeatedly appealed to have the ques
tion of the reduction of military budgets made the subject of business
like talks among interested States, and for its part has expressed its 
readiness to take serious steps towards this end. Such readiness, how
ever, we do not observe on the part of certain permanent members of 
the Security Council.

Furthermore, in recent years in the United Nations we have noticed 
a line for carrying out technical studies of military budgets which in 
essence have become detailed investigations of the methodology for 
comparing the military potentials of States. As a result, the main pur
pose is lost, which is that of reducing military budgets. The content 
of the last report of the Group of Experts, circulated in document 
A/32/194,^ and the draft resolution which has recently been put to 
the vote, confirm this conclusion.

We believe that the efforts of States Members of the United Na
tions should be devoted not to comparisons of ever more complex, 
contradictory and abstract reports, but to the implementation of gen
uine effective measures to reduce military budgets.

On the basis of these considerations, the Soviet delegation abstained 
in the voting on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/32/L.24*.®

Statement by the United States Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nu- 
clear-Weapon-Free Zone, November 18, 1977 ^

The United States is pleased to be able to vote for the draft resolu
tion on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South 
Asia.^ This vote reflects United States support for the concept of estab
lishing nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of the world which 
President Carter emphasized at the Organizing Conference of the 
International Fuel Cycle Evaluation in Washington last month.  ̂We 
believe that effective nuclear-weapon-free zones can enhance the secu
rity of the parties and can reinforce non-proliferation on a regional 
basis.

The United States vote in favour of this draft resolution also re
flects continuing United States support for the objectives of establish
ing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia under conditions that 
would ensure its effectiveness. The criteria by which the United States 
Government judges the effectiveness of any nuclear-weapon-free zone 
have been elaborated by my delegation many times in the past. We

* See ante, pp. 567-572.
® See m te, pp. 716-717.
" A/C.1/32/PV.37, pp. 61-62. . . /
® Jdentical with res. 32/83 pi). 337-^838) . 
’ Ante, pp. 645-648.
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also recognize the responsibility of all nuclear-weapon States in con
nexion with the establishment of such zones.

The United States does not regard this draft resolution as being 
directed against any State in the region and would not have been able 
to support it had we thought otherwise. We believe that the actual 
provisions governing the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in South Asia, as in any other area, must be negotiated and agreed on 
among the appropriate parties before States can be expected to under
take commitments regarding the zone.

The United States, by its vote for this draft resolution, wishes to 
endorse the concept of a South Asian nuclear-weapon-free zone that is 
developed and supported by the States in the region.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Dhan) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear-Weap
on-Free Zone, November 18,1977 ^

The position of the Indian delegation in regard to Pakistan’s draft 
resolution concerning the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in South Asia needs to be placed on record. The Prime Minister of 
India has categorically stated that India is opposed to nuclear weapons 
and has no intention of exercising the nuclear-weapon option. India’s 
interest in nuclear technology is only for peaceful and development 
purposes, and India will not allow that limited interest to be impeded 
in any way.

India remains opposed to the Non-Proliferation Treaty  ̂and similar 
agreements that are discriminatory.

Secondly, in the light of that policy, my delegation has examined 
the draft resolution iatroduced by Pakistan. In our view the whole 
world should be free of nuclear weapons. Subregionalization of our 
concept of a world free of nuclear weapons will not only be incon
sistent with our global approach to that question but will also divert 
it from a universal to a subregional or regional concept.

Thirdly, in our opinion, regional nuclear-weapon-free zones will 
not help to combat the nuclear threat to the world at large; on the 
contrary, they provide an advantage to nuclear-weapon States, since 
nuclear weapons and their delivery systems are, after all, intercon
tinental in nature. Therefore, we remain opposed as in the past to 
South Asia, an artificially restricted area, being declared a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone.

We wish also to place on record that, in view of our strong reserva
tions regarding Pakistan’s proposal, we cannot agree to co-operate in

^A/C.l/32/PV.38, pp. 2-6.
* Identical with res. 32/83 (post, pp. 837-838).
• For text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465.
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its implementation. However, there are other countries in South Asia 
T̂ ĥich may have different views. We shall therefore abstain from 
voting.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Sattar) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Security Assurances and 
South Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, November 18, 
1977"

yesterday, before and after the adoption of the resolution in docu
ment A/C.1/32/L.8, on strengthening the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States,  ̂ the representatives of Canada, France,^ the Nether
lands, the United Kingdom and the United States  ̂made statements 
in explanation of their votes. Similarly this afternoon, the representa
tives of the United States,® the United Kingdom, Sweden, Malaysia, 
Japan, Belgium, the Lao People’s Republic and others, particularly 
India,® have made explanatory statements on the draft resolution in 
document A/C .l/32/L.7.‘̂

Some of the points that were made call for clarifications which, as 
the sponsor of the two draft resolutions, the Pakistan delegation con
siders necessary to provide.

The representative of the United Kingdom said in his statement 
yesterday that:

The widest possible accession to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons® would provide the best . . . assurance for aU parties.*

The Pakistan delegation begs to differ. Nor is Pakistan alone in the 
belief that the Non-Proliferation Treaty does not contain adequate 
assurances for the security of the non-nuclear-weapon States. Notably, 
the delegation of Sweden expressed the view here that the existing 
assurances of non-use of nuclear weapons were not adequate. A large 
majority of the members of the Assembly have, by endorsing resolu
tion 31/189 C last year,̂ ® and the draft resolution in document 
A/C.1/32/L.8 yesterday, supported the view that the non-nuclear- 
weapon States should be provided with stronger assurances for their 
security. As a country which was among those that from the beginning 
actively advocated the idea of a non-proliferation treaty, Pakistan has 
held the conviction that for the success of such a treaty it was necessary 
to take certain other measures simultaneously. These should include

" A/C.1/32/PV.38, pp. 17-21.
* Identical with res. 32/87 B {posty pp. 847-848).
^Ante^ p. 737.
* AntCf pp. 736-737.
® Ante, pp. 785-786.
* Supra.
’ Identical with res. 32/83 (post, pp. 837-838).
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* A/C.1/32/PV.35, pp. 49-50.

Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 945-950.
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measures to safeguard the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

We noted with appreciation that the United States Government is  
receptive to the need for measures to enhance the security of the non- 
nuclear-weapon States and that the United States Government recog
nizes that:

Some type of assurances regarding the non-use of nuclear weapons against:
non-nuclear-weapon States could very well complement global non-prolifera
tion efforts.^

The negative guarantee is, in our view, an essential element in the- 
approach to the prevention of the proliferation of the nuclear wea
pons. Such a guarantee would reduce the apprehensions of the non- 
nuclear-weapon States and thus strengthen their determination not 
to acquire nuclear weapons for their defence.

We have also not failed to note that the United Kingdom will keep 
its policy in regard to the security concerns of non-nuclear-weapon 
States under regular review. We hope that other nuclear-weapon 
States which have not so far found it possible to support the draft 
resolution will also review their policy in the light of the continuing 
security concerns of non-nuclear-weapon States.

The representative of the Netherlands said that his delegation was 
not completely satisfied with the formulation of the draft resolution 
in regard to the security guarantee. The Pakistan delegation values 
his comment, particularly in view of his country ̂ s positive approach 
to this problem. We intend to seek more specific suggestions as to how 
the present formulation might be improved in order to make it more 
satisfactory. Our objective is that the nuclear-weapon States should 
give an undertaking not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear-weapon States. We are flexible as to the precise 
formulation and will be receptive to proposals which might meet the 
concerns of the nuclear-weapon States and most of their allies, which 
have so far not found it possible to vote in favour of the draft reso
lution.

We hope that the consultations will produce positive results and 
that at the special session of the General Assembly on Disarmament 
it may be possible to find a formulation that will command the widest 
possible support of the world community.

We would like now briefly to clarify the position in regard to some 
of the comments that have l^en made on the draft resolution concern
ing the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia 
which has just been adopted.

The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various regions 
of the world has long been recognized by the General Assembly as one 
of the measures which can contribute most effectively to the objec
tives of non-proliferation and the strengthening of the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States members of such nuclear-weapon-free

^Ante, p. 737.
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zones. The concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone also in South Asia, 
has been endorsed, in principle, by the General Assembly since 1974.̂  ̂
The fact that the large majority in favour of the draft resolution now 
includes another nuclear-weapon State, as well as some other States 
which abstained on such resolutions in past years, will certainly pro
vide encouragement to Pakistan and to other States of South Asia 
that believe that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
South Asia will contribute significantly to the strengthening of the 
security of the States of the region, promote mutual confidence and 
lead to other beneficial measures for the improvement of good neigh
borly relations among them.

Some representatives have emphasized the point that voluntary 
co-operation among the States of the region is necessary for the es
tablishment of the proposed zone. The Pakistan delegation is aware 
of this necessity. On its part, Pakistan has held consultations on a bi
lateral basis with some of the States of the region, and we will be more 
than happy if consultations can be held on a collective basis among 
all the States of the region.

It has been stated by the representative of India that South Asia 
is an artificially restricted area for the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone. Of course, if the objective is to provide for the in
clusion in the zone of such other neighbouring non-nuclear-weapon 
States as may be interested in participating in the zone, we certainly 
have no objection. We do not have any exclusive or narrow approach. 
In our opinion, the South Asian region is large enough for the estab
lishment of the zone. Also, we take note that the representative of In
dia has once again emphasized the commitment of the Government 
of India not to exercise the nuclear option. We particularly take note 
that India has not cast a negative vote.̂  ̂ We hope that this augurs 
well for the success of further efforts to achieve the objective of de
nuclearizing South Asia.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Yang) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive Test Ban and 
Nuclear Nonproliferation, November 18, 1977^

Before we vote on the various draft resolutions under the items on 
a nuclear test ban, the Chinese delegation wishes to state briefly its 
consistent position in this regard.

We have noticed that, in their statements, the representatives of 
many countries condemned the two super-Powers for their frenzied 
development of nuclear weapons behind their glib talk about nuclear 
disarmament and for their refusal to undertake the obligation not ta

“ See G.A. res. 3265 (XXIX), in Documents on Disarmament, 1974> PP- 816- 
819

” ’see ante, pp. 786-787.
> A/C.1/32/PV. 38, pp. 66-71.
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use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-free 
zones. They voiced their strong dissatisfaction with the super-Powers’ 
behaviour of stepping up their policy of nuclear threat, nuclear black
mail and nuclear monopoly and of intensifying their arms expansion 
and war preparations. They resolutely called on the super-Powers to 
come forth with actual deeds instead of engaging in deception by 
empty words. We support these legitimate desires and demands.

China has consistently stood for the complete prohibition and 
thorough destruction of nuclear weapons. The Chinese Government has 
stated on numerous occasions that China will not be the first to use 
nuclear weapons at any time and in any circumstances. The Soviet 
Union and the United States, which possess huge quantities of nuclear 
weapons, must openly undertake the obligation that they will not be the 
first to use nuclear weapons at any time and in any circumstances and 
will not use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear countries and 
nuclear-free zones; that they are to dismantle all their nuclear bases bn 
foreign soil and withdraw all their nuclear armed forces, nuclear weap
ons and their means of delivery from other countries. This is the first 
step towards the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
nuclear weapons. Willingness to take this first step will be a touchstone 
of the sincerity to carry out nuclear disarmament.

However, the two super-Powers, the Soviet Union and the United 
States, are trying their best to evade the real issue by refusing to accept 
these reasonable proposals while stepping up their campaign to propa
gate the so-called ‘‘comprehensive nuclear test ban” and “nonprolifera
tion of nuclear weapons” in an attempt to maintain their position of 
nuclear monopoly and nuclear blackmail. It is common knowledge that, 
more than 10 years ago, when the two super-Powers had conducted 
enough tests in the atmosphere, they produced the “Partial Test Ban 
Treaty” ̂  in order to prohibit others from carrying out nuclear tests in 
that environment and to legalize underground nuclear tests which they 
deemed necessary. In recent years, with their hectic schedules of under
ground nuclear tests nearing conclusion, they concocted the “Threshold 
Test Ban Treaty” in an attempt to fool the public.® At present, they 
are clamouring for a so-called “Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty”, a 
“Moratorium on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions”, the “Cessation of the 
Production of Nuclear Weapons” and so on and so forth. The tunes are 
different, but the objective is the same. To put it bluntly: when they 
had the need, they went all out for tests without any prohibition; but 
once they have concluded their tests, they produce test ban treaties of 
all descriptions. This is an outright attempt to set up a fraud by ex
ploiting the desire for peace on the part of many countries so as to 
enable the super-Powers to maintain their nuclear superiority and to 
have a free hand in carrying out nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail 
against countries with no, or few, nuclear weapons.

* For text, see Documen ts on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
• 1974, pp. 225-227.
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The Chinese Government has reiterated time and again that we are 
compelled to conduct limited nuclear tests and to develop nuclear 
weapons and that we do so entirely for the purpose of self-defence. We 
are ready at all times to halt our nuclear test, but that can happen only 
on the day when the two super-Powers and all nuclear countries com
pletely prohibit and thoroughly destroy their nuclear weapons, and 
definitely not before.

Basing itself on the above position, the Chinese delegation will, as we 
have always done in the past with similar resolutions, vote against 
draft resolution A/C.l/32/L.37.‘̂ At the same time, we wish to enter 
our reservations on those paragraphs in the other draft resolutions on 
disarmament which contain references to the “Non-Proliferation 
Treaty” ® or “nuclear test ban”.

Finally, we wish to point out that the racist regime of South Africa 
is preparing for the manufacture of nuclear weapons in order to 
strengthen its reactionary rule and to intimidate and threaten the 
African countries and peoples. This has met with the strong condemna
tion and opposition of the African countries and peoples. We resolutely 
support their just position in this regard.

Communique of the United States-Soviet Standing Consultative 
Commission: Review of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti- 
ballistic Missile Systems, November 21, 1977 ^

In accordance with the provisions of Article X IV  of the treaty 
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics on the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems of 
May 26, 1972,̂  which entered into force on October 3,1972, and was 
amended by the protocol thereto of July 3, 1974,® the parties to the 
treaty together conducted a review of the treaty after five years of 
its operation. By agreement between the parties, the review was con
ducted from November 4 to November 21, 1977, in a special session 
of the standing consultative commission which was convened for that 
purpose.

The parties agree that the treaty is operating effectively, thus dem
onstrating the mutual commitment of the United States and the Soviet 
Union to the goal of limiting nuclear arms and to the principle of 
equal security, serves the security interests of both parties, decreases 
the risk of outbreak of nuclear war, facilitates progress in the further 
limitation and reduction of strategic offensive arms, and requires no 
amendment at this time.

nd'entical with res. 22/78 (post, 828-829).
* For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂Dept, of State press release no. 250; Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 12, 

1977, pp. 856-857.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.

1974, pp. 229-231.
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The parties note, in connection with the conduct of the review, that 
during the aforementioned period of operation of the treaty consulta
tions and discussions have been held in the standing consultative com
mission on matters pertaining to promoting the implementation of 
the objectives and provisions of the treaty. These consultations and 
discussions have been productive and useful in clarifying the mutual 
understanding of the parties concerning certain provisions of the 
treaty, in working out appropriate procedures for implementation 
of its provisions, and in resolving a number of questions related to 
complete and precise implementation of the provisions of the treaty.

Mindful of their obligation to conduct together a review of the 
treaty at five-year intervals, the parties will continue the process of 
consultation concerning the implementation, as well as the enhance
ment of the viability and effectiveness, of the provisions of the treaty.

The parties reaffirm their mutual commitment to the objectives and 
provisions of the treaty and their resolve to maintain and further 
increase the viability and effectiveness of the treaty.

Statement by the Department of State on Exchange of Notes 
With Canada on Nuclear Cooperation, November 21, 1977 ^

The United States and Canada exchanged diplomatic notes on No
vember 15,1977, in Ottawa, relating to US-Canadian nuclear coopera
tion. The notes set forth conditions concerning the transfer of nuclear 
materials and equipment between the US and Canada and retransfers 
to third counti’ies, and complement conditions contained in the U S- 
Canadian 1955 Agreement for Cooperation  ̂ and in a March 1976 ex
change of notes which cover interim procedures for safeguarding 
Canadian uranium imported into the United States for use in US 
civil nuclear reactors.  ̂ The March 1976 notes provide that Canadian 
uranium must be stored at ERDA (DOE) facilities pending entry 
into force of the proposed US-IAEA agreement providing for the 
application of safeguards on US civil nuclear facilities.^

Under the notes exchanged on November 15, Canadian-origin ura
nium may be used in US civil nuclear facilities, and arrangements of 
a mutually satisfactory nature are to be made between the US and 
Canada to ensure compliance with the provisions of the notes. These 
provisions relate primarily to the application of safeguards and con
ditions of use of the material. Such material, after enrichment, may 
only be transferred to fuel fabrication, conversion, reactor and spent 
fuel storage facilities in the US, and shall not be retransferred beyond 
the jurisdiction of the US or reprocessed unless agreed to by the 
US and Canada.

^Department of State press release no. 521; Department of State Bulletin, 
Dec. 12 . 1977. t >. «57.

 ̂f? TTST ?595 : TTAS 830^ : 235 UNTS 175.
® 27 IJST 1891 : TTAS 8287.
 ̂Ante, pp. 738-775.
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Other provisions in the November 15 notes relate to nuclear material 
•and equipment transferred to Canada from the US, and nuclear ma
terial and equipment retransferred to third countries.

The notes will remain in effect pending renegotiation of the U S- 
Canada Agreement for Cooperation, which the parties have agreed 
to undertake promptly.

United States-Argentine Communique: Nuclear Energy and 
Nonproliferation [Extract], November 21, 1977^

The Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Secretary of State ex
changed views on important issues in the nuclear field. There was 
wide-ranging discussion of the evolution of international cooperation 
and existing problems in the field of transfer of nuclear technology in 
advancing the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and of the shared in
terest in measures to prevent all forms of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, including the bearing of these efforts on hemispheric security.

They discussed future cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy. They expressed their interest in increasing the present coopera
tion and enlarging the scope of their existing agreement for coopera
tion to include relevant technology and ways of meeting Argentina’s 
heavy water needs as well as provision of fuel to be used in the research 
reactors that Argentina has proposed to export to Peru, recognizing 
Argentina’s potential as a significant nuclear supplier on the same 
basis as other suppliers.

Each side expressed satisfaction at the recent launching of an inter
national fuel cycle evaluation, to which both plan to make significant 
contributions of scientific talent and effort. Confidence was expressed 
that this broadly-based international study would contribute to a better 
understanding of how nuclear energy needs can be met in ways that 
minimize the risk of proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The U.S. reiterated its commitment to continue efforts to halt the 
vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons. Secretary Vance noted recent 
encouraging developments in SALT negotiations and in negotiations 
relating to a comprehensive test ban treaty.

Minister Montes declared the intention of his government to ratify 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.  ̂
Secretary Vance welcomed this Argentine announcement, noting that 
the United States had previously ratified Additional Protocol II to the 
treaty. Secretary Vance declared the intention of his government to 
ratify Additional Protocol I to that treaty.

Minister Montes and Secretary Vance expressed joint support for the 
treaty’s goal of creating a zone forever free of nuclear weapons, and

^Department of State press release no. 52.5: Department of State Bulletin,
Dec. 26.1977. p. 915.

® The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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for the objective of bringing the treaty and its protocols into full force 
for all of Latin America. They trust that all states whose actions are 
needed will promptly take the remaining steps to achieve this end.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Vavilov) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive Test 
Ban, November 21, 1977^

The Soviet Union has made and continues to make all efforts to 
secure a complete ban on nuclear-weapon-tests. In 1975 the Soviet 
Union drafted and submitted for discussion at the United Nations a 
draft treaty on a complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests.2 ^  year ago we declared our readiness for a compromise on the 
question of verification of the compliance with treaty obligations on 
the basis of voluntary on-the-spot verification which would have 
opened up the way to a solution of the control problem.  ̂Subsequently, 
we have taken a further important and constructive action, agreeing, 
by an understanding with the United States and the United Kingdom, 
not to conduct during a certain period any underground nuclear- 
weapon tests even before the adherence to a future treaty on the part 
of the other nuclear-weapon States.

Of extreme importance for the conclusion of a treaty banning 
nuclear-weapon tests was the statement made on 2 November this year 
by the President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Mr. Brezhnev, concerning the readiness 
of the Soviet Union to reach agreement on a moratorium on nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes, alongside a ban for a certain period 
on all nuclear-weapon tests.  ̂ We express our satisfaction that this 
important step taken by the Soviet Union has been duly understood by 
many delegations here at the General Assembly.

We hope that these new elements in the matter of a ban on nuclear- 
weapon tests will contribute to the creation of a favourable atmosphere 
for the negotiations among the interested powers in Geneva and will 
lead to the culmination of work on a text of an appropriate inter
national agreement. I have in mind the holding of consultations with 
a view to the drafting of not two drafts, as they were in the past, but 
a single one on the question of nuclear-weapon tests. The Soviet delega
tion has taken the most active part in these consultations, displaying 
the utmost flexibility and readiness to devise compromise formulas. We 
note with satisfaction the spirit of constructive co-operation which has 
also been displayed by the other interested delegations.

As a result of these joint efforts, draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.37 has 
been submitted and this takes into account the views expressed by the

‘ A/0.1/32/PV.40, pp. 6-7.
■ See Documents on Disarmament^ 1975  ̂pp. 486-490.
• m d ., 1976, p.
 ̂Ante, pp. 679-680.
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various parties. Adoption of this draft resolution, in our opinion, would 
reflect the new and favourable atmosphere in this matter.®

In the light of the foregoing, the Soviet delegation will vote in 
favour of the draft resolution.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive Test 
Ban, November 21, 1977®

The position of the French Government on the question of a total 
cessation of nuclear-weapon tests is well known. We do not think 
that this measure is part of the effective disarmament which we have 
always advocated; for it would not lead to any reduction in the volume 
of existing nuclear weapons. It would not even interrupt the develop
ment of current arms programmes or arms programmes to come. In
deed, after the many nuclear tests that have been carried out during 
more than 30 years—and I  note on this subject that the two greatest 
Powers have carried out 21 such tests since the beginning of this year 
alone— t̂he improvement of nuclear weapons has taken place mainly 
in the area of delivery systems rather than in that of the nuclear ex
plosive strictly speaking. This is why we abstained on the draft resolu
tion just adopted by this Committee,  ̂as indeed we abstain in general 
on all matters not falling within the province of effective disarmament.

In conclusion, I would recall that the French Government has stated 
that it is now in a position to continue its programme of underground 
nuclear tests, and that the latest conclusions of the United Nations 
Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Eadiation have been 
most reassuring concerning radioactivity in the region of the South 
Pacific where the French tests have been carried out.®

Statement by the United States Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks, November 25, 1977^

I should like to explain the support the United States gives to draft 
resolution A/C.l/32/L.28/Rev. 1.̂  Together with the Soviet Union, 
the United States is engaged in an intensive effort to work out the re
maining aspects of a SALT II  agreement, a step in a continuing 
process that will require persistence and patience.

® The d raft res. is identical with res. 32/78 {post, pp. 828-829). 
•A/0.1/32/PV.40, pp. 8-10.
‘̂ Identical! with res. 32/78 {post, pp. 828-829).
®Greneral Assembly Official Records: TMrty-second Session, Supplement No. 

40 (A/32/40).
 ̂A/0.1/32/PV.44, Nov. 28,1977, p. 6.

•See res. 32/87 G {post, pp. 855-856, and n, 29).
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As stated by President Carter, the Government of the United States, 
hopes that current and future rounds of the Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks will permit the United States and the Soviet Union to 
reach agreement on substantial reductions in the arsenals of both 
States. We understand tlie strong interest with which other members 
of the international community follow the progress of these negotia
tions. Accordingly, we intend to inform the special session on disarma-  ̂
ment of the results achieved in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks, November 25, 1977 ^

The limitation of strategic arms, with regard to which talks are 
going on between the Soviet Union and the United States, is an ex
tremely important matter which is of vast significance for the peoples 
of our two countries and the peoples of the whole world. The Soviet 
Union has constantly striven to achieve agreement on the limitation 
of strategic arms and is doing everything in its power to bring this 
about, in the firm conviction that a mutual!}  ̂ acceptable agreement at 
these talks on the basis of strict observance of the principles of the 
equality and equal security of States is fully attainable.

The Soviet Union believes that we should call a halt to the arms race 
and begin gradually to reduce the level of military confrontation. 
We wish substantially to reduce and finally to eliminate the threat of 
nuclear war. It is precisely for this reason that the Soviet Union pro
poses that we come to an agreement on the simultaneous cessation by 
all States of the manufacture of nuclear weapons, whether they be 
atomic, hydrogen or neutron bombs or missiles. At the same time, the 
nuclear Powers could undertake to begin the gradual reduction of 
existing stockpiles and move towards their total destruction. We agree 
that urgent measures are needed to attain this goal.

