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FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documeaits on arms control 
and disarmament developments in 1978 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 1978 is 
described in its 18th Annual Report (see Bibliography).

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

The technical editing was performed by the Editorial Services 
Branch of the Publishing Services Division of the Department of 
State.
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CIA — U.S. Central Intelligence 
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See footnotes at end of list.
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tion Review Council, Department of 
Defense

EDA — excess defense articles 
EPA — Environmental Protection 

Agency
ER/RB — enhanced radiation/reduced 

blast (weapon)
ERDA — Energy Research and De

velopment Agency 
ERW — enhanced radiation warhead 
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IAEA — International Atomic

‘Energy Agency 
ICA — U.S. International Communi

cations Agency 
ICBM — intercontinental ballistic 

missile
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INFA — international nuclear fuel 

authority
INFCE — International Nuclear 

Fuel Cycle Evaluation 
INFCEP — International Nuclear 

Fuel Cycle Evaluation Program 
INFCIRC — information circular 
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IP — Office of International Pro

grams, Niiclear Regulatory Com
mission

IRBM — intermediate range ballistic 
missile

ITAR — International Traffic in 
Arms Regulations 

JCS — Joint Chiefs of Staff 
KT, kt, ktn — kiloton 
LDC — less developed (developing) 

country
LTBT — limited (partial) test ban 
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LWR — light water reactor 
MAD — mutual assured destruction 
MAP — multiple aim point; military 

assistance program 
MARC — modem ABM radar com

plex
MBFR — mutual and balanced force 

reductions 
MDW — mass destruction weapons 
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geted reentry vehicle 
MT — megaton (equivalent of 1 mil

lion tons of TNT)
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MX — missile experimental

NAC — North Atlantic Council;
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NASA — National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration 

NATO — North Atlantic Treaty 
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NFC — nuclear fuel complex 
NGO^ — non-governmental organiza

tion
NMSS — Office of Nuclear Materials 

Safety, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission 

NNPA — Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Act

NORSAR — Norwegian Seismic Array 
NPT — nuclear nonproliferation 

treaty (Treaty on the Nonprolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons)

NRC — Nuclear Regulatory Commis
sion

NSA — National Security Agency, 
U.S. Department of Defense 

NSC — National Security Council 
NTM — national technical means (of 

verification)
OAU — Organization for African 

Unity
OAS — Organization of American 

States
OD —• observable difference 
OLPAR — other large phased-array 

radars
OPANAL^ — Agency for the Prohi

bition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Organismo para la Pros- 
cripcion de las Armas Nucleares 
en la America La tine) 

oper. — operative 
PAL — permissive action link 
par., para. — paragraph 
PBS — Public Broadcasting Service 
PF — protection factor 
P.L. — Public Law 
PNE — nuclear explosi(-on, -ve) for 

peaceful purposes 
PREPCOM^ — Preparatory Commit

tee
prt. — print
psi — pounds per square inch
pt. — part
pub. — publication

See footnotes at end of list.
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PV^ — verbatim record {proems 
verhale)

RB/ER — reduced blast/enhanced 
radiation

R & D — research and development 
R.D.T. & E. — research, development, 

testing, and evaluation 
REM * — roentgen equivalent man 
rept. — report 
RES,^ res. — resolution 
ROC — Republic of China (Taiwan) 
ROK — Republic of Korea 
RV — reentry vehicle 
RW — radiological weapons 
S /S S. — Security Council; Senate 

(U.S. Congress)
SAGSI — Standing Advisory Commit

tee on Safeguards (IAEA)
SALT — Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talks
SAM — surface-to-air missile 
s e e  — Standing Consultative Com

mission 
sess. — session 
SF — standard fission 
SIOP — single, integrated, opera

tional plan 
SLBM — submarine-launched ballis

tic missile 
SLCM — sea-launched cruise missile 
SNM — special nuclear materials 
SRF — strategic rocket forces 
SRO — seismic research observatory 
SSIR — Special Safeguards Imple

mentation Report 
SSOD  ̂ — Special Session on Dis

armament (Special Session of the 
United Nations Greneral Assembly 
Devoted to Disarmament)