On the basis of these considerations, the Soviet delegation will vote 
in favour of draft resolution A/C.l/32/L.28/Rev.l.2

Statement by the United States Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of Certain Con
ventional Weapons, November 25, 1977 ®

The United States has participated actively in previous interna
tional work on conventional weapons issues and we are fully prepared 
to support the continuation of that work in any international forum

' A/C.1/32/PV. 44, Nov. 28,1977, pp. 6-7.
"Sep res. 32/87 G {post, pp. 855-856, ^nd n. 29). 
’ A/C.1/32/PV.44, p. 13.
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which is suitable for those issues and in which there is a reasonable 
prospect for meaningful progress. However, in our view meaningful 
progress can only be made if the procedural arrangements for this 
work are carefully designed to ensure that the results are acceptable to 
interested States. In particular we believe that the rule of consensus 
must be observed in reaching any decision on the restriction or prohi
bition of conventional weapons, and we are disappointed that neither 
the text of this resolution nor the statements of its co-sponsors offer 
assurance that that will be the case. Accordingly, we have decided to 
abstain from voting on this draft resolution.^

In addition, we are disappointed that the language of the third 
operative paragraph deviates from that of the resolution adopted by 
the Geneva Conference on humanitarian law in armed conflicts which 
called for meetings of Governments on these issues.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the Firsf 
Committee of the General Assembly: Use of Certain Conven
tional Weapons, November 25, 1977 ^

The question of the prohibition or restriction of the use of specific 
conventional weapons which may be deemed to be excessively injurious 
or to have indiscriminate effects belongs to the category of questions 
on disarmament. As has been repeatedly stated by the Soviet Union, 
it should be viewed witliin the context of the problems of disarma
ment and at the appropriate international forums. Without any doubt, 
it is connected with the security of States, and for its solution we must 
reckon with considerations of a military character regardless of the 
motives for which it is proposed to prohibit or limit the use of any 
given types of conventional weapons. Therefore we should, of course, 
take into account the experience of talks on the questions of disarma
ment affecting the security of States. To disregard that experience 
would lead, incidentally, to a situation where attempts to resolve this 
question at a Conference on international humanitarian law in Geneva, 
faced with other tasks, did not lead to results.

In the course of consultations the Soviet delegation patiently ex
plained its views to the sponsors of the draft resolution now before the 
Committee.- We should acknowledge that some very perceptible 
changes were made from the initial draft. Nevertheless, we cannot 
agree with all the provisions in the draft resolution now under con
sideration. In particular, we see in it an attempt to prejudge the char
acter and orientation of the work of the future conference. For ex
ample, in operative paragraph 2 it is provided that the Conference 
should deal with the question of a system of periodic review of this

" Res. 32/152 {post, pp. 870-872).
" A/C.1/32/PV.44, pp. 14-15.
 ̂See post, p. 870, n. 1.
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matter. We consider that the determination of what the Conference 
should deal with is the business of the Conference itself and of its 
preparatory organs. It is also important that the method for taking 
decisions at the Conference should be in keeping with the special 
nature of the questions which will be discussed there; and on those 
questions directly connected with the security of States, decisions 
should be taken on the basis of consensus. Only the general consent of 
the participants in that enterprise can ensure concrete results. Since 
these views of ours were not taken into account by the sponsors of the 
draft resolution, the Soviet delegation will not support the draft reso
lution in the voting.

Statement by the French Representative (d’Amecourt) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Use of Certain Conven
tional W eapons, November 25, 1977 ^

My delegation would like to make some comments with regard to 
the vote that has just been taken on draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.29/ 
Rev.l, on which we abstained.^

The principle of convening an international conference to ex
amine measures for regulating the uses of certain types of weapons 
considered as having excessively injurious effects was adopted by 
consensus during recent sessions of the international Diplomatic Con
ference on humanitarian law in armed conflicts. The French Govern
ment has always been convinced of the need for regulating the use of 
certain inhumane weapons, and at the Lucerne and Lugano Confer
ences, convened under the auspices of the International Eed Cross, it 
set forth a number of proposals in this field.

Franee has always felt, however, that the study of these questions 
should not be confined to the hmnanitarian approach proper and that 
aspects of defence should also at the same time be taken into account 
in any attempt to regulate the situation. This is absolutely imperative, 
and if we want to achieve concrete and positive results we must take 
that approach.

Another point which flows directly from these preceding considera
tions is that it is important for decisions not to be imposed on certain 
countries by homogeneous majorities of any kind and, therefore, that 
decisions on the subject should be taken by consensus.

We can only note that this provision did not appear with all the 
desirable clarity in the text which was submitted to us. Also, we see 
possibilities of different interpretations in the way in which the draft 
resolution presented to us was drafted. It might be thought, indeed, 
that there had been some agreement in the case of arms which could 
be studied at the proposed conference. That is not the case, and my

‘ A/C.1/32/PV.44, pp. 26-30.
® Identical witli res. 32/152 (post, pp. 870-872).
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delegation would like to point out, with reference to the last pre
ambular paragraph of the draft resolution, that the French Govern
ment, while it is ready to discuss draft resolutions on weapons, such 
as those that cause injury by fragments not detectable by X-ray, 
land-mines, booby-traps and certain types of incendiary weapons, has 
not agreed to the examination of the case of small-calibre projectiles 
or certain blast weapons.

The French Government has formulated the most express reserva
tions on these points.

Answers by the Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, 
Science and Technology (Benson) to Questions by Congress
man Zablocl<i: Implementation of United States Arms Trans
fer Policy, December 8, 1977^

In the 'policy statement of May 19̂  1977̂  it is asserted that the 
•accounts for more than one-half of \_$20 billion in arms sales']?̂   ̂What 
-articles and services does the TJ,S. Government define as ^̂ armŝ '̂  for the 
purpose of calculating U.jS, arms sales?

The estimate that the U.S. accounts for more than one-half of $20 
billion in world arms sales is based on counting all foreign military 
sales agreements and grant military aid as “arms sales”. The U.S. 
dollar total includes all articles and services that the U.S. Govern
ment agrees to sell or provide to another nation through government- 
to-government channels under the authority of the Foreign Assistance 
and Arms Export Control Acts. The total also includes commercial 
arms sales, that is, all articles and services on the Munitions List 
exported directly by U.S. contractors under licenses issued by the 
Department of State. The total of the rest of the world’s sales is 
basically hardware items, since we have no reliable way of computing 
a value for services and support provided by foreign governments.

“Articles” include not only weapons, munitions, and ammunition— 
historically about 40 percent of the U.S. total— b̂ut also a wide range 
of supporting equipment, spare parts and general purpose equipment 
supplied for the armed forces of other nations.

“Services” similarly cover a broad spectrum ranging from con
struction, advice, training, data, and technical assistance to the 
administration of the grant and sales programs, including packing, 
crating, shipping, and transportation of equipment.

^Conventional Arms Transfer Policy Background Informntion: Compilation 
Prepared ty  the Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs 
of the Committee on International Relations, House of Representatives^ Com. 
prt., 95th Cong., 2d sess., Feb. 1, 1978, pp. 3-23.

The Under Secretary explained in her transm ittal letter that final figures on 
foreign miUtary sales commitments for fiscal year 1977 had not yet been re- 
‘Ceived from the Dept, of Defense.

 ̂Ante, p. 328.
277-084—79------ 53
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Further explanation of the composition of the world arms trade 
can be found in the Report to Congress on arms transfer policy pur
suant to sections 202(b) and 218 of the International Security Assist
ance and Arms Expoit Control Act of 1976.®

B.OW does the Soviet Union def/ae arms?
The Soviet Union does not publish any data concerning its arms 

sales, including any definition of what it might consider to fall within 
the meaning of the term “arms”. Our estimates of Soviet sales are 
based on information from various sources; the information is incom
plete, so that our estimates of Soviet arms sales are almost certainly 
understated.

In particular, the cost of Soviet advisers in foreign countries, of 
training foreign military personnel in the Soviet Union, and other 
services provided in support of major weapons systems is not easy to 
estimate and therefore is not included fully in our estimates of Soviet 
arms sales. The U.S.S.R. is believed to provide its clients in most 
cases with substantially less support and services than does the 
United States.

How does the Soviet Union assemble and market arms to foreign 
nations?

Even though arms sales are becoming an increasingly lucrative 
source of hard currency, political factors remain overriding in Soviet 
sales decisions. Approval of major Soviet arms sales policy initiatives 
in individual LDC’s resides with the highest levels of the Soviet Gov
ernment. Most of the daily decisionmaking, however, rests with the 
U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers, and the Ministry of Defense and the 
State Committee for Foreign Economic Relations (GEIES) admin
ister the program.

Soviet arms are generally sold at lower prices than comparable 
Western equipment, with further price reductions on occasion to 
advance Soviet political objectives. When credits are extended, they 
usually bear very low interest rates of 2 to 2.5 percent, with 8 to 10 
years for repayment. The U.S.S.R. also accepts payment in com
modities or local currency in some cases, and it has frequently post
poned payments due when a recipient has been unable to pay.

With respect to marketing procedures,,the Soviet Union’s perform
ance in speedy delivery of arms indicates that weapons and military 
equipment are often taken from current production or accumulated 
stocks rather than from the end of the production line, as is usual in 
the United States.

How does the U.S. Government definition com/pare with other gov- 
emm^nfs definitions of arms for 'purposes of calculating their respec
tive arms sales?

* Arms Transfer Policy: Report to Congress for Use of Vomndttee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate (Com. p r t.; 95th Cong., 1st sess.), July 1977, 
pp. 3-11,17 ff.; for pp. 11-16, see ante, pp. 391-396.
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lik e  the TJ.S.S.E. other major supplier governments do not publish 
‘‘arms sales” data. Most global arms estimates are based on infor
mation from diverse sources and are necessarily incomplete. Delivery 
values generally represent the price charged for equipment and, where 
known, the cost to the customer of services delivered. Values of mili
tary technical and training assistance are included when available, 
for example, as part of the sales contracts.

I f all goods amd services defined ~by the U.S. Government as ^̂ armŝ  ̂
are included i/n the worldwide ccUc'idation of total arms saleŝ  what is 
the total volume of arms sales and how large a share of the totoẐ  so 
defined  ̂belongs to the United States?

We know of no satisfactory way to provide such an estimate. U.S. 
programs and those of other supplier nations differ in significant re
spects. There are major gaps in our information on the activities of 
other principal supplier nations.

Sales of major items of combat equipment, together with ammuni
tion, have historically comprised about 40 percent of U.S. sales. While 
we have incomplete knowledge of Soviet sales of equipment, major 
items of combat equipment appear to account for a much larger 
percentage of total Soviet sales. Similarly, major combat equipment 
comprises a much larger percentage of total sales by other major 
non-U.S. suppliers.

“Services” have accounted for about 33 percent of overall U.S. 
sales in recent years. In one country, Saudi Arabia, construction serv
ices alone account for over $7 billion in incompleted contracts for 
building cantonments, port facilities, and other infrastructure. “Serv
ices,” as such, are not included in U.S. estimates of Soviet sales since 
we have insufficient information. We believe, however, that “services” 
are only a very small percentage of total Soviet sales transactions.

The problem of computing worldwide sales for comparative pur
poses is compounded by the difficulty of assessing the value of Soviet 
sales accurately. As noted earlier, Soviet “trade” prices are generally 
lower than for similar Western articles and vary considerably depend
ing on a variety of factors, particularly Soviet political objectives. 
They are not a true reflection of the value of Soviet transactions. 
The estimates of Soviet sales would increase about one-third if, in 
lieu of Soviet trade prices, the values of Soviet items were computed 
on the basis of what it would cost to produce those items in the 
United States.

"What is the fiscal year 1977 dollar volume {in constant 1976 dollars^ 
to "be used as the ceiling u/nder wMch fiscal year 1978 sales rrmst fail?

The administration is completing its computation of the total 
dollar volume of new commitments for the transfer of weapons and 
weapons-related items, and changes to previous commitments, to 
countries other than NATO members, Australia, New Zealand, 
and Japan, under the foreign military sales 'and military assistance 
programs for fiscal year 1977. We will provide Congress with full
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information on these “ceiling” figures promptly after they are 
available.

How was this ceiling -figure calculated?
Based upon the definitions of weapons and weapons-related items 

explained below, the Department of Defense has established a com
puter program to report by dollar amount and coimtry all accepted 
le>ttp,rs of offer under the foreign military sales program which are 
accountable against the dollar volume limitation prescribed by the 
President’s policy statement. In addition, funds under the military 
assistance program allocated for grants to foreign countries, except 
members of NATO, are included in the ‘̂ ceiling” computation.

'What factor was used to transform fiscal year 1977 dollars into coU” 
stant fiscal year 1976 dollars?

The factor used for calculating fiscal year 1977 results in terms 
of constant fiscal year 1976 dollars, and then determining the control 
figure for fiscal year 1978, is the inflation rate established by 0MB 
for DOD expenditures for goods and services, excluding compensa
tion. This is the same factor which has been used for projecting infla
tion in the DOD budget as a whole. The index for deflating fiscal year 
1977 dollars to fiscal year 1976 is 7.6 percent; the inflation index for 
fiscal year 1978 over fiscal year 1977 is 6.4 percent.

Why was this index selected instead of other plausible indexes?
This inflation/deflation index was selected after consideration of a 

number of alternative indices. The selected index is specific to defense 
equipment and services. It also offers the important advantage of 
being projected for future years, unlike most other statistical indices 
which are computed after the fact. It would complicate implementa
tion of the President’s policy of restraint if it were not possible to 
establish a dollar volume limitation target for arms transfer in cur
rent dollars near the beginning of the fiscal year. Furthermore, we 
considered that using the same index as the DOD budget would 
simplify calculation and presentation.

What is a ^̂ new commitment under the foreign military sales and 
military assistance program̂ '̂  in terms of the 'policy of arms transfers 
restraint?

“New commitments under the foreign military sales program” are 
considered to mean govemment-to-govemment agreements (letters 
of offer and acceptance) for the sale of defense articles or defense 
services signed by both parties to the agreement.

This de^ition is in accord with the current basis for maintaining 
statistics on arms sales and reporting to Congress. Dollar volume will 

,be measured under this definition by the estimated price specified 
in the contract at the time it is signed by both parties, as adjusted 
by any price or scope change amendments which occur in the same 
fiscal year.
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“New commitments under the military assistance progi^am” are 
considered to mean the total amomit available each year to carry 
out the military assistance program (MAP) that is allocated for 
grants to foreign countries, other than amounts allocated to p*ay the 
costs of supply operations.

This definition includes all defense articles and defense services 
(other than packing, crating, handling, and transportation) furnished 
under MAP. It does not include the costs of administering the 
program.

"What does the term ‘̂ weaponS'Velated mean in the context of
the'policy statement of May 19̂  1977?

For purposes of implementation of the Conventional Arms Transfer 
Policy, “weapons and weapons-related items” has been defined to 
mean defense articles and defense services included on the U.S. 
Munitions List (22 CFR 121.01).

This definition includes all articles which have been identified as 
having sufficient potential military application to warrant being made 
subject to export control under the International Traffic in Arms 
Eegulations (ITAR), as well as technical data relating to those 
articles. Technical data is defined in the IT A ll to include manufactur
ing know-how, technical assistance, training, and other services 
involved in the development, production, maintenance, or operation 
of articles on the Munitions List (22 CFR 125.01).

The test in determining whether an item is a weapon or is weapon- 
related under this definition is whether the export of that item, if 
made by a private party, would be subject to export control under the 
ITAR. Because of long experience under the ITAR, doubtful cases 
should be few in number and can be resolved through existing 
State/Defeaise/Commerce procedures for commodity jurisdiction 
determinations.

What services cmrentl/y 'provided under terms of the Arms Export 
Control Act 'will he excluded from calculation of the ceiling for arms 
sales?

The principal category of foreign military sales (in dollar volume) 
excluded is construction. Construction carried out through commercial 
arrangements is not subject to the ITAR except to the extent it 
involves the export of articles or technical data on the Munitions 
List. Other services which are not considered weapons-related include 
U.S. Government charges for administering the FMS program, and 
packing, handling, crating, and transportation.

"WUl these services also he excluded from the arms sales to he per
mitted in iUical 'ijear 1978?

Construction and any other services not weapons-related will be 
excluded from the dollar volume limitation in fiscal year 1978. The 
same services will be excluded from.fiscal year 1977 figures used in 
calculating the fiscal year 1978 dollar-volume limitation.
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'What was the dollar vaJ/ue of such services i/n "fiscal year 1977f
We estimate at this time that there were in the neighborhood of 

$1.1 billion of fiscal year 1977 sales of services which are not weapons 
related, to comitries other than NATO members, Australia, New 
Zealand, and Japan.

What was the dollar value of all services provided v/nder FM 8/ 
AEG A procedures for fiscal year 1977?

We estimate that sales of services during fiscal year 1977 imder the 
foreign military sales program to countries other than NATO mem
bers, Australia, New Zealand, and Japan totaled about $3.3 billion; 
some $2.2 billion of fiscal year 1977 sales of services are considered 
weapons related, although no weapons transfers are included in these 
service contracts.

How are commercial sales already significantly restrained hy eoAst- 
ing legislation and executin)e "branch policy ?

The Arms Export Control Act prohibits licensing commercial ex
ports of major defense equipment sold under a contract for $25 
million or more to any country that is not a NATO member, Aus
tralia, New Zealand, or Japan. Thus, sales at that value of major 
defense equipment, such as aircraft, helicopters, missile systems in 
quantity, and other items, may not be made through commercial chan
nels and are required to be through govemment-to-govemment chan
nels, subject to the limitations in the President’s policy statement.

Export license applications pursuant to commercial sales of items 
and services on the U.S. Munitions List have always been, and con
tinue to be, reviewed on a case-by-case basis on their merits within 
the Department of State and by other agencies concerned, including 
POD and ACDA. This review takes into account all political, tech
nical and arms control considerations. Under the President’s policy 
additional weight is also beuig given to human rights considerations. 
There has never been any presumption of exportability; if  any review
ing agency recommends against a proposed export, issuance of the 
license requires policy level approval.

In accordance with the President’s policy, the Department recently 
published amendments to the International Traffic in Arms Regula
tions which require U.S. firms to obtain prior approval from us before 
a proposal or presentation is made to a foreign government which 
is designed to constitute a basis for decision to purchase $7 million or 
more of significant combat equipment on the Munitions List. These 
restraints on promotional activity give the executive branch the oppor
tunity to restrain undesirable arms promotion activities before sales 
occur and limit the activity in which sales agents may engage without 
knowledge and approval.

Strict limitations are also placed on approval of sales territories in 
manufacturing license agreements where Munitions List items are 
produced abroad by foreign firms under license from U.S. firms. These 
restrictions narrow the potential export market and make it less at
tractive for a foreign firm to seek to produce U.S. defense articles.
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Biow m m y requests for 'permission to advertise items syhject to 
Munitiom Control Board export licenses were made duri/ng fiscal year 
1977? How many licenses for export of advertisements {nx)t tecJinicoiL 
data) were gra/nted? How many were deni&d? How mrniy applio(Mons 
were returned to applicants without prejudice? How mamy appUcor 
tions are still pending?

Mere advertisement of items on the U.S. Mmiitions List does not 
require permission from the U.S. Government. Therefore, no applica
tions for such licenses were received, granted, denied, returned, or 
held pending by the Department.

Will the policy of restraint of FMS he extended further to commer  ̂
dal sales?

The Department’s responsibilities under the Arms Export Control 
Act for the licensing of commercial exports of defense articles and 
services will be carried out in accordance with the President’s policy 
of restraint.

What fraction of current U.S. arms sales cou/nted m the fiscal year 
1977 ceiling are commercial sales? Will commercial scdes he allotted 
a fraction of the total ceiling for fiscal year 1978?

Commercial sales and export licenses are not included in the fiscal 
year 1977 dollar volume computation for the purposes of establishing 
a “ceiling” limitation on fiscal year 1978 arms transfers, nor will they 
be counted against the dollar volume limitation in fiscal year 1978.

Commercial exports for fiscal year 1976 amounted to approximately 
$1.2 billion; our preliminary figures for fiscal year 1977 exports total 
about $1.1 billion, a figure which we expect to increase by not more 
than 10 percent when the final figures are in.

How will ‘̂newly developed̂ '̂  he defined? When is a system deemed 
to he not ‘‘newly developed̂ '̂ ?

“STewly developed,” for purposes of paragraph 2, means a weapons 
system which has not yet been operationally deployed with U.S. forces. 
(See definition of “operationally deployed” below.)

How is ‘‘advanced weapon system̂  ̂defined? Does the definition take 
into acco'thit regional or indi/oidual cov/ntry differences m absorptive 
capacity?

“Advanced weapons systems,” for purposes of paragraphs 2 and 3, 
mean weapons systems which by technological innovation could sig
nificantly improve the combat capability of a foreign country’s armed 
forces.

This definition is necessarily subjective because what is “advanced’’ 
technology for one region or country may not be “advanced” for 
another. Also, there is a wide variety of “weapons systems” having 
varying effects on combat capability. Accordingly, the definition em
phasizes the intent of the policy and leaves for case-by-case evaluation 
the determination as to when particular weapons systems would “sig

nificantly improve” combat capability.
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Does the policy mean that the United States will not he th e 'fiTst to 
introduce into a region any advanced weapons systems  ̂including those 
which have been in the U.S. inventory for a number of years?

As indicated above, implementation of the policy envisages case-by- 
case review to determine when particular weapons systems should be 
considered “advanced” in the context of the country and region. How 
long the weapons system has been in the U.S. inventory is not a prin
cipal consideration. The President’s statement also recognized that 
there might be extraordinary circumstances or situations where pro
vision of advanced weaponry would be required to ojffset quantitative 
or other disadvantages in order to maintain a regional balance.

How is the phrase ^̂ new or signi-ficantly higher combat capability'^  ̂
to be de-ftned when the policy statement is fully implemented?

The determination of what constitutes a “new or significantly 
higher combat capability” is to be made on the basis of a case-by-case 
review of each proposed transfer. At the present time we do not antic
ipate a formal definition will be formulated for the purposes of im
plementing the President’s policy.

'When is a weapon system ^^operationally deployed'̂  ̂ with U.S. 
forces?

“Operationally deployed,” for purposes of paragraph 2, means that 
a production model of a weapons system has been distributed to a unit 
of the U.S. Armed Forces for its use, other than for testing purposes.

This definition excludes a prototype or experimental model of a 
weapons system not yet in production which is distributed for test and 
evaluation. The Department of Defense budget clearly distinguishes 
such excluded systems, which are funded from E. & D. appropriations 
rather than from funds appropriated for procurement. “Use” includes 
training in the operation of weapons systems.

Does the restraint with respect to coproduction apply also to li
censed production?

Yes. The administration intends to apply the same standards and 
criteria in reviewing commercial license agreements as in the case of 
govemment-to-government coproduction cases.

Do these restraints also apply to such countries as Korea  ̂ Israel.̂  
and Iran?

Yes.

Eow will coproduction and licensed production with NATO be af
fected by the coproduction constraint?

The President stated that NATO countries will be exempted as ap
propriate from the policy constraints he established. Therefore, co
production and licensed production with NATO will not be affected.

I f  NATO coproduction agreements are exempt  ̂ how does the co
production constraint eliminate an incentive to promote foreign sales?

Coproduction agreements are intended primarily to fulfill the do
mestic requirements of the armed forces of the coproducing nation,
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and do not normally authorize sales outside that nation. Coproduction 
by NATO countries of U.S. equipment may in some cases discourage 
development of independent Europeaji systems which would be of
fered for sale to Third World countries.

How does the prohibition for sales or coproduction cornmitments 
prior to operational deployment with U./S. forces affect efforts to stand
ardize NATO^ ANZVS^ arid Japanese forces?

NATO countries, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand are exempted, 
as appropriate, from the policy constraints, including the controls on 
coproduction commitments and sales prior to operational deployment 
with U.S. forces. We do not consider coproduction agreements in fur
therance of NATO standardization to be inconsistent with the Presi
dent’s policy.

I f  these countries are exempted'from the policy  ̂how does the policy 
diminish efforts to sell abroad and lower unit costs for DOD procure- 
ment of such items as AW AC8  f

Standardization, interoperability and rationalization of weapons 
systems, logistic support, and training are the principal reasons for 
exempting the close allies with which we have special treaty obliga
tions. Sales of U.S. defense articles to these countries will serve to 
strengthen the common defense; lower unit costs are a result of, not a 
reason for, these decisions.

What is an ‘̂ adva/nced weapons system)'̂  in this context?
“Advanced weapons systems” mean weapons systems which, by 

technological innovation could signij&cantly improve the combat ca
pability of a foreign country’s armed forces.

This definition is necessarily subjective because what is “advanced” 
technology for one region or country may not be “advanced” for an
other. Also, there is a wide variety of “weapons systems” having vary
ing effects on combat capability. Accordingly, the definition empha
sizes the intent of the policy and leaves for case-by-case evaluation 
the determination as to when particular weapons systems would “sig
nificantly improve” combat capability.

Is an advanced weapons system defined in terms of what would he an 
advanced weapons system for the United States or for specific regions 
of the world?

^Vhile the definition of “advanced weapons system” is keyed to the 
proposed recipient country, the next test applied in implementation of 
the President’s policy is whether the system is also “advanced” in 
terms of the particular region of the world.

Would the policy declaration preclude the development of such sys
tems as the F S  which was not an adva/nced weapons system for the 
United States when it was first developed?

We interpret the President’s policy as requiring a policy level de
cision for any U.S. Government participation in the development of a
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weapons system for export only, as an alternative to systems produced 
for U.S. forces, if  the intended customers included countries other 
than NATO members, Australia, New Zealand, and Japan.

How yyUl ‘̂ signifiGa/nt modification?  ̂he def/ned? If  a system is made 
less ca'pdhle or less sensiti/ve hy virtue of modification  ̂will the system 
te  offered for sale abroad?

‘‘Development or significant modification of advanced weapons sys
tems solely for export,” for the purposes of paragraph 3, means that 
an advanced weapons system was not developed for the U.S. Armed 
Forces and would not be produced if  it could not be exported, except 
that degradation of the capability of weapons developed for the U.S. 
forces need not be considered “significant modification solely for ex
port” for the purposes of this paragraph.

This definition would not in itself prevent the production for export 
of a U.S. weapons system which has been modified, and thereby de
graded in capability, primarily in order to prevent transfer of classified 
security information or critical U.S. technology. However, approval 
of such production and of each proposed transfer of such export model 
would be subject to established clearance and approval procedures.

Proposals for the production for export of modified U.S. weapons 
^stems which have been degraded for reasons other than security or 
technology will be subject to case-by-case review to determine whether 
transfers of such degraded weapons systems would be consistent with 
the President’s policy of restraint, including avoidance of incentives 
for foreign sales.

Proposals for the production for export of weapons systems which 
were developed for U.S. forces but which have not been produced for 
U.S. forces will be subject to case-by-case review to determine whether 
transfers of such weapons systems would be consistent with the Presi
dent’s policy of restraint.

'What GoprodAMition agreements for weapons would be permitted vmr 
der the Presidents policy?

Except for the exempt countries, the President’s policy would permit 
consideration of coproduction proposals for:

—^Assembly of subcomponents, fabrication of high turnover spare 
parts, and similar projects relative to significant combat weapons, 
equipment, and major components thereof.

—^Manufacture of components or defense articles not classified as 
significant combat equipment or major components thereof in the 
U.S. Munitions List.

What are ‘̂ significanf'̂  weapons?
‘‘Significant” weapons are those defense articles on the Munitions 

List designated as significant combat equipment in the International 
Traffic in Arms Kegulations (IT A E ).

What is the meaning of the term equipment and major components'̂ '̂  
in the context of the "ban on coproduction agreements?
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The term ^ êquipment,” as defined in the International Traffic in 
Arms Eegulations (ITA E), means any article, not including technical 
data, enumerated in the U.S. Munitions List, that is, arms, ammunition, 
and implements of war. The term ‘̂major component” is defined in the 
ITAR as any assembled element which forma a portion of an end item 
without which the end item is inoperable.

'WTiat Jdnds of coproduction agreements entered into in the past 
would he proMbited in the future under this policy?

A majority of coproduction agreements are with the countries ex
empted from the President’s specific policy constraints. Agreements 
such as those we have with other countries for the production of signifi
cant military equipment, including ships, aircraft, missiles, vehicles, 
small arms, and ammunition, would now be precluded unless an 
exception is approved.

Will the policy prohibiti/ng coproduction agreements apply to the 
following comitries: NATO members  ̂ANZUS memkers^Japan  ̂Ira/tî  
Israel  ̂South Korea  ̂Taiwan and the People^s Republic of China?

Under the terms of the President’s policy statement, the specific 
prohibition on certain coproduction arrangements will not apply to 
members of NATO, Australia, New Zealand, or Japan. The President 
also stated that we will honor our historic responsibilities to assure 
the security of the state of Israel, but Israel, like Iran, the Republic o f 
Korea, and the Republic of China (Taiwan), is subject to the con
straints on coproduction. Proposals for coproduction in these countries 
will be considered on their merits in accordance with the stated policy. 
The United States has no military supply relationship with the 
People’s Republic of China.

What class of items will te considered for coproduction arrange-̂  
ments?

With the exception of the exempted countries and those specific 
cases where exceptional circumstances exist, only those weapons and 
equipment not designated as significant combat equipment on the 
U.S. Munitions List, or minor components, will be considered for 
coproduction.

What kind of restrictions will he imposed on third-comdry transfers 
of coproduced items?

In the past, no coproduction agreement has included blanket author
ization for tMrd-party transfers. Any such transfers that have oc
curred have had prior U.S. Government approval. We will continue 
to apply the same restrictions to third-party transfers of coproduced 
items as we do to items sold directly by the United States. In the past 
some commercial manufacturing licensing agreements have been ap
proved which included overseas / ‘sales territories” which had been 
negotiated between the American firm and its foreign licensee. Our 
current practice precludes such approvals.
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'WUl these restrictions require PresidentaL approval of transfer?
The Secretary of State has been delegated the President’s statutory 

responsibility for the approval of third-party transfers of FMS origin 
items, including those involving coproduced items. This does not pre
clude referring cases for Presidential decision.

Will the restraints on coproduced items he applied to items produced 
under licenses?

Yes, as a matter of policy.

'Will the policy of not entertainmg requests for retransfers apply to 
NAT0 merribers seeking to retransfer equipment to n^n-NATO mem- 
hers?

The policy statement does not say that the United States will not 
entertain requests for retransfer, but rather that the United States 
may stipulate this condition in a sales contract. We will apply that 
part of the President’s policy as appropriate to all recipients of U.S. 
defense articles, including NATO members.

Will the policy apply to all forms of retransfer such as no-cost leases 
in which the original recipient retains nominal control over the retrans
ferred item?

It is the intent of the administration to apply restraints on third- 
country transfers in good faith to all real transfers of U.S.-origin 
defense articles and services to third parties. The recipient countries 
have acknowledged their understanding of the requirements of the 
United States, based on law and national policy, and of the possible 
consequences for substantial violation of their agreements with the 
United States. Each instance of possible unauthorized transfer is 
investigated promptly to determine the facts in the case, and if  such 
is determined to have taken place, it is reported immediately to Con
gress. Obviously a determination in a situation such as the hypotheti
cal case described would be influenced by the facts of the case and the 
apparent intent of the parties.

WUl the policy apply to items produced under coproduction agree- 
ments with NATO? Will items produced he transferred only with 
Presidential approval?

We have recently approved one coproduction agreement with a 
NATO country where the coproduced item may be sold to other NATO 
countries with prior approval of the U.S. Government, in order to 
help achieve NATO standardization. Since it is the President’s policy 
to pursue NATO standardization as well as conventional arms transfer 
restraint, we will strive to ensure that our actions to advance these two 
policy objectives are coordinated.

How many applications or requests for an advisory opinion have 
heen sought under the new ITAR regulation on arms sales promo
tional activities ?
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The new ITAR regulations on arms sale promotion became effective 
on September 1. From that date until November 18, the Department 
received 70 requests for advisory opinion under the regulations.

How many licenses and/or a-ffirmative opinions were issued?
So far we approved in principle seven of the requests. These approv

als are required before a firm may enter into sales promotion; con
sequently none of the approvals has yet generated an application for 
license to export equipment.

How Toany licenses arid/or negative opinions were issued?
Of the advisory opinion requests examined two have been 

disapproved.

How many applications were returned without prejudice?
Of the. 70 cases seven were returned without action or prejudice. 

In each case the U.S. firm neglected to provide sufficient data on their 
proposals for a proper review.

How many applications were held ?
We have 54 pending; we believe over half of these will be resolved 

in the next 3 weeks.

What spedfic instructions have heen sent to U,S, Emhassies and the 
U.S. military advisory groups/survey terms [teams?] overseas?

On August 31, the Department of State sent instructions to all 
diplomatic posts (and advisory and military groups abroad) regard
ing the implementing of the arms transfer policy abroad. These 
instructions were subsequently declassified and given to U.S. business
men by the Department’s Office of Munitions Control. A copy of the 
Munitions Newsletter No. 47 is attached.^

How are these instructions different from previous instructions 
regarding promotional activities ?

U.S. Government personnel overseas are admonished not to encour
age their hosts’ interest in U.S. defense goods or services as a means 
of improving foreign relations. Inquiries regarding the sale of signifi
cant military equipment and services are to be forwarded through 
Embassy channels to Washington for decision. Members of missions 
abroad (including members of the military elements) are enjoined 
from conveying information to host governments which might con
vey the impression that the U.S. Government endorses the sale or 
transfer of particular items or types of equipment until such a sale 
or transfer is actually approved by the U.S. Government. Regarding 
the contacts of U.S. commercial firms selling defense articles and serv
ices with U.'S. missions and host governments, the basic principle is 
established that the sale of items on the Munitions List is not to be 
treated as normal commercial business. Under the new guidelines 
posts are admonished not to facilitate the sale of defense goods or

 ̂See below, pip. 816-820.
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services by providing services that might imply U.S. Government 
endorsement for the sale when the fact has not been established. 
Financing is not to be offered as an inducement to sales.

'Which TJ.S. Government proawrement regulations has the Secretary 
of Defense ieen thus far able to determine promote foreign military 
sales? What changes in those 'procurement regvZations will the Secre
tary of Defense propose?

The Defense Department has changed the Armed Services Pro
curement Regulations (A S P E ):

—To eliminate the 1-4 percent additional profit factor that had 
been previously authorized for FM S;

—To eliminate completely rent-free use of U.S. Government 
property by contractors producing defense items for foreign gov
ernments, with contractors paying the “full cost” of leased equip
ment including depreciation and risk of loss (except when waived 
to advance significantly NATO standardization or certain co
production arrangements) ; and

— T̂o impose new, more stringent controls over agents’ fees related 
to FMS contracts; a purchasing country now must approve the 
use of agents and their fees. (The State Department established 
similar controls over direct commercial exports.)

What changes in D.S. Government loan policies will he proposed to 
Ted/ace incentives on the part of loan recipients to hv/y arms?

As a matter of policy, Eximbank does not provide support for 
military equipment exports to industrialized countries. In cases in
volving less developed countries, section 32 of the Arms Export 
Control Act prohibits such transactions.

Standards for the extension of FMS financing, whether by credit 
or by the guaranty of Federal Financing Bank or other third-party 
loans, are being reexamined with a view to avoiding any inherent 
incentives for arms sales.

What changes in intem/itional financing institutions^ lending prac
tices will the U.S. Government propose to reduce multinational lending 
institutions^ funding of arms sales?

World Bank loans cannot be used for expenditure on armaments. 
Rather, loans must be for specific productive development projects 
except under very special circumstances, where a loan may be used for 
more general, but still clearly defined and supervised, economic devel
opment purposes. Loans are made only after the Bank and the borrower 
come to a clear agreement on the specific purpose of the loan. The Bank 
and the borrower must also agree on a clearly defined list of items on 
which the proceeds of the loan are to be spent.

The World Bank makes clear to its members that any lending pro
gram can be active only if  a country manages its finances in a rational 
way, and allocates an appropriate amount of its resources for programs
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designed to foster the development of its economy. In any test of credit- 
wortJiiness, therefore, the amount of resources devoted to military 
expenditures will be taken into account.

The regional development banks have similar policies.

'What multilaterdL initiatwes have been vmdertahen by the U.S.Go'v- 
emment to reduce the jlow of conventional weapom to Third World 
cov/ntries since the enunciation of our policy of restraint May 19̂  1977? 
What has been the reaction of other suppliers to these initiatives? What 
agreements among suppliers hawe been concluded as the result of these 
discussions? What agreements are envisioned?

Since May, the United States has been energetically pursuing in 
bilateral discussions with a number of friendly governments, including 
the principal Western European supplier nations, its goal of restrain
ing the world arms trade. Following the preliminary agreement by the 
Soviet Union last March to the formation of a joint working group on 
conventional arms transfers, we have been seeking practical means 
for cooperation with the Soviets in arms restraint. We plan to hold 
preliminary talks with them in mid-December, with a view to regular
izing consultations on restraint issues.

The President's October 4 speech before the U.N. General Assembly 
underlined again his concern about the worldwide proliferation of 
conventional weapons and called upon other suppliers and recipients 
to j oin with us in a policy of restraint.®

Other suppliers have been very cautious in their responses to U.S. 
restraint initiatives. They have important economic and political stakes 
in arms transfers; movement toward restraint will be a difficult, 
long-term process.

No agreements have been concluded as the result of these discussions. 
Arrangements that might be concluded could involve suppliers only, 
suppliers and recipients, or recipients alone.

What is the economic impact of the policy of restraint likely to be on 
the general economy of the United 8 tates ?

A detailed study of the economic effects of restraint in arms transfers 
was supplied to the Congress as an annex to the Eeport on Arms 
Transfer Policy submitted last June pursuant to sections 202(b) and 
218 of the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control 
Act of 1976.®

The economic consequences of restraint in approval of arms sales 
will continue to be monitored carefully as the President’s policy is 
implemented.

How will the policy of restraint affect U.S. bala/nce-of-payments 
problems?

Impact on the U.S. balance of payments was also examined in the 
Arms Transfer Policy report referred to immediately above.

 ̂Ante, p. 607.
 ̂Ante, pp. 391-396.
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How will the policy of restraint ujfect the out-flow of technology 
from the United States to our allies  ̂ to our friends in the developing 
nations  ̂ and to our potential adversaries in Eastern Europe and in 
Asia?

By reducing the transfer of weapons and manufacturing technology 
to certain areas of the world, the policy of restraint will undoubtedly 
reduce the outflow of technolo^ to these areas. It will be difficult to 
determine the precise degree to which this will occur, however, particu
larly in view of the possibility that certain sales will never be requested 
as the policy becomes known and the pattern of its implementation 
becomes more apparent.

How will the policy of restraint affect the costs of U.S. Government 
defense and other natiormi security programs?

There will be increased costs for U.S. Department of Defense pro
curement. The extent of the increases will depend upon the extent 
to which sales are reduced which involve defense items whose procure
ment would have resulted in overall cost savings for the U.S. Govern
ment. The extent of cost savings realized in the past has been examined 
in recent studies by the Congressional Budget Office.

Has the executive branch been able to identify particular types of 
weapons  ̂which will not be sold to regimes that do not fully respect 
human rights but which nonetheless have a need for a military supply 
relationship vnth the United States?

Himian rights considerations are taken into account in all decisions 
over weapons transfers. Weapons requests from countries with human 
rights problems are reviewed with particular care, to avoid contribut
ing to human rights violations. The Department is also currently 
reviewing the establishment of an overall policy to restrict police 
equipment and training under commercial contract to governments 
which engage in serious human rights violations.

"What criteria will be used to assess the economic impact of arms 
sales to foreign countries?

When the country is a U.S. economic-aid recipient, proposed foreign 
military sales cases will be examined first against the country’s 
defense profile, that is, its total defense expenditures as a percentage of 
GNP, budget and imports to see if the country is an habitual big 
spender for defense, as compared with resources assigned to economic 
and social growth, and if  there has been a recent trend toward in
creasing defense expenditures. This is the process required by section 
620(s) of the FAA as amended.

Then, to the degree it is possible to do so, the impact of the particu
lar major arms sale which is to be the subject of the section 36(b) 
notification, will be examined against that background of the recip
ient’s defense spending pattern to see if the acquisition will result in 
a substantial increase in the defense budget burden. An attempt will 
be made to take account of indirect as well as direct costs.



BENSON ANSWERS, DECEMBER 8 815

"Will these criteria also he applied to commercial sales?
Yes.

y^hat are the major criteria used to determine if a particular arms 
transfer is stabilizing or destabilizing?

There are, of course, no definitive measures for determining the 
stability of a region, or the probable impact of an arms transfer into 
one of the countries of that region. Nevertheless, several indicators 
are useful for estimating the possible consequences. For example:

—The introduction of advanced weapons that would represent a 
significant improvement in the recipient’s combat capability vis- 
a-vis its neighbors is likely to be destabilizing.

—Transfers which would significantly alter the military balance 
among the countries of a region may run a significant risk of 
being destabilizing.

—^Where there is an actual or clear potential pattern of reactive 
arms purchases in an area, a significant arms transfer is likely to 
trigger other uncertain, and therefore potentially destablizing, 
arms acquisitions by other countries in the region.

—The presence of open conflict within a region is in itself a highly 
unstable condition, and one which generally precludes the pro
vision of any U.S. arms to the participants except in extraor
dinary circumstances, such as where U.S. treaty obligations or 
other important U.S. security interests are directly involved.

—^Transfers that may prejudice the development of arms control 
arrangements hinder the improvement of stability.

—Transfers that increase the confidence of the recipient in its own 
national security without alarming neighboring states tend to be 
stabilizing.

— În particular, transfers that reinforce cease-fire agreements or 
peace settlements are clearly stabilizing.

'What is the dollar volume ceiling against which the new arms 
transfer policy will he judged?

We will provide the Congress with details of the fiscal year 1978 
results and the dollar volume limitation for fiscal year 1978 promptly 
after the computations are completed.

How is the United States defining ^̂ restraim,̂  ̂ which is expected 
from other major arms suppliers?

Kestraint can be defined in terms of reduction of dollar volume, type 
of weapons transferred, limits on significant new systems, restraints 
on the employment of one’s citizens to support such systems, and limits 
on coproduction. However, in its consultations with other principal 
arms suppliers, the United States has not defined the ‘‘restraint” ex
pected of them, focusing instead on the types of restraint which a

277-084—79---- 54
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state might employ. We can expect them to define “restraint” in ac
cordance with their own perceived interests and requirements. Never
theless, we are discussing substantive and procedural restraint possi- 
T)ilities with other governments to identify mutually beneficial and 
acceptable courses of action.

'WTiat are the economic  ̂ political  ̂ social incentives for restraining 
military exports hy France  ̂ Germany  ̂ Great Britai/n  ̂ and U.S.S.R,f

Although only marginally important to the general economies of the 
United Kingdom and France, arms sales serve political interests and 
help maintain specific domestic defense industries in these countries. 
Sales serve the political purposes and hard currency needs of the 
Soviet Union. Arms exports do not play as significant a role in the 
Federal Republic of Germany and constitute a much smaller per
centage of total exports.

The political incentives, shared by virtually all countries, to restrain 
military exports are to minimize conflict, to enhance regional stability, 
to avoid possible confrontations with other suppliers via arms clients, 
and to permit the use of scarce resources for human and economic 
development purposes rather than military ones. However, the 
utility of arms transfers as a foreign policy instrument is political dis
incentive to arms restraint. Societal incentives (moral concerns) for 
restraining military exports are not strong except in the Federal 
Republic of Germany, which does not export to areas of tension and 
which feels politically constrained, for historical reasons, from re- 
assuming a role as armorer to the world. Unfortunately there are 

-strong economic disincentives rather than incentives for restraining 
military exports. Arms sales generate hard currency important in 
balance-of-payments accounts for all suppliers.

What are costs to these nations for pursuing a policy of restraint? 
How do they relatively compare to U.S. costs?

The U.S. Government has not attempted to quantify costs to these 
nations of pursuing a policy of restraint nor how such costs would 
compare to U.S. costs. In general, arms exports are more critical to 
the economic viability of domestic defense industries in other supplier 
states, with the possible exception of the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the Soviet Union, than in the United States. The domestic 
markets for arms are substantially smaller than that of the United 
States in all cases except the Soviet Union. Thus, to these countries, 
the perceived costs of restraint are high both with regard to balance 
of payments and the maintenance of specific industries and jobs.

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  S t a t e  M u N m o N S  C o n t r o l  N e w s l e t t e r ,  N o . 47,
O c t o b e r  1977

Arras transfer policy,— T̂lie following guidance provided to U.S. 
Embassies and military representatives abroad concerning their 
activities in connection with the promotion of arms sales is provided 
for your information:
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A. In his statement on conventional arms transfer policy, the 
President established a set of controls to implement restraiQt on 
arms transfers abroad. This message outlines guidance to assist 
you in carrying out the Presidential directive and is applicable to 
-all U.S. civilian and military personnel under your supervision.

B. Our continuing support for NATO standardization and our 
relationships with Australia, New Zealand, and Japan are basis 
for exclusion of these countries from specific aspects of President’s 
■decision. Nevertheless, considering overall intent of the President’s 
guidelines, posts should observe principles of restraint outlined in 
this message. In specific cases where NATO standardization objec
tives come into conflict with arms transfer policy, post should report 
matter with complete analysis of issue for presentation of issue to 
appropriate policy level for decision. In this regard, changes in the 
International Traffic in Arms Eegulations (ITAR) which went into 
effect September 1 will facilitate control over and screening of sale 
^nd exports of defense articles and services to all countries, including 
those exempted from specific aspects in Presidential directive, to 
ensure consistency with policy.

C. Guidance is also not designed for Warsaw Pact and other 
countries to which the United States does not, as a matter of policy, 
sell or license the export of arms.

D. Use of arms transfers for foreign policy objectives. Bearing in 
mind the President’s injunction that ‘̂ arms transfers are an excep
tional foreign policy implement,” in absence of specific instructions, 
you should not in conversation or correspondence with foreign officials 
mcourage their interest in U.S. defense articles, services, or copro
duction as a means of improving general political relations. Any 
foreign interest in establishing a new or expanded military supply 
relationship with U.S. Government should be reported by Embassy to 
Department. Also, any expression of official or private foreign inter
est in significant combat equipment on the U.S. Munitions List to 
be sold under a contract for $7 million or more (henceforth referred to 
in this message as “significant combat equipment”) , including infor
mal inquiries and requests for planning and budgeting or price and 
availability data, or a letter of offer, should be reported as outlined in 
paras E (3) and (4) below.

E. Discussions of possible arms sales with host government officials.

(1) In order to prevent initiation and maturing of arms sales pro
posals outside of established framework for policy consideration, 
request you ensure that all elements of the mission and official visitors 
understand that they should not convey to host government officials 
information, including planning data, which might elicit or influence 
a foreign request to purchase significant comb̂ at equipment unless 
such an approach has been fully approved by executive branch. U.S. 
personnel should not speculate in contacts with foreign officials about 
a possible U.S. Government decision whether or not to release a par
ticular system. They should not take actions (e.g., encourage visite or
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engage in studies or briefings) which imply that a positive U.S. Gov
ernment decision will be made on a significant combat equipment 
sale without prior Department approval.

(2) U.S. Government financing. In addition to foregoing strictures 
against encouraging arms sales outside established framework for 
policy consideration, which apply equally to both cash purchases and 
arms transfers that might be :^anced with foreign military sales 
(FMS) credits or guaranties, there are special procedures that govern 
discussions that could imply a commitment to provide such financing. 
Any sales cases that would involve funds beyond or in addition to 
those requested in approved budgets must be approved by the Presi
dent before any commitment, formal or informal, is made. Special 
care must be taken in discussions of major sales cases involving 
deliveries and payments over a period of several years and where 
FMS credit financing has been requested in budget for only part of 
the period that host government officials are not led to expect financing 
beyond years covered by approved budgets. In cases where it is judged 
essential to make commitments to finance full purchase cost and 
therefore to make commitments beyond approved budgets, request 
for approval must include all information required to justify seeking 
President’s approval under future commitments procedures.

(3) Routing of FMS purchase requests. Effective immediately, all 
requests originating in country for FMS purchase of items of signifi
cant combat equipment will be transmitted by the Embassy rather 
than by the MAAG or similar U.S. military element. Any requests 
for other items or services also will be transmitted by this means if, 
in your judgment, they would result in FMS sales of $25 million or 
more. The Department will be action addressee with DOD and ACDA 
included as info addressees.

(4) In order to emphasize our new approach and to assure that 
requests have full governmental support within the host country, 
posts will require that requests/communications concerning significant 
combat equipment between host government and mission be handled 
through diplomatic channels or through other appropriate contacts 
with mission, rather than on a military-to-military basis. We recog
nize possibility that peculiar circumstances could warrant exceptions; 
however, essential point is to assure that there is thorough policy 
consideration by U.S. Government and within the host government to 
a request for significant combat equipment at earliest possible stage. 
Your assessment will be important in this process. I f country is 
receiving U.S. economic aid, the assessment should include attention 
to impact that proposed transfer will have on country’s economy.