SSR — Soviet Socialist Republic

State/PM/MC — OflBice of Munitions 
Control, Bureau of Politico-Military 
Affairs, Department of State 

State/PM/SAS — OflSce of Security 
Assistance and Sales, Bureau of 
Politico-Military Affairs, Depart
ment of State 

TAPS — Tarapur Atomic Power Sta
tion

TCC — Technical Coordinating Com
mittee (of INFCE)

TEPCO — Tokyo Electric Power 
Company

TIAS® — Treaties and Other Inter
national Acts Series 

TOA — total obligational authority 
TTB — threshold test ban 
TTBT — thresholti test ban treaty 
U.N., UN — United Nations 
UNGA —- United Nations General 

Assembly
UNSSOD — United Nations (Gen

eral Assembly) Special Session on 
Disarmament 

UNTS^ — United Nations Treaty 
Series

UNTSO — U.N. Truce Supervisory 
Organization 

U.S. — United States 
USA — United States of America;

United States Army 
USAF — United States Air Force 
USN —■ United States Navy 
USSR — Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics 
u s e  — United States Code 
USG —■ United States Government 
UST — United States Treaties and 

Other International Agreements 
WMO — World Meteorological Orga

nization

1 Abbreviation used in documents of United Nations organs or international conferences 
served by the United Nations Secretariat.

2 Title changed from Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee in 1969 ; replaced by 
Committee on Disarmament (CD) by decision of Tenth Special Session of the U.N. General 
Assembly in June 1979.

3 Replaced Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) by decision of the Tenth 
Special Session of the U.N, General Assembly in June 1979.

 ̂Unit of nuclear radiation that would produce damage in man equal to that produced 
by one unit of gamma ray radiation.

•5 Published by U.S. Department of State.
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Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean
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of Dec. 15, 1972; extended by resolution 3080 (XXVIII) of Dec. 6, 1973; 
enlarged by resolutions 3259 B (XXIX) of Dec. 9, 1974 and 3286 of Dec. 12, 
1977. Eight formal meetings in J978: Apr. 10-Sept. 29, in New York. Member
ship (23) : Australia, Bangladesh, China, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, Greece, 
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Kenya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, 
Mozambique, Oman, Pakistan, Somalia, Sri Lanka, United Republic of Tan
zania, Yemen, and Zambia. Chairman: Sri Lanka (Fernando). Vice Chairman: 
Indonesia (Loeis). Rapporteur: Madagascar (Basolandraibe and successor, 
Rason).

Ad Hoc Committee of the Tenth Special Session of the United Nations General
Assembly

Established as committee of the whole at first plenary meeting of Tenth Special 
Session, May 23, 1978. Held 16 meetings: May 24-June 29. Membership: Repre
sentatives of all states members of United Nations present at Tenth Special 
Session. Chairman: Argentina (Ortiz de Rozas). Vice-Chairmen (8) : Nigeria 
(Harriman), Bahamas (Hepburn), Iran (Hoveyda), Poland (Jaroszek), Japan 
(Ogiso), Greece (Papoulias), Yugoslavia (Petrie), New Zealand (Templeton). 
Rapporteur: A\geT\2i (Bensmail). Working Group A (Sections I—Introduction, 
II—Declaration, IV—‘Machinery : Chairman, New Zealand (Templeton). 
Working Group B (Section I I I—Program of Action) : Chairman, Poland 
(Jaroszek). Drafting group for Working Group A headed by Mexico (Garcfa 
Robles), on Declaration by GDR (Krutzsch), on Machinery by India (Garek- 
han). Drafting gronp for Working Group B: on Nuclear Disarmament Meas
ures headed by Nigeria (Adeniji), on Conventional Disarmament and Other 
Measures by Sweden (Hamilton).