F. Contacts with commercial firms selling defense articles and 
services. Basic principle should be established by mission that sale of 
items on Munitions List is not to be treated as normal commercial 
business. President’s policy to restrain conventional arms transfer 
will receive greater weight than balance of payments or other economic 
considerations. Following suggestions for possible changes in Embassy
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operations will, of course, be subject to local conditions and do not 
apply to defense firms engaged in nondefense business or to specific 
arms sales that Department has advised post have executive branch 
approval.

(1) Although posts sliould treat representatives of U.S. firms selling 
arms with same courtesies as other U.S. businessmen and may supply 
basic business information and services to them (e.g., access to com
mercial library, names and addresses, information about local customs 
regulations and commercial law, etc.), mission personnel should not 
facilitate sale of significant combat equipment by providing such 
services as advice on tactics for making a sale, assistance in appoint
ments with host government officials, or special support of any kind 
which might imply that U.S. Government endorses a particular sale 
or is likely to provide U.S. Government financing when that fact has 
not been established. I f  posts believe a particular sale justifies excep
tion to this guidance, a ruling from Department should be requested. 
The fact that U.S. Government may have authorized sales promotion 
activity by issuing export license for release of data regarding equip
ment to prospective foreign buyers or otherwise, as is required by 
International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAE), does not imply 
that U.S. Government has interest in particular firm’s making sale.

(2) When dealing with representatives of firms selling arms who 
■desire assistance in their efforts. Embassy economic and commercial 
officers should consult with appropriate politico-military or political 
officers (to be designated by mission) who are familiar with arms trans
fer policy guidance.

(3) State channels should be used to report any foreign interest in 
significant combat equipment with DOD and ACDA as info ad
dressees. Where appropriate imder separate guidelines for reporting to 
Commerce, Commerce should also be information addressee. Similarly, 
host government requests for bids on military construction projects 
(exempt NATO) or for approval of defense firm’s use of Munitions 
List items for participation in trade shows should be referred in first 
instance to State which, in consultation with Commerce, DOD, and 
ACDA, will decide whether publicizing inquiry to U.S. firms by 
Commerce is appropriate.

(4) All Embassy officers who may be approached should be prepared 
to explain President’s policy to defense firm representatives, drawing 
on this and previously supplied guidance.

(5) An amendment to International Traffic in Arms Eegulations 
requiring Department’s approval of sale of significant combat equip
ment promotional activities by private firms was published in Federal 
Register on August 19 and went into effect September 1. Copies of 
regulations provided all posts by Munitions Control Newsletter.

(6) While we recognize that missions have need to maintain normal 
working contracts with representatives of American firms doing busi
ness in their countries, officers involved in contacts with firms selling
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arms should avoid conveying impression that there is endorsement o f 
firm’s sales efforts or any linkage between those efforts and U.S. policy 
except in cases where U.S. Government policy is already known.

G. Foregoing guidance is equally applicable to personnel in U.S. 
dealing with security assistance programs.

H. Department 'mH eventually incorporate this guidance and other 
requirements of law, policy, and standing procedure into separate 
chapter on security assistance in Foreign Affairs Manual.

W il l ia m  B. K oB m soisr , 

Director  ̂ Ojfice of Mvmtiom Control.

United States Note to the United Nations Secretary General: 
Observance of Security Council Resolution 418 on Embargo 
on Arms for South Africa, December 8, 1977 ^

The Kepresentative of the United States of America to the United 
Nations presents his compliments to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations and, with reference to his note of 10 November, con
cerning the observance of Security Council resolution 418 (1977) 
establishing a mandatory arms embargo against South Africa, has the 
honour to inform him that the United States intends to comply fully 
with the resolution in all its parts.^

Since 1963, the United States has maintained a voluntary arms em
bargo on arms sales to South Africa. In compliance with Security 
Council resolution 418 (1977), the terms of this embargo have beeni 
broadened to include spare parts for equipment sold prior to 1963* In  
addition, as Secretary Vance announced on 2 November, the United 
States plans to go beyond the requirements of the Security Council 
resolution by placing an embargo on the sale of all items destined for 
the South African military or police.® To the best of our knowledge^ 
there are no licensing agreements between United States companies and 
South Africa covering United States commodities or teclmical data 
for the manufacture of arms in that country. Naturally, no such 
licenses would be approved in the future should the United Statea 
Government receive an application from a United States firm. As soon 
as they are available, copies of the appropriate United States Govern
ment directives implementing these decisions will be sent to the Secre
tary-General.

The Kepresentative of the United States has the honour to request 
that this note be circulated as a document of the Security Council.

 ̂S/12479, Dec. 8,1977.
®For the res., see o»#e, pp. 685-686. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 681-682.
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North Atlantic Council Communique [Extract], December 9,̂
1977"

Ministers reaffirmed their determination to strive for genuine meas
ures of disarmament and arms control. They noted the increased activ
ity in this field in recent months and the prospects for progress on 
important matters. They affirmed their intention to play a constructive 
role in the fortlicoming United Nations special session on disarmament. 
They expressed the hope that 1978 would see more rapid progress in 
achieving concrete measures in this area.

Ministers of the participating countries reviewed the state of nego
tiations in Vienna on mutual and balanced force reductions (M BFR). 
They expressed once more their conviction that these negotiations 
would achieve their agreed aim of contributing to a more stable rela
tionship and to the strengthening of peace and security in Europe only 
i f  they were to result in eliminating the existing ground force man
power disparity in Central Europe and ensuring undiminished security 
for all allies. These ministers reaffirmed their position that these objec
tives would be itchieved by their proposal to establish, in the area of 
reductions, approximate parity in ground forces in the form of a com
mon collective ceiling for ground force manpower on each side and to 
reduce the disparity in main battle tanks. They called for a positive 
response to the additional offer they made to the Warsaw Pact coun
tries in December 1975. They indicated the importance they attach to 
the inclusion of associated measures in an MBFR agreement. These 
ministers stressed the need for a genuine data discussion as a basis for 
further progress in these negotiations.

Ministers discussed the recent developments in the US-USSE Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Talks and noted with satisfaction the progress 
made. They expressed support for the efforts for the United States to  
conclude a SALT agreement which maintains and enhances strategic 
stability and is responsive to the security interests and concerns of the 
alliance.

 ̂Department of State press release no. 552.
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General Assembly Resolution 32/75: Economic and Social Con
sequences of the Arms Race and Its Extremely Harmful Effects 
on World Peace and Security, December 12, 1977 ^

The General Asserribly^
Having considered the item entitled “Economic and social conse

quences of the armaments race and its extremely harmful effects on 
world peace and security”,

Recalling its resolutions 2667 (XXV ) of 7 December 1970,̂  2831 
(X X V I) of 16 December 1971,3 3075 (X X V III) of 6 December 1973" 
and 3462 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975,®

Deeply concerned that, despite the repeated requests by the Gen
eral Assembly for the implementation of effective measures aimed at 
its cessation, the arms race, particularly of nuclear armaments, has 
continued to increase at an alarming speed, absorbing enormous ma
terial and human resources from the economic and social development 
of all countries and constituting a grave danger for world peace and 
security.

Considering that the ever-spiralling arms race is not compatible with 
the efforts aimed at establishing a new international economic order, 
as defined in the Declaration and the Programme of Action on the Es
tablishment of a New International Economic Order, contained in 
General Assembly resolutions 3201 (S-V I) and 3202 (S-VT) of 1 
May 1974,® in the Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States, 
contained in Assembly resolution 3281 (XXTX) of 12 December 1974,̂  
and in other resolutions of the Assembly, and that these efforts imply 
more than ever the resolute action of all States to achieve the cessa
tion of the arms race and the implementation of effective measures of 
disarmament, particularly in the nuclear field,

Conscious that disarmament is a matter of grave concern to all 
States and that consequently there is a pressing need for all Govern
ments and peoples to be informed about and to understand the situa
tion prevailing in the field of the arms race and disarmament, 

Recalling that the Secretary-General was requested by the General 
Assembly, in resolution 3462 (XXX),® to bring up to date, with the

'A /RES/32/75, Jan. 16, 1978. The res. was sponsored by Benin, Colombia, 
India, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Liberia, Madagascar, Mexico, Nigeria, Peru, 
Rep. of Cameroon, Rwanda, Senegal, Sudan, Sweden, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
and Zaire. Both the F irst Conunittee and the General Assembly adopted it  by 
consensus. In the First Committee, China dissociated itself from the consensus 
(A/C.1/32/PV.30, Nov. 11,1977, pp. 22-26).

* Documents on Disa/rmament, 1970, pp. 691-692.
*IUd., m i,  pp. 899-900.
" lUd., m s ,  pp. 843-844. 

m 5 ,  pp. 762-763.
•General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Special Session, Supplement 'No. 1 

(A/9559), pp. 3-12.
General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. SI 

{A/9631), pp. 50-55.
• Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 762-763.
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assistance of qualified consultant experts appointed by him, the 1971 
report entitled Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race 
a/nd of Military Expenditures^ covering the 'basic topics of that report 
and taking into account any new developments which he would con
sider necessary, and to transmit it to the Assembly in time to permit 
its consideration at the thirty-second session,

1. 'Welcomes with satisfaction the updated report of the Secretary- 
General on the economic and social consequences of the arms race and 
of military expenditures and expresses the hope that it will help 
to focus future disarmament negotiations on nuclear disarmament 
and on the goal of general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control;

2. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the 
consultant experts as well as to the Governments and international or
ganizations that have rendered assistance in the updating of the 
report;

3. Decides to transmit the report to the General Assembly at its spe
cial session devoted to disarmament, to be held in New York between 
23 May and 28 June 1978;

4. Recommends that the conclusions of the updated report on the 
economic and social consequences of the arms race and of military ex
penditures should be takein into account in future disarmament nego
tiations ;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to arrange for the reproduction 
of the report as a United Nations publication and to give it the widest 
possible publicity in as many languages as is considered desirable and 
practicable;

6. Recommends to all Governm^ts the widest possible distribution 
of the report, including its translation into the respective national 
languages;

7. Invites the specialized agencies as well as intergovernmental, na
tional and non-govemmental organizations to use their facilities to 
make the report widely known;

8. Reaffirms its decision to keep the item entitled “Economic and so
cial consequences of the armaments race and its extremely harmful 
effects on world peace and security” under constant review and decides 
to include it in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth session.

»lUd,, m i ,  pp. 644-686. 
Ante, pp. 515-521.
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General Assembly Resolution 32 /76 : Implementation of Gen
eral Assembly Resolution 3473 (XXX) Concerning the Signa
ture and Ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear W eapons in Latin America (Treaty 
of TIatelolco), December 12, 1977^

EecaUinff its resolutions 2286 (X X II) of 5 December 1967,̂  3262 
(X X IX ) of 9 December 1974® and 3473 (X X X ) of 11 December 
1975  ̂concerning the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America (Treaty of TIatelolco) and its Additional Pro
tocol I,

Taking into account that certain territories lying within the zone of 
-application of that Treaty which are not sovereign political entities 
are nevertheless in a position to receive the benefits deriving from the 
Treaty through its Additional Protocol I, to which the States that 
de jure or de facto are internationally responsible for those territories 
may become parties,

Recalling with satisfaction that the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland and the Kingdom of the Netherlands 
became parties to Additional Protocol I in 1969 and 1971, respec
tively,

1. Notes with satisfaction that Additional Protocol I  of the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty 
of TIatelolco) was signed on 26 May 1977 by the President of the 
United States of America and that the Government of that country 
has decided to take the necesary steps for its ratification; ®

 ̂A / R E S / 3 2 J a n .  16, 1978. For text of G.A. Res. 3473 (XXX), see Doc«- 
mients on Disarmament, 1975  ̂pp. 784-785. The treaty and its protocols are printed 
ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.

The res. was introduced by Mexico and cosponsored by 22 Latin American 
states. I t was adopted by 113 votes to 0, with 14 abstentions, as foUows: In  
favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, BoUvia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, 
Canada, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Democratic Yemen, 
Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, 
FRG, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Honduras, Ice
land, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Liberia, 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauri
tania, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nic
aragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and 

Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, 
Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United 
Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Zambia. Against: None. Abstaining: Argentina, Bulgaria, Byelorussian 
SSR, Cuba, France, GDR, Greece, Guyana, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Uganda, 
Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

* Documents on Disarmxim^t, 1967, pp. 620-621.
»Ibi^., 1974, pp. 809-811.
* Ibid,, 1975, pp. 784-785.
* Ante, pp. 338-339.
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:2. Again wges France to sign and ratify Additional Protocol I  of 
lilie Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco) as soon as possible, in order that the peoples of 
the territories in question may receive the benefits which derive from 
the Treaty and which consist mainly in removing the danger of pu- 
•clear attack and sparing the squandering of resources on the produc
tion of nuclear weapons;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session an item entitled “Implementation of General Assembly resolu
tion 32/76 concerning the signature and ratification of Additional 
Protocol I  of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

General Assembly Resolution 3 2 /7 7 : Chemical and Bacterio
logical (Biological) Weapons, December 12, 1977^

The General Assembly^
Rea;ffirming its resolutions 2454 A (X X III) of 20 December 1968,  ̂

2603 B (X X IV ) of 16 December 1969,̂  2662 (XXV) of 7 December
1970,̂  2827 A (X X V I) of 16 December 1971,« 2933 (X X V II) of 29 
November 1972/ 3077 (X X V III) of 6 December 1973,̂  3256 (X X IX ) 
of 9 December 1974,® 3465 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975 ® and 31/65 of 
10 December 1976,̂ ®

Cowoinced that the continuing arms race calls for urgent disarma
ment measures and that the process of international detente is condu
cive to the achievement of progress towards general and complete dis
armament under effective international control,

Bea;ffirmmg the necessity of 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 Bacteri- 
ologicial Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,̂ ^

 ̂A/RES/32/77, Jan. 16,1978. The resolution was introduced in the F irst Com- 
mittee by Canada on Nov. 4,1977. I t  was also sponsored by Afghanistan, Argen
tina, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Czecho
slovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, FRG, GDR, Ghana, Hungary, India, 
Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepa^ 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Poland, Sweden, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, Yugoslavia. Both 
the F irst Committee and the General Assembly adopted it by consensus. In the 
F irst Committee, China dissociated itself from the consensus (A/C.1/32/PV.29. 
Nov. 10,1977, pp. 18-21).

* Doouments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 793-795.
X969, pp. 717-719.

‘ Ibid., m o ,  pp. 683-685.
*IUa., 1971, pp. 890-892.
• /Md., 197i, pp. 840-841.
* m a ., 1973, pp. 847-848.
• i m . ,  1974, pp. 790-792.
*nid.,197S, pp. 767-769.

1976, pp. 908-910.
"  i m . ,  1969, pp. 764-765.
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Convinced that the Convention on the Prohibition of the Develop
ment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction constitutes an important, 
step towards early agreement on the effective prohibition of the devel
opment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on 
their elimination from arsenals of all States,

Recalling in that connexion the undertaking contained in article IX  
of the Convention to continue negotiations in good faith with a view 
to reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition. 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weap-̂  
ons and for their destruction,

Stressing the importance of early agreement on the complete prohi
bition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their destruction, which would contribute to general 
and complete disarmament under effective international control, 

Noting the risk of continued development, production and stock
piling of chemical weapons in the absence of such agreement.

Having considered the report of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament,^^

Noting that drafts of a convention on the prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their 
destruction,^  ̂as well as other working documents, proposals and sug
gestions, have been submitted to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament and constitute valuable contributions to reaching ap
propriate agreement,

TaJdng into account the comments made on this item and relevant 
docimients submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-second 
session.

Stressing the need for early submission of the joint initiative of the 
TJiiion of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in order to assist 
it in achieving early agreement on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their 
destruction.

Noting that sustained and intensive efforts in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament have led to increased understanding in 
identifying practical approaches towards the prohibition of the devel
opment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and 
towards their destruction,

Recognimng the importance of developing methods for providing 
adequate assurance of compliance with effective measures for the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons, including methods of verifying the destruction of stockpiles 
of such weapons,

1972, pp. 133-138.
General Assembly Offi>dal Records: Thirty-second Session, Supplement No, 27 

(A/32/27).
Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124; ibid,, 197i, pp. 99-106; ibid., 

1975, p. 100; ibid,, 1976, pp. 520-525.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 32/77, DECEMBER 12 827

Having in mind that agreement on the complete prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and 
on their destruction should not impede the utilization of science and 
technology for the economic development of States,

Desiring to contribute to an early and successful conclusion of the 
negotiations on effective and strict measures for the complete pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chem
ical weapons and for their destruction,

1. Urges all States to reach early agreement on the effective prohi
bition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their destruction;

2. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
continue negotiations and, as a matter of high priority, to undertake 
the elaboration of an agreement on effective measures for the prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and for their destruction, taking into account all existing 
proposals and future initiatives submitted for its consideration;

3. Incites all States that have not yet done so to accede to the Con
vention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stock
piling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on 
Their Destruction, as well as to accede to or ratify the Protocol for 
the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at 
Geneva on 17 June 1925, and calls again for strict observance by all 
States of the principles and objectives of those instruments;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament all documents of the thirty-second 
session of the General Assembly relating to chemical weapons and to 
chemical means of warfare;

5. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
report on the results of its negotiations to the General Assembly at 
its special session devoted to disarmament, to be held in May and June 
1978, and at its thirty-third session.

General Assembly Resolution 32 /78 : Urgent Need for Cessation 
of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests and Conclusion of a  
Treaty Designed to Achieve a  Comprehensive Test Ban; Con
clusion of a  Treaty on the Complete and General Prohibition 
of Nuclear-Weapon Tests, December 12, 1977^

The General Asserribly^
Reafpjrming its conviction that the cessation of nuclear-weapon test

ing by all States would be in the supreme interest of mankind, both as

 ̂A/RES/32/78, Jan. 16, 1978. This res. is an apaalgam of two separate drafts 
introduced in the First Committee tinder two different agenda items (see ante, 
pp. 718-720). After protracted negotiations the two sets of sponsors withdrew

(C o n tin u e d )
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a major step towards controlling the development and proliferation: 
of nuclear weapons and to relieve the deep apprehension concerning: 
the harmful consequences of radioactive contamination for the health. 
of present and future generations,

Recalling the determination of the parties to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water 2 and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Wea
pons ® expressed in those treaties to continue negotiations to achieve 
the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all 
time,

Recalling its previous resolutions on the subject,
Taking note of that part of the report of the Conference of th^ 

Committee on Disarmament relating to the question of a comprehen
sive teSt-ban treaty,^

1. Reiterates its grave concern that in spite of the repeated resolu
tions of the General Assembly related to nuclear-weapon testing in 
all environments, adopted by veiy large majorities, such testing has 
continued unabated during the past year;

2. Notes with satisfaction that negotiations have begun among threê  
nuclear-weapon States with a view to the drafting of an agreement on 
the subject of the present resolution;

3. Declares that the conclusion of such an agreement and its opening  ̂
for signature would be the best possible augury for the success of the 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, to be' 
held in May and June 1978;

4. Urges the three nuclear-weapon States to expedite their negotia
tions with a view to bringing them to a positive conclusion as soon as

(C o n tin u e d )

their respective draft res. and submitted a joint draft res. tinder both agenda 
items. Oral amendments were proposed by Nigeria (A/0.1/32/PV.38, pp. 82-85), 
but were not pressed to a vote. The General Assembly adopted the joint draft 
res. by 126 votes to 2, with 1 abstention, as follows: In  favor: Afghanistan, 
Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, BoUvia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, 
Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican 
Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gabon, Gam
bia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, MaU, Malta, Mexico, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Para
guay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome- 
and Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suri
nam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, 
United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. Agaim^st: Albania,- 
China. Ahataining: France.

* Documents on Disarmament, IdSS, pp. 291-293.
* IHd,, 1968, pp. 461-465.

J  General Assembly OMdal Records: TUrtv-second Session, Supplement Ko. 
27 (A/32/27), voL I, pp. 1^-30.
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possible and to use their best endeavours to transmit the results for full 
consideration by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
by the beginning of its spring session in 1978;

5. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to> 
take up the agreed text resulting from the negotiations referred to in 
paragraph 4 above with the utmost urgency, with a view to the sub
mission of a draft treaty to the General Assembly at its special session 
devoted to disarmament;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its tliirty-third 
session an item relating to the implementation of the present 
resolution.

General Assembly Resolution 32 /79 : Implementation of Gen
eral Assembly Resolution 3 1 /6 7  Concerning the Signature 
and Ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
TIatelolco), December 12, 1977^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 1911 (X V III) of 27 November 1963,2 2286 

(X X II) of 5 December 1967,«2456 B (X X III) of 20 December 1968,̂

 ̂A/RES/32/79, Jan. 17, 1978. Tihe trea ty  and Its protocols are printed in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83. The resolution was sponsored by 
the Bahamas, Barbados, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Rep., 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Surinam, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, and Vene
zuela. I t was introduced in the F irst Committee by Mexico and adopted by the 
G.A. by 118 votes to 0, with 13 abstentions, as follows: In  favor: Afghanistan, 
Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barba
dos, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, 
Canada, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Demo
cratic Yemeni Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea- 
Bissau, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Demo
cratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg,. 
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique 
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal 
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singa
pore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep 
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., United Arab Emi' 
rates. United Rep. of Cameroon, United R ^ . of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay 
U.S., Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. Against: None. Alstaininar  
Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Guyana Hun
gary, Mongolia, Poland, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR. ’

Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 628-629
• IMd., 1967, pp. 620-621.
 ̂lUd., 1968, p, 799.
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2666 (X XV ) of 7 December 1970,® 2830 (X X V I) of 16 December
1971,« 2935 (X X V II) of 29 November 1972," 3079 (X X V III) of 6 
December 1973,® 3258 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,® 3467 (X X X ) 
of 11 December 1975 and 31/67 of 10 December 1976,̂  ̂nine of which 
contain appeals to the nuclear-weapon States regarding the signature 
and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohi
bition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), 

Reiterating its firm conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness 
of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co-opera
tion of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and that such co-opera
tion should take the form of commitments likewise undertaken in a 
formal international instrument which is legally binding, such as a 
treaty, convention or protocol.

Recalling with particular satisfaction that the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America, 
France and the People’s Eepublic of China are already parties to Ad
ditional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),

Noting that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has submitted 
to the General Assembly at its thirty-second session a draft resolution, 
in which it is “solemnly urged” that:

All non-nuclear-weapon States should establish nuclear-weapon- 
free zones, which may cover entire continents or large geographical 
areas, as well as groups of States or individual States, and nuclear 
States should respect the status of such nuclear-free zones

1. Again urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to sign and 
ratify Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) ;

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session an item entitled “Implementation of General Assembly reso
lution 32/79 concerning the signature and ratification of Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

m o ,  pp. 689-691.
® J&ifZ., m u  pp. 898-899. 

m 2 ,  pp. 847-848. 
m s ,  pp. 852-853. 
m ^ ,  pp. 793-795. 
m 5 ,  pp. 773-774.
me, pp. 912-913.

“  A/C.1/32/L.2, par. 6 (Soviet draft res. on prevention of the danger of nuclear 
war, under agenda item 127).
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General Assembly Resolution 32/80: EflfecHve Measures To Im
plement the Purposes and Objectives of the Disarmament 
Decade, December 12, 1977^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (X X IV ) of 16 December 1969, in 

which it declared the decade of the 1970s the Disarmament Decade 
and envisaged a link between the Disarmament Decade and the Second 
United Nations Development Decade,^

Also recalling its resolution 31/68 of 10 December 1976, in which it 
reaffirmed the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament Decade,® 
and its resolution 31/189 B of 21 December 1976, in which it decided 
to convene a special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament,^

Deploring that these purposes and objectives have not been fulfilled 
in terms of effective disarmament agreements and that the arms race, 
especially the nuclear arms race, continues unabated,

Deeply concerned at the continued wastage of resources on arma
ments and the consequent detrimental effect on international security 
and the achievement of the objectives of the new international eco
nomic order,

Reaffirming the incompatibility between the unbridled arms race 
and the will of the international community, proclaimed and repeat
edly reaffirmed, to promote healthy economic co-operation among all 
States,®

 ̂A/RES/32/80, Jan. 17, 1978. This res. was introduced in the F irst dom- 
mittee by Nigeria on behalf of itself, India, Romania, and Yugoslavia; subse
quently, it was sponsored also by Bangladesh, Finland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Morocco, Sweden, and Trinidad and Tobago. The F irst Committee adopted amend
ments submitted by Niger (see below, n. 5) and adopted the draft res., as 
amended, by an unrecorded vote of 121-0. The General Assembly adopted the 
amended draft res. by 131 votes to 0. China and Albania did not participate in 
the voting.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1969, pp. 713-715. 
m e ,  pp. 913-915. 
pp. 945-950.

® This par. and the two following, as well as oper. par. 5 below, were submitted 
as amendments by Niger (A/C.1/32/L.22). The F irst Committee adopted them 
by 96 votes to 0, with 22 abstentions, as foUows:

In  favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian 
SSR, Canada, Central African Empire, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, France, FRG, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Haiti, Hungary, 
Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lao People’s 
Democratic Rep., Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg,'Madagascar, 
Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, 
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, 
Rwanda, Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Suriaam, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Rep., 
Thailand, Turkey, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of 
Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Viet 
Nam, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia.

Against: None.
Abstaining: Argentina, Barbados, Botswana, Finland, Guyana, India, Iraq, 

Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Malaysia, Nigeria, Romania, Sierra Leone, 
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Tunisia, Uganda. Venezuela, Yugoslavia- 

277-084—79----- 55
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Convinced that the peaceful use of the human and material re
sources allocated every year to the manufacture of armaments of all 
kinds will have very positive effects for the future of mankind,

Believing that the aid made available to developing countries, in all 
its forms, will serve its purpose only in a healthy, peaceful atmosphere 
characterized by mutual respect,

A-ffirming the urgent need for the promotion of negotiations on 
effective measures for the cessation of the arms race, especially in the 
nuclear field, for the reduction of military expenditures and for gen
eral and complete disarmament.

Having considered the report of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament,®

1. Takes note of the decision of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament to set up an ad hoc working group to elaborate a com- 
I^rehensive programme for disarmament;

2 . Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
continue its work on this subject and to submit a progress report to 
the General Assembly at its special session devoted to disarmament, 
to be held in May and June 1978;

3. Requests the Secretary-Greneral to transmit to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament all documents relating to the con
sideration of this item by the General Assembly at its thirty-second 
session;

4. Calls upon Member States and the Secretary-General to intensify 
their efforts in support of the link between disarmament and develop
ment, envisaged in General Assembly resolution 2602 E (X XIV) on 
the Disarmament Decade, so as to promote disarmament negotiations 
and to ensure that the human and material resources freed by disarma
ment are used to promote economic and social development, particu
larly in the developing countries;

5. Urges that the unparalleled technical possibilities now available 
to mankind should be exploited for the purposes of combating poverty, 
ignorance, disease and hunger throughout the world; ^

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session the item entitled “Effective measures to implement the pur
poses and objectives of the Disarmament Decade”.

•(General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-second Session, Supplement No. 
27 (A/32/27), vols. I and II.

’ See n. 5, above.
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General Assembly Resolution 32/81: Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa, December 12, 
1977"

The General Asseinbly^
Recalling its resolution 31/70 of 10 December 1976,̂  in which it 

reiterated its conviction that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-f ree 
zones could make a great contribution to the security of States in such 
zones and to the prevention of proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

Bearing in mind the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa  ̂
adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the 
Organization of African Unity at its first ordinary session, held at 
Cairo from 17 to 21 July 1964,

Recalling its resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 24 November 1961,̂  2033 
(X X ) of 3 December 1965,̂  3261 E (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,® 
3471 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975  ̂ and 31/69 of 10 December 1976,® 
in which it called upon all States to consider and respect the continent 
of Africa, including the continental African States, Madagascar and 
other islands surrounding Africa, as a nuclear-weapon-free zone,

AUo recalling that, in its resolution 31/69, it drew attention to the 
development of the nuclear-weapon potential of South Africa,

Taking note of Security Council resolution 418 (1977) of 4 Novem
ber 1977,"

Gravely concerned that South Africa may detonate a nuclear explo
sion and acquire a nuclear-weapon capability.

 ̂A/RES/32/81, Jan. 11, 1978. The resolution was introduced by Nigeria on 
November 9 on behalf of itself and 23 African states. Subsequently it was revised 
and gained 16 additional African sponsors. The revised version was adopted by 
the G.A. by 131 votes to none: In favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Austria, 
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, 
Botswana, Brazil. Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cape 
Verde, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czecho
slovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, 
Greece, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, 
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauri
tania. Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco. Mozambique, Nepal. Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Peru, PhiUppines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and 
Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, 
United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., 
USSR, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. Against: None.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 917-918.
* lUd., 1964, pp. 294-295.
* IMd., 1961, pp. 647-(>48.
® Ihid., 1965, pp. 624-626.
* Il)id., 1971 pp. 807-808,
" TMd., 197^. pp. 778-779.
® imd., 1976. pp. 915-916.
* Ante, pp. 685-686.
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Convinced that such a development would constitute a grave danger 
to international peace and security and would frustrate efforts to es
tablish Africa as a nuclear-weapon-free zone,

Reaftrming that the implementation of the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa would contribute to the security of all 
African States and to the maintenance of international peace and 
security,

1. Strongly reiterates its call upon all States to consider and respect 
the continent of Africa, including the continental African States, Mad
agascar and other islands surrounding Africa, as a nuclear-weapon- 
treezone;

2 . Gondenms any attempt by South Africa to introduce nuclear 
“weapons into the continent of Africa;

3. Demands that South Africa refrain forthwith from conducting 
any nuclear explosion on the continent of Africa or elsewhere;

4 . Urgently requests the Security Coimcil to take appropriate effec
tive steps to prevent South Africa from developing and acquiring 
nuclear weapons, thereby endangering international peace and 
security;

5. Appeals to all States to refrain from such co-operation with 
South Africa in the nuclear field as will enable the racist regime to 
acquire nuclear weapons, and to dissuade corporations, institutions 
and individuals within their jurisdiction from any such co-operation;

6. Reguests the Secretary-General to render all necessary assistance 
to the Organization of African Unity towards the realization of its 
solemn Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session the item entitled “Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa”.

General Assembly Resolution 32/82: Establishment of a Nu- 
clear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Region of the Middle East, 
December 12, 1977^

The General Asserribly^
Recalling its resolution 3263 (X X IX ) of & December 1974, in which

 ̂A/RES/32/82, Jan. 17, 1978. Introduced by Iran in the F irst Committee, 
this res. was also sponsored by Bahrain, Egypt, Kuwait, Qatar, and Yemen. I t 
was adopted by the G.A. by 131 votes to none with 1 abstention, as foUows: In  
favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bul
garia, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, 
Finland, France, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea- 
Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Rep., I/ebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
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it overwhelmingly commended the idea of the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,̂  

Recalling also its resolution 3474 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, in 
which it recognized that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-fre© 
zone in the Middle East enjoys wide support in the region,̂

F urther recalling  its resolution 31/71 of 10 December 1976, in which 
it expressed the conviction that progress towards the establishment 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East would greatly en
hance the cause of peace both in the region and in the world,^

M indful of the growing international desire for establishing a just 
and lasting peace in the region of the Middle East,

Conscious of the global apprehension over possible proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, in particular in the sensitive region of the Middle 
East,

F ully conmnced that the possible development of nuclear capability 
would further complicate the situation and immensely damage the 
efforts to create an atmosphere of confidence in the Middle East, 

R eiterating anew the particular nature of the problems involved and 
the complexities inherent in the situation in the Middle East, and the 
urgency of keeping the region free from involvement in a ruinous 
nuclear-arms race,

Recognizing^ as a consequence, the need to create momentum towards 
the goal of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East,

1. Urges anew all parties directly concerned to adhere to the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ® as a means of promot
ing this objective,

2. R eiterates its recommendation that the Member States referred 
to in paragraph 1 above, pending the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone under an effective system of safeguards, should: •

Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, 
Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Tur
key, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Came
roon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, 
Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. Against: None. Abstaining: Israel.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 7 PP* 811-813.
•^lUd.y iP75,pp. 786-788.
^lUd.y 1916, pp. 91S-920.

1968, pp. 461-465.
®At the request of Argentina, Brazil, and India, separate votes were taken 

in the F irst Committee on oper. pars. 1 and 2(c), Oper. par. 1 was adopted by 
98 votes to 0, with 14 abstentions, as follows:

In  favor: Afghanistan, AustraUa, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Belgium, BoUvia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, 
Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chad, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, El Sal
vador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, 
Malaysia, Maldives, MaU, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,

(Continued)
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(a) Proclaim solemnly and immediately their intention to refrain, 
on a reciprocal basis, from producing, acquiring or in any other way 
possessing nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices and from 
permitting the stationing of nuclear weapons in their territory or the 
territory under their control by any third party;

(&) Eefrain, on a reciprocal basis, from any other action that 
would facilitate the acquisition, testing or use of such weapons, or 
would be in any other way detrimental to the objective of the estab
lishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region under an effective 
system of safeguards;

(c) Agree to place all their nuclear activities under the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency safeguards; '

3. Reajflrms its recommendation to the nuclear-weapon States to 
refrain from any action contrary to the purpose of the present resolu
tion and the objective of establishing, in the region of the Middle East, 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone under an effective system of safeguards 
and to extend their co-operation to the States of the region in their 
efforts to promote this objective;

4. Renews its invitation to the Secretary-General to continue to 
explore the possibilities of making progress towards the establishment 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session the item entitled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the region of the Middle East”.

(Continued)
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sene
gal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, 
Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, 
U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Against: None.
Abstaining: Algeria, Argentina, Bhutan, Brazil, Burma, Cuba, France, Guyana, 

India, Israel, Portugal, Spain, Uganda, United Rep. of Tanzania.
Oper. par. 2(c) was adopted by 103 votes to 0, with 12 abstentions, as follows:
In favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Ban

gladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorus
sian SSR, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chad, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, GDR, Ghana, 
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, 
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lesotho, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauri
tius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, 
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United 
Rep. of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia.

Against: None.
Abstaining: Argentina, Bhutan, Brazil, Burma, Cuba, France, Guyana, India, 

Israel, Spain, Uganda, United Rep. of Tanzania.
'^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 21-34; Hid.. 1965, pp. 446-460: ibid.,

1971, pp. 218-244.
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General Assembly Resolution 32/83: Establishment of a Nu
clear-Weapon-Free Zone in South Asia, December 12, 1977 ^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 3265 B (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,̂  3476 

B (X X X ) of 11 December 1975 ® and 31/73 of 10 December 1976 ̂  con
cerning the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, 

R eiterating  its conviction that the establishment of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in various regions of the world is one of the measures which 
can contribute most effectively to the objectives of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and general and complete disarmament,

B elieving  that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
South Asia, as in other regions, will strengthen the security of the 
States of the region against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. 

N oting  the recent declarations issued at the highest level by Govern
ments of South Asian States reaffirming their undertaking not to ac
quire or manufacture nuclear weapons and to devote their nuclear pro
grammes exclusively to the economic and social advancement of their 
peoples,

R ecalling that in the above-mentioned resolutions the General As
sembly called upon the States of the South Asian region and such 
other neighbouring non-nuclear-weapon States as might be interested 
to make all possible efforts to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
South Asia and to refrain, in the meantime, from any action contrary 
to this objective,

F urther recalling that, in its resolutions 3265 B (X X IX ) and 31/73, 
it requested the Secretary-General to convene a meeting for the purpose 
of the consultations mentioned therein and to render such assistance as

 ̂A/RES/32/83, Jan. 18, 1978. This res., which was introduced by Pakistan, is 
the first res. on the subject to be supported by the United States (see pp. 
785-786, 787-789). I t  was adopted by 105 votes to 0, with 28 abstentions, as fol
lows : In favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, 
Belgium, Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burundi, Canada, Cai)e Verde, Central 
African Empire, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Democratic Yemen, 
Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, 
Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iceland, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, 
Kuwait, Lebanon^ Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, 
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Mo
zambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guina, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, 
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, 
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Rfep., Thailand, Togo, Trini
dad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., United Arab Emirates, United 
Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., Vene
zuela, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia. Against: None. Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, 
Austria, Bhutan, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, GDR, Greece, Hungary, India, Indonesia, 
Israel, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Mongolia, Norway, Poland, Singapore, 
Sweden, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Yugoslavia.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1974, pp. 817-819.
" lUd., 1975, pp. 790-791.
* Ihid,, m e ,  pp. 930-932.
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might be required to promote the efforts for the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia,

1. Rea-ffiTms its endorsement, in principle, of the concept of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South A sia;

2. Urges once again  the States of South Asia and such other neigh
bouring non-nuclear-weapon States as may be interested to continue 
to make all possible efforts to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
South Asia and to refrain, in the meantime, from any action contrary 
to this objective;

3. Galls upon those nuclear-weapon States which have not done so to 
respond positively to this proposal and to extend the necessary co
operation in the efforts to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
South A sia;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to render such assistance as may 
be required to promote the efforts for the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South Asia and to report on the subject to the 
General Assembly at its special session devoted to disarmament, to be 
held in May and June 1978, and at its thirty-third regular session;

5. Decides to consider this item at its special session devoted to dis
armament and at its thirty-third regular session.

General Assembly Resolution 32/84: Prohibifion of the Devel
opment and Manufacture of New Types of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction and New Systems of Such Weapons, Decem
ber 12, 1977"

A »

The General Asserrbbly^

'A /RES/32/84, Jan. 17, 1978.
* Pt. A was introduced in the F irst Committee by the GDR and sponsored also 

by Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, MongoUa, and the USSR. I t was 
adopted by the G.A. by a vote of 110 to 1, with 25 abstentions: In  favor: Afghani
stan, Algeria, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhu
tan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, 
Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, 
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Guate
mala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indo
nesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, 
Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, 
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Syrian 
Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian 
SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, 
Upper Volta, Uruguay, USSR, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, 
Zambia. Against: Albania. Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Den
mark, France, FRG, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan,
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Recalling its resolutions 3479 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975 * and 
31/74 of 10 December 1976,̂  in which it requested the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament to work out an agreement on the pro
hibition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons,

Recognizing that modern science and technology have reached a 
level where a serious danger arises of the development of new, still 
more destructive types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems 
of such weapons.

Conscious that the development and manufacture of such weapons 
are fraught with the most serious consequences for the peace and se
curity of nations,

Convinced of the importance of concluding an agreement or agree
ments to prevent the use of scientific and technological progress for the 
development of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new 
systems of such weapons,

N oting  the negotiations now under way between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United Stat^ of America on the question 
of the prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction and in this context on the prohibition of radiological 
weapons,

Taking note of the discussion at the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament of the question of the prohibition of the development 
and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new 
systems of such weapons,

Taking into ojccount the report of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament with regard to this question,®

1. Reguests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
continue negotiations, with the assistance of qualified governmental 
experts, aimed at working out the text of an agreement on the prohibi
tion of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of 
mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, and, when neces
sary, specific agreements on this subject;

2. Reguests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
submit a report on the results achieved to the General Assembly for 
consideration at its thirty-third session;

3. Urges all States to refrain from any action which would impede 
international talks aimed at working out an agreement or agreements 
to prevent the use of scientific and technological progress for the de
velopment of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new sys
tems of such weapons;

Luxembourg, Mauritania, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, 
Sweden, Turkey, U.K., U.S.

After the voting in the F irst Committee, China stated that it had not partici
pated in the vote on either pt. A or pt. B (A/C.1/32/PV.33, p. 26). For an ex
planation of the U.S. vote, see ante, pp. 726-727.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1975, pp. 798-803.
*m a,, 1976, pp. 932-983.
® General Assembly Offi^cial Records: THrty-second Session, Supplement No, 27 

(A/32/27), vol. I, pp. 62-69.
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4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament all documents relating to the discus
sion of this item by the General Assembly at its thirty-second session ;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session the item entitled “Prohibition of the development and manu
facture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems 
of such weapons: report of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament*’.

The General Assembly^
Guided by the interests of strengthening international peace and 

security and desiring to promote confidence among nations and the 
further improvement of the international situation,

R estating  its conviction that scientific discovery should be used for 
the benefit of mankind,

Recognising that new weapons might be evolved on the basis of 
^scientific principles other than those used in the weapons named in 
the 1948 definition of weapons of mass destruction/

Bearing in m ind  that recent years have seen the conclusion of a 
number of important agreements on the limitation of the arms race 
and disarmament, including some relating to the prohibition and lim
itation of identified weapons of mass destruction, and that negotiations 
for further agreements are continuing.

N oting  the discussion at the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament on the question of the prohibition of the development of 
new weapons of mass destruction,

1. Urges States to refrain from developing new weapons of mass 
destruction based on new scientific principles;

2. Ccdls upon States to apply scientific discovery for the benefit of 
mankind;

®Pt. B was introduced by tlie U.K. and also sponsored by Belgium, Canada, 
Denmark, FRG, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, and Sweden. 
The G. A. adopted it by a vote of 102 to 1, with 28 abstentions:

In favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Bahamas, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Burma, Canada, Cape Verde, Central 
African Empire, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Democratic 
Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji. Fin
land, France, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 
Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philip
pines, Portugal, Qatar. Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab 
Rep., Thailand, Togo, Turkey, U.K.. United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of 
Cameroon, Uruguay, U.S., Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. Against: 
Albania. Abstaining: Austria, Barbados, Benin, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, 
Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, GDR, Ghana, Guyana, Hungary, 
Jamaica, Kenya, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Nigeria, Poland, Sierra Leone, 
Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, USSR.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
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3. Reaffirms the definition of weapons of mass destruction contained 
in the resolution of the Commission for Conventional Armaments of 
12 August 1948, which defined weapons of mass destruction as atomic 
explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, lethal chemical and 
biological weapons and any weapons developed in the future which 
might have characteristics comparable in destructive effect to those 
of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned above;

4. 'Welcomes the active continuation of negotiations relating to the 
prohibition and limitation of identified weapons of mass destruction;

5. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, while 
taking into account its existing priorities, to keep under review the 
question of the development of new weapons of mass destruction 
based on new scientific principles and to consider the desirability of 
formulating agreements on the prohibition of any specific new weap
ons which may be identified;

6. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
report on its review to the General Assembly at its thirty-third session.

General Assembly Resolution 32/85: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, December 12, 1977"

The General Assembly^
Recalling that, in its resolution 31/87 of 14 December 1976,̂  it 

requested the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of an 
intergovernmental group of budgetary experts appointed by him, a 
report containing an analysis of the comments provided by States in

 ̂A/RES/32/85, Jan. 19, 1978. The resolution was submitted by Mexico and 
Sweden {ante, pp. 716-717). Preambular par. 3, oper. par. 2, andi the last phrase in 
oper. par. 3 were added to the Mexican-Swedish draft resolution when the First 
Committee voted in favor of amendments proposed by the U.S., FRG, Netherlands, 
and the U.K. (see ante, p. 736 and n, 5, below). The resolution, as amended, was 
adopted by the G.A. by 120 votes to 2, with 13 abstentions, as follows: In  
■favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, 
Burma, Burundi, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chad, Chile, 
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican 
Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, 
Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, 
Mali, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, 
Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, 
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., United Arab Emirates, 
U n it^  Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., 
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. Against: Albania, China. Abstain
ing: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, 
Mauritania, Mongolia, Poland, Swaziland, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1976, pp. 937-939.
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the light of the suggestions set forth in the 1976 report of the Group 
of Experts on the Eeduction of Military Budgets,^

N oting w ith  appreciation  the report of the Secretary-General sub
mitted to the General Assembly in response to the aforementioned 
Tesolution,^

Recognizing the value of the availability of a satisfactory instru
ment for standardized reporting on the military expenditures of Mem
ber States, particularly of the States permanent members of the 
Security Council, as well as any other State with comparable military 
expenditures,®

Recognizing that the work set in motion by the General Assembly 
on the reduction of military budgets has reached a decisive stage and 
that successive reports of groups of experts have moved the whole 
exercise to a position where practical steps for testing and refining the 
proposed reporting instrument could now be taken,

N oting  that the special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament, to be held in May and June 1978, will provide an 
opportunity to consider the disarmament problem in a broad 
j)erspective,

N oting further that at the special session several matters related 
to the reduction of military expenditures will be considered, 

Reaffirming its conviction that part of the resources thus released 
should be utilized for social and economic development, particularly 
that of the developing countries,

Reaffirrmng also its conviction of the urgent necessity that the States 
permanent members of the Security Council, as well as any other State 
with comparable military expenditures, carry out reductions in their 
military budgets.

Conscious that, without an accompanying process of co-operation 
among such States, it will not be possible to accomplish the ultimate 
objectives.

pp. 687-696.
^Ante, pp. 567-572.
®This par. was introduced by the U.S., along with oper. par. 1 and the last 

phrase in oper. par. 2, as an amendment to the Mexican-Swedish draft resolu
tion {ante, pp. 780-782). I t  was adopted by the F irst Committee by 103 votes to 1, 
with 17 abstentions, as follows: In  favor: Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, 
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Botswana, 
Brazil, Burma, Burundi. Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chad, 
Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 
Guyana, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, 
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, 
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, 
Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, 
Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United 
Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Zambia. Against: China. AT)staining: Algeria, Bulgaria, Byelorussian 
8 SR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, GDR, Hungary, Ireland, 
Mauritania, Mongolia, Oman, Pakistan, Poland, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.
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1. Expresses its  apfreciation  to tlie Secretary-General and to the 
Group of Budgetary Experts which assipted in the preparation of the 
report;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to ascertain those States which 
would be prepared to participate in a pilot test of the reporting instru
ment and to report thereon to the General Assembly at its special 
session devoted to disarmament; ®

3. Bequests the Secretary-General to prepare a background report 
for the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarma
ment and transmit it to all Member States not later than 1 April 1978, 
compiling the proposals and recommendations put forward by the 
groups of experts appointed by the Secretary-General and under 
Assembly resolutions 3463 (X X X ) ̂  and 31/87, and containing 
information concerning the progress made in carrying out the task 
referred to in paragraph 2 above;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session the item entitled “Reduction of military budgets”.

General Assembly Resolution 32/86: Implementation of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, Decem
ber 12, 1977"

The General Assembly^
Recalling  the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace,

® Oper. par. 1 and the last phrase of 2 par. 2 were introduced by the United 
States as amendments and adopted by the First Committee by a vote of 40 to 4, 
with 76 abstentions, as foUows: In favor: Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Burundi, Canada, Chad, Costa Rica, Denmark, 
France, FRG, Ghana, Greece, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Kenya, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Philippines, Portugal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Surinam, Thailand, Tur
key, U.K., U.S. Against: China, Mexico, Peru, Swedien, AJ)staining: Afghanistan, 
Algeria, Argentina, Bhutan, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian 
SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, Finland, GDR, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, India, 
Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kuwait, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mada
gascar, Malaysia, Maldives, MaU, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mongolia, Nepal, Niger, 
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Poland, Qatar, 
Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Rep., 
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab 
Emirates. United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uru
guay, USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

"̂ Documents on Bisa/rmdment, 1915y pp. 764r-766.
 ̂A/RES/32/86, Jan. 18, 1976. TOe res. was contained in the Report of the 

Ad 5 ’oc Committee bn the Indian Ocean (General Assembly Records:
Thirty-second Session, Supp, No. 29 [A/32/29J, pp. 11-12), which was introduced 
in the F irst Committee by Sri Lanka on Nov. 17. I t  was adopted without change 
by the G.A. by 123 votes to 0, with 13 absteiitioiis, as follows: In  favor: Afghani
stan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chad, Chile, China,' 
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen,

(Cpntinued)
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contained in its resolution 2832 (X X V I) of 16 December 1971,̂  and 
recalling also its resolutions 2992 (X X ^ I )  of 15 December 1972,® 
3080 (X X V III) of 6 December 1973," 3259 A (XXIX) of 9 December 
1974,® 3468 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975 ® and 31/88 of 14 December 
1976,̂

Rea-fflrming its conviction that concrete action in furtherance of the 
objectives of the Declaration would be a substantial contribution to 
the strengthening of international peace and security,

Encouraged by the support extended to the concept of zones of peace 
by non-aligned countries at the Fifth Conference of Heads of State 
or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Colombo from 16 
to 19 August 1976,®

Recalling  its resolution 3259 A (X X IX ), in which it requested the 
littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean to enter, as soon 
as possible, into consultations with a view to convening a conference 
on the Indian Ocean,

Considering that the continued military presence of the great 
Powers in the Indian Ocean, conceived in the context of great Power 
rivalry, with the danger of a competitive escalation of such a military 
presence, makes the achievement of the objectives of the Declaration 
an even more imperative necessity.

Considering also that the creation of a zone of peace in the Indian 
Ocean requires co-operation among the regional States to ensure condi
tions of peace and security within the region, as envisaged in the Decla
ration, and the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the littoral and 
hinterland States,

N oting  that talks between the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics 
and the United States of America regarding their military presence in 
the Indian Ocean have been initiated and that the two countries have 
established contacts with the A d  Hog Committee on the Indian Ocean 
through its Chairman,

< Continued)
Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, 
Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, 
Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, 
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Para
guay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome 
and Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, 
United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, USSR, 
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. Against: None. 
AbstiUninff: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, FRG, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, U.K., U.S.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1911, pp. 901-903.
1972, pp. 861-862.

* lUd., 1973, pp. S54-855.
pp. 795-797.

® IMd,, 1975, pp. 774-776.
'^IUa.,1976, pp. 939-940.
®/6i(f.,pp. 561-566.
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E xpressing the hope that those talks between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Eepublics and the United States of America will contribute 
to the attainment of the objectives of the Declaration and lead to prac
tical and effective co-operation on their part with the A d  R oc  Commit
tee and the littoral and hinterland States,

N oting  the reactions of certain great Powers and other major mari
time users of the Indian Ocean to the invitation extended to them by the 
A d  H og Committee, in pursuance of paragraphs 2 and 3 of resolution 
31/88 by which the General Assembly requested the Committee and the 
littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean to continue their 
consultations with a view to formulating a programme of action lead
ing to the convening of a conference on the Indian Ocean,

1. Reneios its invitation to the great Powers and other major mari
time users of the Indian Ocean that have not so far seen their way to 
co-operating effectively with the A d  H oc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean and the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean to 
enter with the least possible delay into consultations with the littoral 
and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean in pursuance of paragraphs
3 and 4 of General Assembly resolution 3468 (X X X );

2*. Takes note of the report of the A d  Hoc Committee and in par
ticular the stage reached in the Committee’s deliberations in regard to 
the convening of a conference on the Indian Ocean; ^

3. Decides that, as the next step towards the convening of a confer
ence on the Indian Ocean, a meeting of the littoral and hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean be convened in New York at a suitable date, 
which other States not falling within this category, but which have 
participated or have expressed their willingness to participate in the 
work of the A d  Hoc Committee, could attend;

4. Requests the A d  Hoc Committee to make the necessary prepara
tions for the meeting referred to in paragraph 3 above;

5. Decides to enlarge the composition of the A d  H oc Committee by 
the addition of Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, Greece, Mozambique and 
Oman;

6. Renews the general mandate of the A d  Hoc Commitee as defined in 
the relevant resolutions;

7. Reguests the A d  H oc Committee to submit to the General Assem
bly at its thirty-third session a full report on its work;

8. Reguests the Secretary-General to make the necessary provision 
for the meeting referred to in paragraph 3 above and to continue to 
render all necessary assistance to the A d  Hoc Committee, including the 
preparation of summary records.

® General Assembly. Records: Thirty’Second Session, Supplement No. 29
(A/32/29 and Corr. 1).

As a result of the appointments set forth in this paragraph, the Ad Hoc Com
mittee on the Indian Ocean is composed of the following member sta tes: Australia, 
Bangladesh, China, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, Greece, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Japan, Kenya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Mozambique, Oman, Paki
stan, Somalia, Sri Lanka, United Rep. of Tanzania, Yemen, and Zambia.
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General Assembly Resolution 32/87: General and Complete 
Disarmament, December 12, 1977 ^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 2660 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,® in Which 

it commended the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of 
Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea- 
Bed, and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,^

Convinced that the Treaty constitutes a step towards the exclusion 
of the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof from the arms 
race,

Recalling that the States parties to the Treaty met at Geneva from
20 June to 1 July 1977 to review the operation of the Treaty with, a 
view to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions 
of the Treaty were being realized,

N oting w ith  satisfaction  that the Keview Conference of the Parties 
to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed 
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof concluded that the ob
ligations assumed under the Treaty had been faithfully observed by 
the States parties,

N oting  that in its Final Declaration ® the Review Conference affirmed 
its belief that universal adherence to the Treaty would enhance inter
national peace and security,

N oting furtherm ore that, the States parties to the Treaty reaffirmed 
their strong support for and continued dedication to the principles 
and objective of the Treaty, as well as their commitment to implement 
effectively its provisions,

Recognizing that in the Final Declaration the States parties to the 
Treaty reaffirmed the commitment undertaken in article V to continue 
negotiations in good faith concerning further measures in the field of 
disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the 
ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.

Bearing in  m ind  that, in this connexion, they have addressed specific 
requests to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,

H aving considered the report of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament,®

N oting  the comments with respect to further measures in the field of 
disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the

'A /RES/32/87, Jan. 19, 1978.
® Pt. A was introduced in tlie First Committee by Poland and sponsored also by 

the following 23 sta tes: Bulgaria, Canada, Denmark, GDR, Ghana, India, Italy, 
Japan, Jordan, Mauritius, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway* 
Poland, Togo, Tunisia, U.K., U.S., USSR, Yemen, and Zaire. I t  was adopted by 
consensus.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 680-681.
* im .,  1971, pp. 7-11.
® See ante, pp. 398-401.
® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-second Session, Supplement No, 27 

(A/32/27).
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ocean floor and the subsoil thereof, as well as relevant documents sub
mitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-second session,

1. 'Welcomes w ith  satisfaction  the positive assessment by the E-eview 
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Em
placement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruc
tion on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof of 
the effectiveness of the Treaty since its entry into force;

2. Invites all States that have not yet done so, particularly those 
possessing nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of mass 
destruction, to ratify or accede to,the Treaty as a significant contribu
tion to international confidence;

3. A-ffbrms its strong interest in avoiding an arms race in nuclear 
weapons or any other types of weapons of mass destruction on the sea
bed, the ocean floor or the subsoil thereof;

4. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament—in 
consultation with the States parties to the Treaty and taking into ac
count the proposes made during the Review Conference and any rele
vant technological developments— t̂o proceed promptly with the 
consideration of further measures in the field of disarmament for the 
prevention of an arms race in that environment;

5. Galls upon  all States to refrain from any action which might lead 
to the extension of the arms race to the sea-bed and the ocean floor;

6. Requests the Secretary-Gteneral to transmit to the Conference of 
the Comimittee on Disarmament all documents of the thirty-second 
session of the General Assembly relevant to further measures in the 
field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, 
the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof;

7. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
report on its negotiations to the General Assembly at its thirty-third 
session.

The General Assembly^

^Pt. B was introduced by Pakistan in the F irst Committee and subsequently 
also sponsored by Morocco. I t  was adopted by 95 votes to 0, with 38 abstentions, 
as follows: In  favor: Afghanistan, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, 
BoUvia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, 
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Democratic Yemen, Dominican Repub
lic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, 
Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Indonesia, Iran, Israel^ 
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, 
Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and 
Principe, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, 
Syrian Arab RepubUc, Thailand, Tongo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, 
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tan
zania, Upper Volta,.Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia. Against: None. 
Abstaining: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, 
Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Denmark, France, FRG, GDR, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, India, Iraq, Ireland, 
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Norway, Oman, Poland, Sierra Leone, 
Sweden, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, U.S., USSR, Yugoslavia.

277-084— 79--- 56
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Recalling its resolution 31/189 C of 21 December 1976,® in which it 
requested the nuclear-weapon States, as a first step towards a complete 
ban on the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, to consider under
taking, without prejudice to their obligations arising from treaties 
establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones, not to use or threaten to use 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States not parties to the 
nuclear security arrangements of some nuclear-weapon Powers,

D eeply concerned at the continuation of the arms race, in particular 
the nuclear arms race, and the threat to mankind due to the possibility 
of the use of nuclear weapons,

Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a uni
versal basis, it is imperative for the international community to devise 
effective measures to ensure the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons from any quarter,

Noting  that the non-nuclear-weapon States have called for assur
ances from nuclear-weapon Powers that they will not use or threaten 
to use nuclear weapons against them,

Considering that the existence of credible and binding restraints 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- 
weapon States would contribute towards strengthening the interna
tional non-proliferation r%ime and creating a suitable climate for 
disarmament,

Recalling  its resolution 3261 G (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,® in 
which it recommended that Member States should consider in all ap
propriate forums, without loss of time, the question of strengthening 
the security of non-nuclear-weapon States,

1. Rea-fflrms the provisions of its resolution 31/189 C ;
2. Urges the nuclear-weapon Powers to give serious consideration to 

extending the undertaking proposed by the General Assembly in its 
resolution 31/189 C and to take expeditious action in all relevant 
forums to strengthen the security of non-nuclear-weapon States;

3. Recommends that all possible efforts be made at its special session 
devoted to disarmament, to be held in May and June 1978, to evolve 
binding and credible security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States, 
taking into account resolution 31/189 C.

CIO

The General Assembly^
M indful that, according to Article 1, paragraph 1, of the Charter, 

the primary purpose of the United Nations is to maintain international 
peace and security.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 948-949.
® Ibid., m k ,  p. 809.

Pt. 0  was introduced by Cyprus and also sponsored by Bangladesh, Colombia, 
Cyprus, Egypt, Ghana, Mexico, Nigeria, Panama, Philippines, Venezuela, and 
Yugoslavia. I t  was adopted by consensus.
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Convinced that the relationship of international peace and security 
to disarmament is a close one and that a determination of this relation- 
sliip can promote peace, security and disarmament,

Considering that for the special session of the General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament, to be held in May and June 1978, the Prepara
tory Committee proposed that one agenda item be a review and ap
praisal of the close interrelationship between disarmament, interna
tional peace and security and economic development,

C om ldering further that it has examined at the current session a pro
posal for a study of experts on the interrelationship between disarma
ment and development/^

Bearing in m ind the need for a parallel study of the interrelationship 
between disarmament and international security,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to initiate a study on the interre
lationship between disarmament and international security;

2. F urther requests the Secretary-General to submit a progress re
port thereon to the General AssemlDly at its special session devoted to 
disarmament.

J)12

The General Assemhly^
Concerned at the fact that the armaments race is accelerating and 

that the world figure for expenditures on armaments continues to 
increase,

Convinced of the need to intensify and diversify the efforts to pro
mote general and complete disarmament under strict and effective in
ternational control,

Reaffirming the right of each State, in the exercise of its sovereignty, 
to determine the appropriate conditions, and to take all the necessary 
measures,, for ensuring its security, in accordance with the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations,

^See G.A. res. 32/88A (pos#, pp. 856-857).
“ Pt. D was introduced by Belgium. I t  was adopted by 91 votes to 0, with 40 

abstentions. The voting was as follows: In  favor: Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, 
Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Empire, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, 
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Iran, Ire
land, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Maldives, Mali, Malta. Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Nepal, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Paraguay, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierre Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Togo, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., 
Ukrainian SSR, United Rep. of Cameroon, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Zaire. 
Zambia. Against: None. Abstaining: Algeria, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, 
Benin, Bhutan, Brazil, Cape Verde, Congo, Cuba, Democratic Yemen, Egypt, 
India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Malaysia, Mauritania, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nigeria, Oman, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Sao Tome and 
Principe, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Tanzania. Upper Volta, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia.
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M indful of the importance which new regional measures taken on 
the initiative of the States concerned may have,

Conmnced of the usefiiLiess for the international conununity of a 
study on all regional aspects of disarmament,

1. Invites  all States to inform the Secretary-General, not later than
15 April 1978, of their views and suggestions concerning the regional 
aspects of disarmament, including measures designed to increase confi
dence and stability as well as means of promoting disarmament on a 
regional basis;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the communications 
received by him from Governments as official documents to the General 
Assembly at its special session devoted to disarmament, to be held in 
May and June 1978;

3. Decides to consider at its thirty-third session the desirability of 
requesting the Secretary-General to prepare, with the collaboration of 
a special group of qualified governmental experts, a comprehensive 
study of all the regional aspects of disarmament, bearing in mind, 
in ter alia^ the decisions and recommendations that may bo adopted by 
the General Assembly at its special session.

The General Asserribly^
Recalling its resolution 31/90 of 14 December 1976,̂ * in which it en

dorsed the agreed proposals made by the A d  R oc  Committee on the Ee- 
view of the Role of the United Nations in the Field of Disarmament,̂ ®

S a v in g  considered the report on the measures taken by the Secre
tary-General as recommended by the A d  H oc Committee,̂ ®

N oting  that the Secretary-General has carried out the request in 
resolution 31/90 to implement as soon as possible the measures recom
mended by the A d  H oc Committee falling within his area of 
responsibilities,

N oting w ith  satisfaction  the publication of the first volume of the 
U nited Nations Disarmarrient TearbooTc^'^

Recognizing the vital interest of all Governments and world public 
opinion to be kept properly informed on all efforts in the field of dis
armament.

Recalling  the recommendation of the A d  Hoc Committee to the effect 
that the General Assembly, on the basis of the report of the Secretary- 
General, should consider publication of a disarmament periodical.

“  P t  E was introduced by Sweden and cosponsored by Austria, Denmark, Fin
land, Italy, Jordan, Norway, Romania, Tunisia, and Venezuela. Amendments sub
mitted by Saudi ijrabia were subsequently withdrawn (see ante, p. 6 ^ ) ,  and 
the res., unamended, was adopted by consensus.

Documents on Disarmament, 197€, pp. 942-943.
General Assembly Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 36

(A/31/36), par. 18.
A/32/276.
U.N. Sales No. E.77.IX.2.
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1 . Em phasizes the need for a disarmament periodical presenting in 
highly readable form current facts and developments in the field of 
disarmament, such as sunmiaries of new proposals, of important rele
vant statements and communiques and of in-depth studies undertaken 
by the United Nations or the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, annotated bibliographies and brief sunmiaries of important 
books and articles on disarmament questions and related matters;

2 . Requests the Secretary-General to initiate the publication of a 
disarmament periodical in all the working languages of the General 
Assembly.

J'lS

The General Assembly^
Recognizing that the danger of nuclear warfare remains a grave 

threat to the survival of mankind,
Cowoinced that the prevention of proliferation of nuclear weapons or 

other nuclear explosive devices, especially in those areas of the world 
where the maintenance of international peace and security is endan
gered, remains an important element in the efforts to avert nuclear 
warfare,

ReccUVmg resolution 31/189 D of 21 December 1 9 7 6 , in which the 
General Assembly requested the International Atomic Energy Agency 
to give special attention to its programme of work in the non-prolifera
tion area and to give careful consideration to all relevant suggestions 
aimed at strengthening the safeguards regime that have been presented 
to the. Agency, including the communication from the Government of 
Finland,̂ ® and to report on the progress of its work on this question to 
the Assembly at its thirty-second session,

“  Pt. F is the fourth version of a Finnish draft res. subtitled “Report of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency,” see ante, pp. 650-652. Amendments pro
posed by Pakistan for an earlier version of the draft res. were withdrawn when 
Finland, on behalf of the sponsors, orally amended it (see ante, p. 775). Pt. F  was 
adopted by 111 votes to 2, with 16 abstentions, as follows: In favor: Afghanistan, 
Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Bulgaria, 
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chad, 
Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Domin
ican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gabon, 
Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Hondu
ras, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauri
tius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Para
guay, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and 
Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, 
Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
‘Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of 
Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire. Against: Albania, China. Adstaininff: Algeria, Benin, Bhutan, Burma, 
Colombia, France, Guyana, Israel, Kuwait, Mauritania, Pakistan, Peru, Spain, 
Uganda, United Rep. of Tanzania, Zambia.

DocMments on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 945-950.
A/0.1/31/6.



852 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

N oting  the annual report for 1976 of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency

Recalling also its resolution 31/75 of 10 December 1976 on the- 
implementation of the conclusions of the first Review Conference of 
the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons and the recommendations, proposals and statements made at the* 
Conference,^^

Recalling its resolution 2373 (X X II) of 12 June 1968,̂  ̂ in which’ 
it commended the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons 25 and expressed the hope for the widest possible adherence to that 
Treaty,

N oting  that more than one hundred States are now parties to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Underlining the importance of the nuclear-weapon States parties tô  
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons responding  ̂
positively, by participating in the fullest possible exchange of equip-̂  
ment, materials and scientific and technological information for the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy, as provided in article IV  of the- 
Treaty, to the proposals and preoccupation of the non-nuclear-weapon* 
States in order to facilitate the adherence of all non-nuclear-weapon) 
States to the Treaty,

N oting also the importance of the establishment of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in various parts of the world as a possible means of con
tributing to the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons  ̂
as recognized by the General Assembly in its resolution 81/70 o f
1 0  December 1976 on the comprehensive study of the question of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects,̂ ®

Recognizing the need to ensure, on a non-discriminatbry basis in 
accordance with article IV of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation o f  
Nuclear Weapons and in keeping with the promotion of peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy, a supply of nuclear technology, materials and 
facilities to meet the world’s energy needs.

N oting  the deliberations of the International Conference on Nuclear 
Power and Its Fuel Cycle, held at Salzburg, Austria, from 2  to 13 May 
1977 under the auspices of the International Atomic Energy Agency,, 
and the Conference on the Transfer of Nuclear Technology, held at 
Persepolis, Iran, from 10 to 14 April 1977, which confirmed the 
important and growing contribution that nuclear energy will make to 
meeting the energy needs of all countries, including the developing- 
countries,

^ IAEA, TUe Annual Report for 1976 (Austria, July 1977) ; transmitted by at 
note of the Secretary-General (A/32/158).

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 933-935. 
lUd., 1975, pp. 146-156. 
lUd., 1968, pp. 431-432. 

pp. 461-465.
1976, pp. 917-918.

IAEA, Ntwlear Power and Its Fuel Cycle (STI/PUB/465). i
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N oting also that the Organizing Conference of the International 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, held in Washington, D.C. from 19 to
2 1  October 1977, recognized that nuclear energy should be made 
widely available for peaceful purposes, that effective measures could 
and should be taken at the national level and through international 
agreements to minimize the danger of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and that the evaluation would not jeopardize the respective  ̂
fuel cycle policies or international co-operation agreements and con
tracts for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, provided that agreed 
safeguard measures were applied,̂ ®

Amaious that the accelerated spread and development of nuclear 
technology should not increase the danger of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, and convinced that these 
two objectives are not contradictory,

Underlining again  the important role of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in promoting the contribution of nuclear energy to 
economic progress, bearing in mind the special needs of developing^ 
countries, and in implementing safeguards in the interest of non
proliferation.

N oting  that the International Atomic Energy Agency has made- 
further progress in its safeguards activities by increasing its prepared
ness to reach with States which are not parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, if they so desire, universal 
and non-discriminatory safeguards agreements no less effective than 
those concluded by the International Atomic Energy Agency with 
States parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, by keeping under scrutiny the strengthening of its safe
guards, by completing this year a study on the establishment of 
regional fuel cycle centres and by presenting a draft convention for 
physical protection of nuclear materials.

D eterm ined  that similar progress coidd be made in exploring possi
bilities of increased assistance to the developing areas of the world,

1. U rgently calls for determined efforts by all nuclear-weapon 
States:

{a) To bring about the cessation of the nuclear arms race;
(&) To undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear 

disarmament;
{c) To find an early solution to the remaining problems in reaching 

agreement to discontinue all test explosions of nuclear weapons as a 
step towards the realization of these objectives;

2 . Em phasizes in this connexion the particular responsibility o f  
those nuclear-weapon States that have already accepted international 
obligations, namely in article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons, with respect to the cessation of the nuclear-

See ante, pp. 654-655.
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arms race and the discontinuance of nuclear-weapon tests and notes 
as encouraging the recent efforts under way towards these ends;

3. UnderliTies the importance of determined efforts, especially by 
the nuclear-weapon States, to ensure the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States;

4. Reaffirms that all States have the right, as provided for, in ter  
alia^ in article IV  of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, to acquire and develop nuclear energy for peaceful purposes 
under effective and non-discriminatory safeguards against the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons, and underlines the importance of in
creased efforts in this field, particularly for the needs of the developing 
countries and areas;

5. Recognizes the importance of the technical assistance provided 
by the International Atomic Energy Agency to the developing coun
tries and areas of the world within an effective and comprehensive 
safeguards system, and emphasizes the urgent need of common efforts 
towards an essential increase of this assistance;

6 . Urges States that as yet have not adhered to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, in the first instance, to do so 
at an early date or, at a minimum, to  accept other arrangements involv
ing the application of safeguards to their complete nuclear fuel cycle 
that would provide satisfactory assurances to the international com
munity against the dangers of proliferation while guaranteeing to the 
States concerned unhindered and non-discriminatory access to the 
peacef ul benefits of nuclear energy;

7. Em phasizes the importance of common efforts to study satis
factory arrangements for an adequate supply of nuclear fuels and 
other materials and facilities necessary to the efficient implementa
tion and operation of national nuclear power progranmies without 
jeopardizing the respective fuel cycle policies or international co
operation agreements and contracts for the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy, provided that agreed safeguard measures are applied;

8 . Solsm nly affirms the following principles:
(а) States should not convert civil nuclear materials or facilities 

to the production of nuclear weapons;
( б ) All States have the right, in accordance with the principle of 

sovereign equality, to develop their programmes for the peaceful use 
of nuclear technology for economic and social development in con
formity with their priorities, interests and needs and should have, 
without discrimination, access to, and be free to acquire, technology 
and materials for the peaceful use of nuclear energy under effective 
and non-discriminatory safeguards against the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons;

9. Expresses its  strong support for the efforts of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency to increase the effectiveness of its safeguards 
system in order to ensure that the peaceful uses of nuclear energy will 
not lead to the proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices;
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10. Recognizes the need adequately to ensure the physical protection 
of nuclear materials, facilities and transport;

1 1 . Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to continue 
the consideration of reaching an international agreement for such 
protection;

1 2 . Expresses its  support for the continuation of the studies by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on the question of multinational 
fuel cycle centres and an international regime for plutonium manage
ment as possible means of promoting the use of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes and the interests of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;

13. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to report on 
the progress of its work on these questions to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-third session.

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 2602 A  (X X IV ) of 16 December 1969 

relating to the initiation of bilateral negotiations between the Govern
ments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States 
of America on the limitation of oJffensive and defensive strategic 
nuclear-weapon systems,̂ ®

Recalling also its resolutions 2932 B (X X V II) of 29 November 
1972,3" 3184 A and C (X X V III) of 18 December 1973 ,^ 2  3 2 6 I O 
(X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,̂ 3 3484 C (X X X ) of 1 2  December 
1975 and 31/189 A of 2 1  December 1976,3®

^ As originally submitted, the draft res. that became Pt. G stated that it was< 
necessary for the two super-powers to reach agreement on important qualitative 
limitations and substantial reductions of their strategic nuclear weapon systems. 
This statement was omitted from the revised draft resolution introduced by 
Mexico and cosponsored by Argentina, Ghana, Jordan, Morocco, New Zealand, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, and Sweden. The revised draft was adopted by 134 votes to 
2, as follows: In  favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, 
Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cape 
Verde, Central African Empire, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, GDR, 
Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People^s Democratic Rep., 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, 
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, 
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, 
Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United 
Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S.. USSR, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. Against: Albania, China 

Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711.
1972, pp. 839-840. 

lUd., 1973, pp. 901-902,903-904.
197If, pp. 801-803. 

lUd., 1975, pp. 809-810.
® lUd., 1976, pp. 945-947.
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R egretting  the absence of definitive results during the last three 
jears of those bilateral negotiations,

1. Notes loith satisfaction  that, in his address to the General Assem
bly on 4 October 1977, the President of the United States of America 
stated, inter alia^ the following:

The United States is willing to go as far as possible, consistent with our 
security interests, in limiting and reducing our nuclear weapons. On a reciprocal 
basis we are willing now to reduce them by 10 per cent, 20 per cent or even 50 
per cent. Then we wiU work for further reductions with a view to a world truly 
free of nuclear weapons.;

2. Notes w ith  identical satisfaction  that, in his address to the Joint 
•Session of the Supreme Soviet and Central Committee of the Com
munist Party on 2 November 1977, the President of the Supreme Soviet 
■of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics stated the following :

Today we are proposing a radical step: that agreement be reached on a 
simultaneous halt in the production of nuclear weapons by all States. This 
would apply to all such weapons—^whether atomic, hydrogen or neutron bombs 
or missiles. At the same time, the nuclear Powers could undertake to start 
the gradual reduction of existing stockpiles of such weapons and move toward 
their complete, total destruction;

3. Stresses the necessity and urgency that the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics and the United States of . America strive to implement 
as soon as possible the foregoing declarations of their respective heads 
‘of State and invites the Governments of both countries to adopt with
out delay all relevant measures to achieve that obj ective;

4. Reiterates xoith special emphasis its invitation to both Govern
ments to keep the General Assembly informed in good time of the re
sults of their negotiations and trusts to be able to receive from them 
appropriate information in this regard during the special session of 
the Assembly devoted to disarmament, to be held in May and June 
1978.

General Assembly Resolution 32/88: Special Session of the 
General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament, December 12, 
1977 ^

A ^
The General Asserribly^
Gravely concerned that vast human and material resources are spent 

on armaments,
Reaffirming the need to allocate greater resources to economic and 

social progress, particularly having in mind the needs of the develop
ing countries.

Ante, p. 605.
Ante, p. 680.

" A/RES/32/88, Jan. 24, 1978.
® Pt. A was introduced by Norway, ultimately sponsored by a total of 37 states, 

.-and adopted by consensus. China, however, dissociated itself from the consensus 
'(A/C.1/32/PV.33, p. 43).
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F irm ly 'believing that a curtailment of expenditures on armaments in 
Tveeping with the objectives of the Disarmament Decade would facili
tate the availability of greater resources for economic and social devel
opment, particularly to the developing countries,

Recalling its previous resolutions on the aforementioned matters and 
the specific studies carried out at its request,

N oting  the declaration made by the Fifth Conference of Heads of 
State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Colombo from
16 to 19 August 1976, on this matter,®

N oting also the proposal for a United Nations study presented to the 
Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of the General Assem- 
l̂ ly Devoted to Disarmament,^

Sharing the view  that decisions on concrete action would be facili
tated through an in-depth analysis on the relationship between dis- 
^irmament efforts and measures to achieve economic and social 
progress,

1. Endorses the recommendation by the Preparatory Committee for 
the Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament 
that the General Assembly should initiate a study on the relationship 
iDetween disarmament and development, the terms of reference of the 
‘.study to be determined by the Assembly itself at its special session; ^

2. Requests the Secretary-General to appoint, at the earliest possible 
<iate, an ad hoc group of governmental experts with the task of elabo
rating a possible framework and terms of reference for the above-men
tioned study;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to make available to the A d  Hoc 
Oroup on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development 
all the relevant materials, including proposals made by Member 
States, as well as previous and current United Nations studies on the 
^subject;

4. Requests the A d  H oc Group to report on its work not later than 
1 April 1978;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the report of the A d  
H oc  Group to Member States not later than a month before the open
ing, on 23 May 1978, of the special session.

B«
The General Asserribly^
Recalling its resolution 31/189 B of 21 December 1976, in which it 

'decided to convene a special session of the General Assembly devoted 
to disarmament,^

 ̂Bocuments on Disarmament, 1976, p. 563.
‘ “Disarmament and Development” (A/AO.187/80, Aug. 31, 1977) submitted by 

Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden.
® Ante, p. 597.
° Pt. B was introduced by Sri Lanka, sponsored by 57 states, and adopted by 

consensus. As in the case of pt. A, China dissociated itself from the consensus. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 947-948.
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H m m g  considered the report of the Preparatory Committee for the 
Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament,

1. Endorses the report of the Preparatory Committee for the Special 
Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament and the 
recommendation contained therein for the special session to be held 
between 23 May and 28 June 1978 in the General Assembly Hall;®

2. Requests the Preparatory Committee to continue its work in order 
to prepare a draft final document or documents for consideration and 
adoption by the General Assembly at its special session and to submit 
to the Assembly its final report;

3. Expresses its  appreciation  to the members of the Preparatory 
Committee for their constructive contribution to its work;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to Member States the 
records of the thirty-second session of the General Assembly relating 
to the special session;

5. F urther requests the Secretary-General to render the Preparatory 
Committee all necessary assistance as may be required for the comple
tion of its work.

General Assembly Resolution 32/89: World Disarmament Con
ference, December 12, 1977 ^

TJie General Asserribly^
Recalling  its resolutions 2833 (X X V I) of 16 December 1971,̂  2930 

(X X V II) of 29 November 1972,  ̂ 3183 (X X V III) of 18 December 
1973,̂  3260 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,̂  3469 (X X X ) of 11 Decem
ber 1975 ® and 31/190 of 21 December 1976,̂

R eiterating  its conviction that all peoples of the world have a vital 
interest in the success of disarmament negotiations and that all States 
should be in a position to contribute to the adoption of measures for the 
achievement of this goal,

Stressing anew its belief that a world disarmament conference, ade
quately prepared and convened at an appropriate time, could promote 
the realization of such an aim and that the co-operation of all nuclear- 
weapon Powers would considerably facilitate its attainment.

\Ante, pp. 594-598.
* A/RES/32/89, Jan. 24, 1978. Tliis res. was submitted by Burundi, Iran, Peru, 

Poland, and Spain, and subsequently cosponsored by Cuba, Jordan, and Mongolia. 
I t  was adopted by consensus.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
1912, pp. 835-836.

 ̂n id ., m s ,  pp. 899-901.
1974, pp. 797-798.
1975, p. 776.

'^lUd., 1976, pp. 950-951.
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Taking into acoov/nb the provisional agenda of the special session of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament,® to be held in May and 
June 1978, and the recommendations proposed in the report of the 
Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of the General Assem
bly Devoted to Disarmament,® endorsed by the Assembly in its resolu
tion 32/88 A and B of 12 December 1977,̂ ®

1. Bequests the^<? H oc Committee on the World Disarmament Con
ference to submit to the General Assembly at its special session devoted 
to disarmament a special report on the state of its work and delibera
tions ;

2. Bequests the Ad, Blog Committee to maintain close contact with 
the representatives of the States possessing nuclear weapons in order 
to remain currently informed of their respective attitudes, as well as 
to consider any relevant comments and observations which might be 
made to the Committee and to submit a report to the General Assem
bly at its thirty-third session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session the item entitled “World Disarmament Conference”.

Eleven-Nation Working Paper Submitted to the Preparatory 
Committee for the Special Session of the General Assembly 
Devoted to Disarmament: Draft Declaration on Disarmament, 
December 13, 1977"

I

Introduction
The S ta tes Memhevs of the United Nations who met in New York 

from 23 May to 28 June 1978 to attend the United Nations special 
session on disarmament,

1. Becalling their solemn obligation enshrined in the Charter of the 
United Nations to refrain in their international relations from the 
threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political inde
pendence of any State;

2. Considering the devastation visited on mankind by wars and the 
urgent need to make every effort to remove the scourge of war and to 
take measures to safeguard the security of all peoples;

3. Considering the importance of the adherence by all States to ex
isting multilateral treaties on arms control and disarmament;

P*
 ̂Ante, p. 597.

“  Supra,
*A/AC. 187/87. The document was submitted by Australia, Canada, Belgium, 

Denmark, FRG, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Turkey, and U.K.
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4. Bearing in m ind  the complexity and importance of the problems 
of disarmament which affect the vital security interests and the terri-̂  
torial integrity of all States;

5. Recognizing that all States must be concerned with the mainte-̂  
nance and strengthening of international security and with the essen
tial part to be played in its enhancement by arms control and disarma
ment measures in the field of both nuclear and conventional weapons ;

6. N oting  that enormous expenditures on a world-wide scale for- 
arms and military forces absorb material and human resources from  ̂
the peaceful economic and social development of all countries;

7. Convinced therefore that arms limitation and disarmament can 
make a major contribution to furthering international peace and se
curity and to the economic and social advances of mankind;

Declare as follows:
II

General Objectives
1. The ultimate goal of disarmament negotiations is to ensure the- 

survival of mankind and the elimination of the possibility of war 
through the strengthening of international peace, security and 
stability.

2. To this end agreement should be reached on a comprehensive and” 
integrated programme of action designed to ensure that:

(a) Disarmament is general and complete under strict and effectivê  ̂
international control;

(b) Such disarmament is accompanied by the establishment of re
liable procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and that effec
tive arrangements are undertaken for the maintenance of peace and’ 
security in accordance with the principle of the United Nations  ̂
Charter.

General and complete disarmament shall permit States to have at their- 
disposal only those non-nuclear forces, armaments, facilities and estal> 
lishments as are agreed to be necessary to maintain internal order and 
protect the personal security of citizeias and in order that States shall" 
support and provide agreed manpower for a United Nations peacê  
force.

3. A further goal is to release resources in order to facilitate efforts 
to attain a more just world order which will eliminate present in
equalities in the world community and to ensure that a significant por
tion of the resources freed by disarmament are devoted to the satisfac
tion of the economic and social needs of humanity,, particularly in 
developing countries.
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III

Major P rinciples Governing Relations Among States

1. States Members of the United Nations reaffirm their commitment 
to the principles of the Charter of the United Nations. Of particular 
relevance in this context are those principles relating to their obliga
tions concerning international collective security, peaceful means of 
settlement of disputes and non-intervention in the internal affairs of 
other States.

2. States Members of the United Nations affirm their commitment to 
undertake confidence building measures for the purposes of relaxing 
international tensions.

IV

P rinciples Governing D isarmament Negotiations

1. In order to promote disarmament efforts, it is important to secure 
the active participation and support of all States and particularly the 
nuclear-weapon States, and of other militarily significant States, for 
disarmament negotiations.

2. Arms control and disarmament measures will be most effective 
when it is apparent to all States concerned that the measures are in 
their interests and represent concrete progress towards the goal of en
hanced security and peace. To ensure that all parties are convinced 
that their vital interests have been sufficiently protected it is important 
that negotiations should be conducted on the basis of a consensus about 
the objectives of the measures and, wherever possible, the terms of any 
agreements eventually adopted.

3. All measures of disarmament should be balanced to ensure that 
the security of all States is safeguarded and that no State or group of 
States can gain military advantage at any stage. The goal is un
diminished security at a lower level of armaments and military 
forces.

4. This implies the graduated reduction of manpower and arma
ments to agreed levels, coupled with other necessary measures to 
ensure that an over-all balance is achieved which is judged by all 
parties to be satisfactory for their own security.

5. Progress in the arms control and disarmament field is dependent 
upon agreement on effective methods of verification. A combination 
of several methods of verification should be employed, including, as 
appropriate, international inspection and control in order to achieve 
the necessary assurances that a certain arms control or disarmament 
measure is being observed by all parties.

6. Negotiations on limited measures of disarmament should not 
preclude negotiations on a treaty of general and complete 
disarmament.
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V

General Measures of D isarmament and P riorities

1. Multilateral disarmament measures dealing with specific issues 
including those on a regional basis, should be undertaken as soon as 
possible as a contribution to progress, step by step, towards the 
ultimate objective of achieving general and complete disarmament:

(a) Nuclear weapons and non-proliferation
No State can regard itself as immune from the tragic consequences 

of a global war fought with nuclear weapons and other weapons of 
mass destruction. The common vulnerability of States makes it essen
tial that they should plan an ejffective role in the achievement of 
international peace and security and share in the responsibility for 
the achievement of effective arms control and disarmament measures. 
Nuclear-weapon Powers and other militarily significant States have 
particular responsibilities in this regard.

Eventual elimination of all nuclear weapons in the context of gen
eral and complete disarmament is the most important challenge of 
our time since the dangers of nuclear warfare remain a grave threat 
to the survival of mankind. Partial agreements on nuclear arms con
trol and, in particular, universal adherence to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty can make a vital contribution to progress towards this goal. 
Efforts to curb and reverse the nuclear arms race must include 
measures to prevent both horizontal and vertical proliferation. There 
must be progress in both areas in order to enhance international 
security.

The establishment under appropriate conditions of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones could contribute to strengthening the security of all mem
bers of such zones and to the prevention of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

While recognizing the inalienable right of all States to develop 
research, production and the use of nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses and to enjoy the benefits thereof, as well as the importance of 
strengthening international co-operation in that field, it is also essen
tial to ensure through the application of appropriate international 
safeguards, in particular, these of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, that the peaceful application of nuclear energy will not lead to 
further proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive 
devices.

States must ensure that the regime of non-proliferation is strength
ened, as a minimum, by the application of internationally agreed 
controls to international transfers of nuclear material, equipment and 
technology.

(b) Chemical weapons
The effective prohibition and elimination of weapons of mass de

struction other than nuclear weapons, and in particular chemical
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weapons, and of any future weapons based on new scientific principles 
which have characteristics comparable in destructive effects, are of 
great importance.

(c) Conventional weapons
Most of the world’s military expenditure is being devoted to the 

acquisition and maintenance of conventional military power. This 
absorbs essential material and human resources. A ll States should 
make all possible efforts parallel to those in the field of nuclear dis
armament to halt this, diversion of resources and to achieve concrete 
measures for their reallocation from military to civilian purposes. To 
this end it will be necessary to intensify research on how best to 
achieve this goal.

The increasing build-up of conventional arms in many parts of 
the world involves a potential risk of heightening military tension and 
endangering international peace and security. The unabated inter
national transfer of conventional arms should be brought under 
control.

Reduction of military budgets in all countries on an assured basis 
could provide imdiminished security at a lower level of armaments, 
help to reduce international tensions and also lead eventually to the 
release of resources both nationally and internationally for economic 
and social development.

These objectives and principles are hereby declared to constitute the 
guidelines for the Programme of Action on Disarmament.

General Assembly Resolution 32/105 F: Military and Nuclear 
Collaboration With South Africa, December 14, 1977^

The General Assembh/^
G ravely concerned over the continued and rapid military build-up in 

South Africa,
A larm ed  at the frantic efforts by the racist r%ime of South Africa 

to acquire nuclear-weapon capability,
S tron gly condemning the racist regime of South Africa for its mas

sive violence against the oppressed people of South Africa, its con
tinued illegal occupation of Namibia, its assistance to the illegal racist 
minority regime in Southern Rhodesia and its repeated acts of aggres
sion against independent African States,

Recognizing that the growing militarization of South Africa and its 
plans for nuclear development greatly aggravate the threat to inter
national peace and security,

 ̂A/RES/32/105, Jan. 14, 1978, ‘‘Policies of apartheid of the Government of 
South Africa,” pt. F. Pt. F  was adopted by 113 votes to 7, with 17 abstentions. 
Agamst: Belgium, France, FRG, Italy, Luxembourg, U.K., U.S. Abstaining: Aus
tralia, Austria, Canada, Central African Empire, Costa Rica, Denmark, Guate
mala, Iceland, Ireland, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Portugal, Spain, Surinam.

277-084—79---- 57



864 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1977

0<mdeirmmg the continued collaboration by certain Governments 
and transnational corporations with the racist regime in defiance of 
repeated resolutions of the United Nations, enabling that regime to 
develop its military arsenal and to undertake nuclear development,

Recalling  its requests to the Security Council to take mandatory 
measures, under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations, to 
secure the full implementation of the arms embargo against South 
Africa and a cessation of all military co-operation with the racist 
regime of South Africa,

Taking note of Security Council resolution 418 (1977) of 4 Novem
ber 1977,2

Expressing serious regret that three permanent members of the Se
curity Council—France, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland and the United States of America— ĥave continued to 
resist a comprehensive embargo on military and nuclear collaboration 
with the racist regime of South Africa,

Considering the need for urgent measures to secure the full imple
mentation of Security Council resolution 418 (1977) and to promote its 
extension to cover all co-operation with the racist regime of South 
Africa which, directly or indirectly, facilitates its military build-up 
and nuclear development, as well as all military and nuclear co-opera
tion with it.

Taking note of the Lagos Declaration for Action against A partheid  
adopted by the World Conference for Action against Apartheid^ held 
at Lagos from 22 to 26 August 1977,̂

1. Calls upon all Governments forthwith to implement Security 
Council resolution 418 (1977) without any reservations and qualifica
tions whatsoever and irrespective of any existing contracts and licences 
already issued and to ensure that all corporations, organizations and 
individuals within their jurisdiction abide by its provisions;

2 . Calls upon all States, in particular France, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America, to co-operate fully in effective international action, in accord
ance with Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations, to avert 
the grave menace to the peace resulting from the policies and actions 
of the racist regime of South Africa;

3. Requests the Security Council, in particular, to call upon all 
States, under Chapter V II of the Charter and irrespective of any 
existing contracts:

{a) To refrain from any supply of arms, ammunition, military 
equipment or vehicles, or spare parts thereof, to South Africa, without 
any exceptions;

(&) To ensure that such supplies do not reach South Africa through 
other countries;

 ̂Ante, pp. 685-686.
® A/CONF.91/9 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.77.XIV.2), sect. X.



DB VOS STATEMENT, DECEMBER 15 865

(c) To refrain from importing any military equipment or supplies 
manufactured by, or in collaboration with. South Africa;

(d) To cease any exchange of military, naval or air attaches with 
South Africa;

(e) To terminate any form of military co-operation with South 
Africa;

(/) To revoke all licences and terminate all technical assistance for 
the manufacture of military equipment and supplies in South Africa;

(^) To end all transfer of nuclear equipment or fissionable material 
or teclinology to South Africa;

(h) To prohibit companies, institutions or agencies within their 
jurisdiction from any co-operation with South Africa, directly or 
through participation in companies registered in South Africa, in its 
military build-up or nuclear development;

(i) To prevent their nationals from working in South Africa in 
establishments producing supplies for military and police forces, or 
engaged in nuclear development;

(j) To deny visas to South African military and police personnel 
and persons engaged in nuclear research and development;

4. Further requests the Security Council to establish machinery for 
supervising the implementation of the measures referred to in para
graph 3 above;

5. Invites all Governments and organizations to take all appropriate 
action to promote the purposes of the present resolution;

6. Authorizes the Special Committee against Afortheid:

{a) To follow and publicize all developments concerning military 
and nuclear collaboration with the racist regime of South Africa and 
to report to the General Assembly and the Security Council all alleged 
violations of Council resolution 418 (1977) that may come to its notice;

(&) To consult with experts, to hold hearings and to encourage 
conferences and campaigns in order to promote a total cessation of 
military and nuclear collaboration with the racist regime of South 
Africa.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representative 
(De Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
December 15, 1977"

I wish to summarize briefly today the Western view of where these 
negotiations stand at the end of the thirteenth round.

Unfortunately, this round did not bring Western and Eastern par
ticipants closer to agreement on major issues. Nevertheless, both sides 
agree on the need to exchange further data. During the round, they

 ̂ACDA files.
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performed useful work on the way in which this could be done, 
although full agreement on modalities has not yet been reached.

The data discussions have not thus far clarified the reasons for the 
discrepancy between Eastern and Western figures on Eastern military 
manpower in the area. We are not able to accept the Eastern assertion 
that there is already approximate numerical equality in the military 
manpower of each side in the area. It is evident that the discrepancy 
must be clarified before there can be agreement on data. East-West 
agreement on data is essential to an agreement on reductions and 
limitations.

The principal Western objective in this negotiation continues to be 
approximate parity in ground forces, to be reached by reductions to a 
common collective ceiling in ground manpower and by substantial 
reduction of the large Eastern superiority in main battle tanks. Parity 
in the area of reductions is an inherently equitable objective. This is 
even more so given that the largest Eastern military power is located 
directly adjacent to the area and will not be subject to force reductions 
or limitations on its own territory. Eastern representatives claim that 
approximate parity already exists, and that equal percentage reduc
tions would maintain this relationship. As I have already noted, West
ern figures do not bear out this contention. Therefore, the Eastern 
equal percentage reduction approach would not lead to parity, but 
would contractualize existing Eastern numerical superiorities in man
power and most types of armaments.

On another central issue, the Western approach to ceilings on man
power is that these limitations should be collective on each side, so 
that each side can maintain the level agreed. There should also be 
specific limitations on the manpower the US and USSR can maintain 
in the area. This is because of the unique military capabilities of these 
two powers and because it would be inconsistent with the principle of 
undiminished security if  the level of Soviet forces could be increased 
both within the area of reductions and in Soviet territory directly 
adjacent to the area of reductions. Eastern participants continue not 
to recognize the equity of this approach.

In addition to the reductions and limitations proposed by the West 
at the outset of these negotiations, Western participants two years 
ago put forth additional proposals of major military significance. At 
that time, the West added US nuclear reductions amounting to a 
substantial portion of NATO’s nuclear capability in the area. The 
West offered to limit US nuclear elements of the type withdrawn at 
the residual level. The West also proposed inclusion of air force man
power under a combined common collective ceiling.

The December 1975 proposals were clearly the most important move 
made by either side since the tabling of the original proposals at the 
outset of the negotiation. The East has still not made an adequate 
response to these proposals. Eastern representatives claim that their 
February 1976 proposal represented a move toward the Western con
cept of negotiations and reductions in two phases. However, the East
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continues to ask for commitments which would amount to Western 
acceptance of the essential elements of the original Eastern reduction 
proposal. The Western December 1975 proposals continue to require a 
positive Eastern response.^

Eastern representatives continued during the present round to raise 
their proposal for a freeze on military manpower in Central Europe, 
to be agreed in advance of agreement on reductions. However, a com
mitment not to increase manpower levels should only be undertaken 
in the framework of an agreement providing for reductions to an 
eventual outcome of parity in military manpower. In addition, a freeze 
resting on a factual basis on which East and West had not agreed 
would be unworkable.

It should be evident from my remarks thus far that Eastern posi
tions continue not to take account of Eastern geographical advantages 
stemming from the fact that the principal Eastern military power is 
located directly adj acent to the area of reductions.

In view of the unrealistic Eastern reduction approach, this nego
tiating round did not make real progress toward an agreement.

Nevertheless, Western participants remain strongly interested in 
reaching an agreement, and believe that progress should be possible 
on the basis of the objectives agreed to in the final communique of the 
preparatory talks, that is, a more stable relationship and the strength
ening of peace and security in Europe, with undiminished security for 
each party.^

News Conference Sfaiement by the East German Representative 
(Oeser) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
December 15, 1977^

During the 13th round of the Vienna negotiations which has just 
ended, the Socialist states resolutely came out in favour of putting an 
end to the arms race in Central Europe and of starting disarmament. 
Their acting in Vienna is inseparably linked to the world-wide en
deavours to strengthen peace and detente. At ceremonies held on the 
occasion of the 60th anniversary of the Great October Socialist Eevolu- 
tion, leading representatives of the Socialist states emphasized their 
persistent striving for disarmament and their constructive attitude 
towards the Vienna negotiations.

The Socialist states participants are convinced that to achieve prog
ress in the Vienna negotiations is more than ever necessary. The past 
years of negotiating prove that it is complicated to implement the 
agreed task of a mutual reduction; agreements are, however, quite pos
sible if all participants are guided by the agreed aims and principles 
and show a genuine will to carry through reductions of their own

Mr. de Vos ontlined the proposals in Apr. 1976 (see Documents on Disarma
ment, 1916, p. 182).

1973, pp. 363-364.
"ACDA files.
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forces and armaments in Central Europe that are equivalent to those 
performed by others.

The proposals submitted by the directly participating Socialist 
states are evidence of the extent to which the latter are ready for dis
armament. If their draft agreement of 8 November 1973 had been im
plemented,^ already more than 150,000 soldiers together with their 
armaments and combat equipment would have been reduced these days 
from the Socialist forces in Central Europe—in the case of an equiv
alent reduction on the Western side, of course. This reduction, as is 
known, was to start in 1975 and— b̂eing carried through in three 
stages—was to include a total of about 17 percent of all forces and 
armaments in Central Europe till the end of 1977.

The adoption of the compromise proposal made by the Socialist 
states on 19 February 1976 likewise till today could have led already 
to a sizable mutual reduction of tlie first stage and to negotiations on 
the details of the second stage. The proposals submitted by the Socialist 
states prove realism, readiness for a compromise and faithfulness to 
the foundations of the negotiations agreed upon in 1973. They proceed 
from an approximate military equilibrium existing in Central Europe 
and do not attempt to change it in favour of this or that side. They en
visage for every participating state to make equivalent reductions of 
its forces in Central Europe, that is, equal percentage reductions. The 
Socialist states complied with the wishes of Western participants in 
many points. In their proposal of 19 February 1976, they agreed to a 
reduction in two phases proposed by the West and stated their readi
ness, on a mutual basis, to start reducing at first some militarily im
portant kinds of armaments.

If, despite the compromise proposals by the Socialist states, no sub
stantial progress has been achieved in the negotiations to this day, it is 
Western participants who are to blame for it. So far they are not ready 
to reduce their ground forces effectively and to reduce their air forces 
at all. While demanding to reduce Soviet forces in whole units to
gether with their armaments and combat equipment. Western partici
pants want to reduce their own forces only in terms of personnel, and 
that by one third as compared to the reduction of the forces of So
cialist states. This limited “thinning out” of personnel would not 
diminish the fighting strength of their forces. The reduction offered 
by the West of a certain amount of obsolete U.S. nuclear ammunition 
and of some means of delivery too, fits in with planned NATO re
organization measures. It cannot conceal the fact that the Western 
concept continues to be aimed at the achievement of unilateral advan
tages. More than that, it even allows for an extension of the combat 
capability of NATO forces while Soviet forces forming the main sup
port for the defence of Warsaw Treaty countries in Central Europe 
are to be subjected to considerable restrictions.

The outcome envisaged by Western representatives would grant 
supremacy in the heart of Europe particularly to the FEG, the forces 
of which constitute about 50 per cent of the NATO grouping. The ap

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 128.
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proximate equilibrium existing in Central Europe would be changed 
in favour of NATO, and a superiority of its forces amounting to at 
least 150,000 men would be created in this area. Such an undermining 
of parity would have a negative impact on security all over Europe 
and beyond.

The endeavour to achieve unilateral advantages made by NATO 
states also in the 13th round, prevents the negotiations from advancing 
and counteracts detente. It openly contradicts the common negotiating 
task and the purpose of disarmament negotiations in general.

For almost two years now Eastern states participants have given no 
constructive reply to our compromise proposal of 19 February 1976 
although it offers favourable chances for the elaboration of a mutually 
acceptable agreement. Even after the presentation in summer 1976 of 
official data on forces levels and the patient discussion of them, they 
refuse to recognize the real situation, the approximate military equilib
rium in Central Europe. The Socialist states have 987,000 men in this 
area. According to Western data, the forces of NATO states amount 
to 981,000 men. On 25 October the Socialist states submitted a com
promise proposal on the exchange of additional data on ground and 
air forces in Central Europe, the implementation of which, however, is 
being delayed, as it has not yet been adopted by Western participants. 
This proposal was to make it easier for them to correct their unrealistic 
positions.

While the negotiating tactics of Western states participants prevents 
progress in Vienna, NATO states speedily and in a demonstrative way 
reinforce their armed forces in the reduction area. Leading NATO 
military officials come out with the untruthful thesis that an arms 
race too, was a way of guaranteeing stability in Europe. This open 
justification of the arms race regrettably is directly reflected at the 
Vienna negotiations in the thesis that NATO states had the “right” 
to increase their forces as long as no reduction agreement has been 
concluded.

The agreements of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe as well as the documents of the Vienna negotiations, however, 
demand a diminution of military confrontation, the strengthening of 
peace and stability. They demand a reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in Central Europe on a mutual basis and not their increase.  ̂
To serve this purpose, at least everything that is in the way of, or 
renders difficult a reduction agreement has to be avoided.

The Socialist delegations, therefore, in the last round repeated their 
appeal to immediately agree on a joint declaration on the non-increase 
of the numerical strength of forces in the area of future reductions. 
Western participants are evading this proposal. Their demand, at first 
to carry through an asynmietrical reduction, in favour of NATO, of 
the armed forces of the USSE and the USA, prior to the consent by 
Western European states and Canada to a non-increase of their armed 
forces in Central Europe, is a precondition encouraging the arms 
race and impairing mutual confidence.

® For the Final Act of the conference, see Department of State Bulletin^ Sept. 1,
1975, pp. 323 ff.
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In the interest of all European peoples we, therefore, demand finally 
to bring about a turning-point in our negotiations. This necessitates,

—For Western participants to respect the real situation in Central 
Europe, that is the approximate military equilibrium, and to give 
up their attempts at changing this parity at the negotiations in 
their favour;

— F̂or Western participants to stop reinforcing their armed forces 
during the negotiating process, a reinforcement that has again 
been provided for by the decisions taken at the NATO Council 
meeting;

—For all Western participants, following the example of the Social
ist states, to show readiness for an equivalent reduction of their 
own ground and air forces including armaments, among them 
nuclear weapons.

We insist on implementing the agreed fundamentals of the nego
tiations, that is, in particular,

—The mutuality and equivalence of reductions, without which un
diminished security for all participants will not continue to be 
guaranteed;

— T̂he stipulation of the reduction area of Central Europe where we 
find the highest concentration of armed forces and armaments, 
which has to ‘be diminished in the interest of the consolidation of 
peace and of more stable relations, the general aim of our 
negotiations.

We call upon Western states participants,
— T̂o finally reply in a constructive way to our compromise proposal 

that has been on the negotiating table since February 1976 and
—To agree to the draft of a joint declaration submitted by us on the 

non-increase of the size of armed forces for the duration of the 
negotiations.

General Assembly Resolution 32/152: Incendiary and Other 
Specific Conventional Weapons Which May Be the Subject of 
Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use for Humanitarian Reasons, 
December 19, 1977"

The General Assembly^
Convinced that the suffering of civilian populations and combatants 

could be significantly reduced if general agreement can be attained on

 ̂A/RES/32/152, Jan. 24,1978.
The original draft res. was introduced in the First Committee on Nov. 15 by 

Sweden on behalf of itself, Austria, Finland, Jordan, Netherlands, Norway, and 
Tunisia. On Nov. 17, Sweden introduced a revised version which was cosponsored
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the prohibition or restriction for humanitarian reasons of the use 
of specific conventional weapons, including any which may be deemed 
excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects.

M indful that positive results as regards the non-use or restriction 
of use for humanitarian reasons of specific conventional weapons 
would serve, in addition, as encouragement in the broader field of dis
armament and might facilitate subsequent agreement on the elimina
tion of such weapons which were completely banned for use, 

B ecallm g  that the issue of prohibitions or restrictions for humani
tarian reasons of the use of specific conventional weapons has been the 
subject of substantive discussion for a number of years, notably at the 
sessions of the Conference of Government Experts on the Use of Cer
tain Conventional Weapons held, under the auspices of the Interna
tional Committee of the Ked Cross, at Lucerne from 24 September to 
18 October 1974  ̂ and at Lugano from 28 January to 26 February 
1976,̂  and at four sessions of the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaf
firmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law 
Applicable in Armed Conflicts and in the General Assembly since 
1971,

Talcing note of the reports of the Secretary-General  ̂on the work of 
the Diplomatic Conference relevant to the present resolution,

Ha/ving concluded from these reports that discussions have taken 
place primarily on the questions of prohibiting the use of conventional 
weapons, the primary effect of which is to injure by fragments not

by Austria, Bangladesh, Egypt, Finland, Jordan, Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria, 
Peru, Tunisia, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia. The General Assembly adopted the 
revised draft by 115 votes to 0, with 21 abstentions, as follows:

In favor: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Baha
mas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, 
Burundi, Central African Empire, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa 
Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, 
El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, 
Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, 
Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, 
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swazi
land, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tan
zania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, and Zambia.

Against: None.
Abstaining: Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cuba, Czechoslo

vakia, France, FRG, GDR, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mongolia, 
Poland, Turkey, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, U.S., USSR.

*For the report of the first session, see Conference of Government Experts on 
the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons (International Committee of the Red 
Cross, Geneva, 1975).

* For the report of the second session, see Conference of Government Experts 
on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons (International Committee of the 
Red Cross, Geneva, 1976).

* A/9726, A/10222, A/31/146, A/32/124 and Corr. 1.
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detectable by X-ray, of restrictions in the use of land-mines and booby 
traps, and of prohibitions or restrictions of use of incendiary weapons, 
including napalm, and that consideration was also given to other con
ventional weapons, such as small-calibre projectiles and certain blast 
and fragmentation weapons, and to the possibility of prohibiting or 
restricting the use of such weapons.

N oting  resolution 22 (IV) on follow-up regarding prohibitions or 
restrictions of use of certain conventional weapons adopted by the 
Diplomatic Conference on 7 June 1977,® in which the Conference rec
ommends, inter alia^ that a conference of Governments on such weapons 
should be convened not later than 1979,

1. Believes that the work on such weapons should both build upon the 
areas of common ground thus far identified and include the search for 
further areas of common ground and should in each case seek the broad
est possible agreement;

2. Decides to convene in 1979 a United Nations conference with a 
view to reaching agreements on prohibitions or restrictions of the use 
of specific conventional weapons, including those which may be deemed 
to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects, taking into 
account humanitarian and military considerations, and on the question 
of a system of periodic review of this matter and for consideration of 
further proposals;

3. Decides to convene a United Nations preparatory conference for 
the conference referred to in paragraph 2 above and requests the Secre
tary-General to transmit invitations to all States and parties invited to 
attend the Diplomatic Conference on the Eeaffirmation and Develop
ment of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Con
flicts ;

4. Recommends that the Preparatory Conference for the United 
Nations Conference on Prohibitions or Eestrictions of Use of Certain 
Conventional Weapons which may be Deemed to be Excessively In
jurious or to have Indiscriminate Effects should meet once in 1978 for 
organizational purposes and, subsequently, with the task of establish
ing the best possible substantive basis for the achievement at the United 
Nations Conference of agreements as envisaged in the present resolu
tion and of considering organizational matters relating to the holding 
of the United Nations Conference;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to assist the Preparatory Confer
ence in its work;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third 
session an item entitled “United Nations Conference on Prohibitions or 
Restrictions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons which may be 
Deemed to be Excessively Injurious or to have Indiscriminate Effects: 
report of the Preparatory Conference”.

“ A/32/124, annex II.
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General Assembly Resolution 32/155: Declaration on the
Deepening and ConsoiBdafion of International Detente, De
cember 19, 1977^

The General Assembly
Adopts the following Declaration:

Declaration on the Deepening and Consolidation of 
International DHente

The States Members of the United Nations^
Reaffirming their full commitment to the purposes and principles of 

the Charter of the United Nations and their resolve to ensure condi
tions in which all peoples can live and prosper in peace with justice, 

Recalling the Declaration on Principles of International Law con
cerning Friendly Eelations and Co-operation among States in accord
ance with the Charter of the United Nations of 24 October 1970,̂  the 
Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security of 16 
December 1970,̂  as well as the Declaration on the Granting of Inde
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples of 14 December 1960  ̂and 
the Definition of Aggression of 14 December 1974,®

Recognizing that, in order to resolve effectively international prob
lems, an ever increasing degree of harmony and co-operation among 
nations is called for.

Anxious to create conditions whereby all States can put all their 
resources to the task of improving the living conditions of their peo
ples without fear of coercion, threat or use of force.

Noting with satisfaction a growing interest in and increased desire 
for relaxation of tension in recent years,

Gonminced of the urgent need to exert additional efforts to extend 
this trend to encompass all regions of the world and facilitate the settle
ment of outstanding international problems by peaceful means through 
participation of and co-operation among States,

Recognizing that the continuation of the policies of confrontation 
and rivalry among States or groups of States is incompatible with the 
relaxation of international tension,

Reaffirming the indivisibility of peace and security in all parts of the 
world and the increasing interdependence among nations, and anxious 
therefore to work towards the removal of all sources of tension and 
friction.

 ̂A/RES/32/155, Jan. 25, 1978. The subject of this res. was included as agenda 
item 127 of the 32d G.A. in response to a request by the Soviet Union, which also 
submitted the drafts of a declaration on international detente and a resolution on 
the prevention of nuclear war (see <mte, pp. 583-586). The present res., however, 
was submitted by Iran on Dec. 7, whereupon the Soviet Union withdrew its drafts, 
and the G.A. adopted the res. by consensus.

" G.A. res. 2625 (XXV), annex.
®G.A. res. 2734 (XXV).
"G.A. res. 1514 (XV).
" G.A. res. 3314 (XXIX), annex.
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Conmnced that confidence-building measures could contribute to the 
relaxation of international tension.

Convinced also that progress in arms control and disarmament nego
tiations, particularly in the nuclear field, and the elimination of the 
threat of war are of great importance for the continued relaxation of 
tension and for further development of friendly relations among 
States,

Gon/vinced that the establishment of just and equitable economic 
relations among States is an important condition for genuine and last
ing peace and for harmony among nations,

Conmnced also of the need to eliminate all forms of aggression, for
eign occupation and interference in the internal aiSFairs of other States, 
to ensure respect for human rights, to eliminate colonialism through 
the free exercise of the right of self-determination and to eradicate 
racism and a'partheid and other forms of injustice,

Guided  ̂therefore, by the need for all States, in the supreme interest 
of peace and the future of mankind, to continue their efforts towards 
further reduction of tension, the promotion of better relations among 
themselves and the strengthening and widening of detente, and, to that 
end.

Declare their determination:
1. To adhere firmly to and promote the implementation of the pro

visions of the Charter of the United Nations, as well as the universally 
accepted principles and declarations aimed at enhancing world peace 
and security and the development of friendly and co-operative rela
tions among States, and to fulfil their obligations arising from multi
lateral treaties and agreements serving the achievement of these 
objectives;

2. To consider taking new and meaningful steps, both in bilateral 
and multilateral arms control negotiation forums, aimed at achieving 
the objective of a cessation of the arms race, in particular the nuclear 
arms race, at an early stage and realization of disarmament measures, 
especially nuclear disarmament, with the ultimate objective of general 
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international 
control;

3. To facilitate the peaceful and speedy settlement of outstanding 
international problems and to strive to remove both causes and effects 
of international tension so that relations among all States may evolve 
in the direction of co-operation and friendship in order to prevent the 
recurrence of situations which might endanger international peace and 
security;

4. To strengthen the role of the United Nations as a primary instru
ment in the maintenance of international peace and security by rein
forcing both the peace-making and peace-keeping capabilities of the 
Organization;

5. To refrain from the threat or use of force and to abide in their 
relations with other States by the principles of sovereign equality, 
territorial integrity, inviolability of international frontiers, inadmis
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sibility of the acquisition and occupation of the territories of other 
States by force, settlement of disputes—including frontier disputes— 
strictly by peaceful means, non-intervention and non-interference in 
the internal affairs of other States, respect for human rights, respect 
for the right of all nations to choose freely their social, political and 
economic systems and to develop their external relations in the way 
they deem best for the interest of their respective peoples in conformity 
with the Charter of the United Nations;

6. To ensure the free exercise of the right of the peoples under 
colonial and alien domination to self-determination and to promote 
majority rule, especially where racial oppression, in particular apart- 
heid^ has deprived peoples from exercising their inalienable rights;

7. To work towards the establishment and development of just and 
balanced economic relations among States and to strive to narrow the 
gap between the developed and developing countries, in accordance 
with the resolutions of the General Assembly adopted by consensus at 
its sixth and seventh special sessions on the establishment of the new 
international economic order; ®

8. To encourage and promote respect for human rights and funda
mental freedoms for all in conformity with the Universal Declaration 
of Human Eights and other relevant international treaties and instru
ments, including the International Covenants on Human Eights; ^

9. To foster mutual understanding and trust among peoples by 
promoting and facilitating cultural exchanges, freer movement and 
contacts among them both on an individual and a collective basis;

10. To develop further their relations and co-operation in conformity 
with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations 
and to observe the principles set forth above which derive from the 
Charter, recognizing that nothing in the present Declaration could 
either alter or detract from obligations they might have undertaken 
in relation to other States in accordance with the principles of inter
national law and the Charter.

News Interview of President Brezhnev: Neutron Bomb [Extract], 
December 23, 1977"

Take the neutron bomb, for instance. This inhuman weapon, espe
cially dangerous because it is presented as a “tactical” weapon, almost 
as a “harmless” one, is now being insistently pressed on the world. 
In this effort, an attempt is being made to erase the boundary between

®G.A. res. 3201 (S-VI), 3202 (S-VI) and 3362 (S-VII).
res. 2200 A(XXI), annex (General Assembly O^cial Records: Twenty- 

-first Session, Supplement No, 16 [A/6316]), pp. 49-60.
^Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol XXIX, no. 51 (Jan. 18, 1978), p. 4; 

Pravda, Dec. 24, 1977; Izvestia, Dec. 25,1977; FBIS Daily Report, Dec. 27, 1977, 
vol. I l l ,  p. A2.
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conventional and nuclear weapons, to make the transition to a nuclear 
war outwardly, as it were, imperceptible to the peoples. This is the 
purest falsehood and deception of the peoples.

The neutron bomb is teing strongly recommended for deployment 
in Western Europe. Well, maybe those who live far from Europe can 
take a free-and-easy approach to this matter. But the Euro^Deans, who 
live, figuratively speaking, under one roof, have a different opinion, 
one must assume. It will hardly suit them if an additional dangerous 
load is placed on this common roof of theirs, which is already sagging 
imder an enormous weight of weaponry.

The Soviet Union is resolutely opposed to the creation of the neutron 
bomb. We understand and wholly support the voices of millions of 
people in all parts of the world who are protesting against it. But if 
this bomb is created in the West—created against us, something that 
no one even tries to hide— t̂he West should clearly realize that the 
USSR will not remain a passive observer. We shall be confronted with 
the need to reply to this challenge in order to ensure the security of 
the Soviet people and of tlieir allies and friends. In the final analysis, 
all this will raise the arms race to a still more dangerous level.

We do not want this, and therefore we suggest that an agreement be 
reached on mutual renunciation of the production of the neutron 
bomb, in order to save the world from the appearance of this new 
weapon for the mass annihilation of people. This is our sincere desire, 
and this is our proposal to the Western powers.

News Confererice Remarks by President Carter: Tactical Nuclear 
Weapons [Extract], December 30, 1977^

Q [in Polish]. Mr. President, the Soviet leader, Leonid Brezhnev 
has put forward a suggestion recently that the Eastern and Western 
countries renounce the neutron bomb together. Would you be ready to 
accept such a proposal ?

The President, One of the disturbing failures up until this point in 
nuclear weaponry has been a complete absence of discussions concern
ing tactical or theater nuclear weapons. The only discussions that have 
ever been held between ourselves and the Soviets related only to stra
tegic weapons, those that can be fired from one continent to another or 
from the sea into a continent.

I would hope that as a result of the SALT II talks we might agree 
with the Soviets to start addressing the question of the so-called tac
tical nuclear weapons, of which the enhanced radiation or neutron 
bomb would be one.

 ̂Weelcly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 2, 1978, p. 1965.
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This weapon is much less destabilizing in its effect, if it should be 
deployed, than, for instance, some of the advanced new Soviet weapons 
like the SS-20 missile, which is much more destructive than any 
weapon held by the NATO allies and has a much greater range.

So, my hope is that in general we can reduce the threat of nuclear 
destruction in the European area. There are now several thousand tac
tical nuclear weapons already deployed on both sides in the European 
theater. And the whole matter must be addressed in its entirety, rather 
than one weapon at the time.

We would not deploy the neutron bomb or neutron shells unless it 
was an agreement by our NATO allies. That’s where the decision will 
be made. But there are other new weapons, including the SS-20, much 
more threatening to the balance that presently exists.
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IV—Asia and the Pa/nfio; Vol. V—Middle East and Africa; Vol. VI—Latin 
America; Vol. VII—Western Europe; Vol. VIII—Suh-Saharan Africa,

Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Anmual Report for 1977,
OflBce of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Service, General 

‘Services Administration. Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents.

United Nations Materials

General

The Journal of the United Nations, supplemented by the Daily List of Docu
ments Distril)uted at Headqua/rters, provides day-to-day information on schedules 
and agenda of meetings of the Security Council and the General Assembly and 
its various committees. Comprising 11 issues per year (a single issue for August- 
September), the UN Chronicle reports on a monthly basis on the activities, 
proceedings, and decisions of the General Assembly and its committees and 
organizations aflBliated with the United Nations, such as the International Atomic 
Energy Agency and other specialized agencies. The Yearbook of the United 
Nations provides a comprehensive account of the discussions, decisions, and 
activities of the United Nations bodies during the year under review. The most 
recent Yea/rVooks are those for 1974 (vol. XXVIII; sales no. E.76.I.1) and for 
1975 (vol. XXIX; sales no. E.77.I.1). The Disarmament Yearbook, designed pri
marily to meet the needs of those who deal professioniaily with disarmament 
matters, was prepared in response to the recommendation in 1976 by the Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Review of the Role of the United Nations in the Field of Dis
armament.®® Volume I, the first in the series, reports developments in the field 
of disarmament, within and outside the United Nations, during 1976 (sales no. 
E.77.IX.2).

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the work of meetings held between 
April 18 and] Oct. 14, 1977, has been published as General Assembly Official 
Records: Thirty-second Session, Supplement No. 29 (A/32/29).

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the work of four meetings held be
tween Apr. 4 and Sept. 16, 1977, can be found in General Assembly Official 
Records: Thirty-second Session, Supplement No. 28 (A/32/28).

“ Excerpt reprinted ante, pp. 8-12.
See Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 942-943.
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Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (Formerly Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee)

Documents and verbatim records of plenary meetings of tlie Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee (ENDC), its Committee of the Whole, and its Subcom
mittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests exist in 
mimeographed form, as d'o the documents and verbatim records of the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) dating from Aug. 26, 1969. The 
1977 CCD report to the General Assembly has been published as General As- 
semhly Official Records: TMrty-second Session  ̂ Supplement No. 27 (A/32/27) 
in two volumes. Volume I reports on procedural arrangements, lists the parti
cipants, and summarizes their views on the various subjects considered. In ad
dition, it contains an annex listing the documents and verbatim records issued by 
the CCD during Feb. 15-Aug. 30, 1977, and an index by subject and country of 
the statements made in the CCD during that period. Volume II contains the docu
ments submitted to the CCD in 1977.

Disarmament Commission

Verbatim records of the meetings of the Commission exist in mimeographed 
form. The most recent records are those for Apr. 21-June 16, 1965.

General AssemMy

Verbatim records of plenary and First Committee meetings are published in 
the General Assembly Official Records. Thirty-second Session agenda items of 
interest are numbered 14, 27, 33, 37-47, 49-53. The texts of the resolutions adiopted 
by the Thirty-second General Assembly during Sept. gO-Dec. 21, 1977, have been 
published in General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-second Session  ̂ Supple
ment No. Jf5 (A/32/45). Resolutions pertaining to disarmament matters that 
have been reprinted here are listed under the “Topical List of Documents,” antCy 
p. xvi.

International Atomic Energy Agency

The Agency published the International Atomic Energy Bulletin (six issues 
per year), which lists forthcoming IAEA conferences and symposiums, publica
tions, and even job vacancies. Issues of particular interest published during 1977 
include those for June (vol. 19, no. 3), reporting on the International Conference 
on Nuclear Power and its Fuel Cycle; October, focused on safeguards, and 
December, reporting on the General Conference and the 20th Anniversary of 
the IAEA. The Arniual Report for 1977 rei>orts on safeguards agreements con
cluded or entering into force, accessions to the NPT, and on the various activities 
of the IAEA. A recently published pamphlet entitled International Atomic 
Energy Agency  ̂1957-1977 commemorates the Agency’s 20th anniversary.

Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted
to Disarmament

The report of the Preparatory Committee has been published as General As
sembly Official Records: Thirty-second Session  ̂Supplement No. Ĵ l (A/32/41).

United Nations Scientiftc Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation

The report of the Scientific Committee (UNSCEAR) covering the period 1973- 
1977 has been published as United Nations Official Records: Thirty-second Ses
sion, Supplement No. 40 (A/32/40). In addition, the UNSCEAR, for the first 
time since 1972, has published a report on the effects of atomic radiation. It is 
entitled Sources and Effects of Ionizing Radiation (sales no. E.77.IX.1).

Secretary-General

The Report of the Secretary-General on the Work of the Organization and its 
Addendum for the period June 16,1976 through June 15,1977, has been published 
as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-second Session, Supplement Nos. 1 
and lA. The 1977 Report, while comprising two volumes as did previous issues,
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consists solely of what was formerly tlie Introduction (vol. one), i.e., the Secre- 
tary-General’s views on the various issues before the United Nations, and the 
Addendum, (vol. two), which contains documentary references to activities of 
U.N. bodies during the period under review. This format is to be followed in 
succeeding issues of the Secretary-General’s Reports, The Secretary-Generars 
report on/ the Economic and Social Consequences of the Armaments Race a/nd Its 
Extremely Harmful Effects on World Peace and Security, which Was prepared 
pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3462 (XXX), Dec. 11, 1975, has been 
issued as document A/32/88." The report prepared by his experts pursuant to 
General Assembly resolution 3463 (XXX) of Dec. 11, 1975, has been published 
as Reduction of Military Budgets—Measurement and International Reporting of 
Military Expenditures (sales no. E.77.I.6), while the report on Reduction of 
Military Budgets that was prepared in accordance with resolution 31/87 of 
Dec. 14, 1976, has been issued as A/32/194.®* The report prepared by his experts 
pursuant to resolution 31/64 on the consideration of incendiary and other specific 
conventional weapons at the Fourth Session of the Diplomatic Conference on the 
Reaffirmation and Development of International Humanitarian liaw Applicable 
in Armed Conflicts has been issued as document A/32/124, “Incendiary and Other 
Specific Conventional Weapons Which May be the Subject of Prohibitions or 
Restrictions of Use for Humanitarian Reasons.”

Security Council

The Report of the Security Council for the period June 16, 1976-June 15,1977 
has been published as General Asseml)Vy Official Records: Thirty-second Session, 
Supplement No. 2, The Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council for 
the year 1977 have been published in Security Council Official Records: Thirty* 
second Year (S/INF/33).®®

The ‘‘Conclusions and Recommendations*' of this report have been excerpted and re
printed ante, pp. 515-521.

22 See ante, pp. 567-572.
21 The Security Council resolution on an arms embargo on South Africa Is reprinted ante^ 

pp. 685-686.
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