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference
Established by General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of Dec. 18, 1973 
as 40-member non-nuclear weapons group to examine possibility of convening 
a world disarmament conference. Convened in 1978 by General Assembly resolu
tion 32/89 of Dec. 12, 1977. Two plenary sesHons in 1978: Mar. 13-May 8 (3 
meetings, to prepare special report to Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly) and Sept. 11-15 (2 meetings), in New York. Membership: Algeria, 
Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, Chile, Colom
bia, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, 
Japan, Lebanon, Lil eria, Mexico, Monsrolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania. Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, and Zambia. Chairman: Iran 
(Hoveyda). Vice-Chairmen (3) : Peru (Alzamora), Poland (Jaroszek),

xxvtn
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Burundi (Simbananiya). Rapporteur: Spain (L6pez-Chicheri and successor, 
Fermin Zelada). Additional participants: France, USSR, and U.K. (par. 3, 
resolution 3183 [X X V III]). Contact through Chairman maintained by China 
and U.S. Observer: GDR. Working Group (established in 1974). Two sessions 
in 1918: Mar. 28-May 3 (8 meetings) ; ’Sept. 12-14 (4 meetings). MemhersUp: 
Burundi, Egypt, Hungary, India, Iran, Italy, Mexico, Peru, Poland, Spain. 
Chairman: Spain. Observers: Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Czechoslovakia, 
Japan, Mongolia, Sweden, USSR, and Yugoslavia.

Ad Hoc Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarma
ment and Development

Established by General Assembly resolution 32/88 A of Dec. 12,1977 in accord
ance recommendation by Preparatory Committee for Tenth Special Session to 
elaborate framework and terms of reference for study (see below). Eight 
meetings in 1978: Mar. 13-21, in New York. Participants (22) : Egypt, France, 
FRG, Hungary, India, Japan, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, U.K., U.S., USSR, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia, and Zaire. Chairman: Sweden (Thorsson).

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

Established by CCD at its 714 th plenary meeting, July 22, 1976. Two sessions 
in 1978: 5th—Feb. 27-Mar. 10; 6th—July 24-28, in Geneva. Membership: Open 
to scientific experts nominated by states members of CCD; also to those 
nominated by states members of United Nations not represented in CCD upon 
invitation of CCD. Participants in 1978 (28) : Scientific experts and repre
sentatives from Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, FRG, GDR, 
Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Mongolian People’s Republic, Netherlands, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sweden, U.K., U.S., USSR. Also by 
invitation, experts from Austria, Australia, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, New 
Zealand, and Norway. Chairman: Sweden (Ericcson).

Ad Hoc Working Group To Discuss and Elaborate a Comprehensive Program of 
Disarmament

Established by CCD, Mar. 2, 1978, in accordance with decision taken at 765th 
plenary meeting, Aug. 25, 1977. Met 3 times in 1978: Mar. 20, 22; May 3, in 
Geneva. Membership: Open to representatives of all states members of CCD.

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). General Conference meets in regular session 
every 2 years (1969^70, 1971, 1975, 1977). Two special sessions in 1972 and
1977 to elect present General Secretary and commemorate 10th anniversary of 
treaty. Next regular session (6th) : Apr. 1979. Membership: Parties to Tlatel
olco Treaty (22 in 1978) : Bahamas, Barbados, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Granada, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Dominican Republic, Suriname, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Uruguay, and Venezuela, General-Secretar'g: Uruguay (Gros 
Espiell). Council: 5 states elected by General Conference, partially reconsti
tuted every 2 years; meets every 60 days in regular session. Principal func
tion: to operate control system.



XXX DOCUMENTS' ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), 1969-1978 (Eighteen 
Nation Committee on Disarmament—ENDC, 1962-1969)

Announced at United Nations, Dec. 1961, and endorsed by General Assembly 
resolution 1722 (XVI) of Dec. 20, 1961. Name changed from Eighteen Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, Aug. 26, 1969. Two sessions in 1978 (39 informal 
plenary meetings; 43 informal meetings without records) : 33d session— 
Jan. 31-May 11; 34th session—July 11-Aug. 31. Membership (31) : Argentina, 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, 
FRGr, GDR, Hungary, India, Iran, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sweden, U.K., U.S., 
USSR, Yugoslavia, and Zsdre} Permanent Co-Chadrmen: Representatives of the 
IT.S. (Fisher) and Soviet Union (Likhatchev).

Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries 
Ministerial Meeting of Coordinating B ureau: May 15-20, 1978, in Havana. 
Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs: July 25-30, 1978, in Belgrade.

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
Review conference on implementation of provisions of Final Act of CSCE held 
in accordance with Final Act provisions relating to foMowup to Conference: 
Oct. 4, 1977-Mar. 8, 1978, in Belgrade. Participants: 35 Eastern and Western 
European nations participants in the CSCE (1973-1975), U.S., and Canada.

Disarmament Commission
Established as deliberative body and subsidiary organ of U.N. General As
sembly by Final Act of Tenth Special Session, resolution S-10/2 of June 30,
1978 (par. 118), to succeed Disarmament Commission originally established by 
resolution 502 (VI) of Jan. 11, 1952. Organizational session in 1918: Oct. 9-13, 
Dec. 12, in New York (8 meetings). Meml)ership: All states members of United 
Nations. Chairman: India (Vellodi). Vice-Chairmen (8) : Austria, Bulgaria, 
Cyprus, Denmark, Ghana, Madagascar, Mexico, and Yugoslavia. Rapporteur: 
Argentina.

Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and 
Development

Established pursuant to recommendation in Final Document of Tenth Special 
Session of U.N. General Assembly, resolution S-10/2 of June 30, 1978 (pars. 
94-95). Framework and terms of reference for group recommended by Ad Hoc 
Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and 
Development (above). One session in 1978: Sept. 4-13, in New York. Partici
pants (27) : Brazil, Canada, China, Egypt, France, FRG, GDR, Hungary, 
India, Jamaica, Japan, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, 
Poland, Romania, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Sweden, U.K., U.S., USSR, Venezuela, 
and Yugoslavia. Chairman: Sweden (Thorsson).

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
Established by statute of Oct. 26, 1956, which entered into force in 1957; head
quarters, Vienna, Austria. Membership: 110 states in 1978. Director-Oeneral: 
Eklund, 1961- Board of Governors: 34 countries; convened Sept. 14-15.

1 France has not participated.
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1978, in Vienna. Chairman for 1918-19: Saudi Arabia (Kabbani). General Con
ference: 22d regular session, Sept. 18-22, in Vienna. Participants: over 80 states. 
Symposium: “International Safeguards Technology—1978,” Oct. 2-6, 1978, in 
Vienna. Participants: 276 from 35 member states and international organiza
tions. Meeting of experts on arrangements for international storage of sepa
rated plutonium: Dec. 4-6, 1978. Standing Advisory Group on Safeguards Im 
plementation (SAGrSI) : Two series of meetings in 1978.

International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INPCE)
Two-year international technical study undertaken at U.S. initiative in accord
ance with Apr. 7,1977 proposal by President Carter. First (organizing) session: 
Oct. 19-21, 1977, in Washington, D.C. One plenary session in 1918: Nov. 27- 
Dec. 1, 1978, in Vienna. Participants in program: 53 states and 4 international 
bodies. Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC) : One session in 1911— 
Dec. 12-13, in Vienna. Two sessions in 1918—June 12-16, Oct. 23-27, in Vienna.^ 
Eight working groups met a t various times during 1978.

Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers
Ninth Conference: Apr. 24-28, 1978, in Dakar, Senegal. Chairman: Senegal 
(Fall).

Latin American and Caribbean Countries Meeting on Conventional Weapons
Convened and sponsored by Mexico, Aug. 21-24, 1978, in Tlatelolco, Mexico 
City. All states in regions invited, except Chile. Participants (20) : Argentina, 
Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salva
dor, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, 
Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, and Venezuela.

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

Preparatory talks held in 1973, in Vienna. Negotiations began in Nov. 1973, 
continuing to present. Three rounds of talks in 1918: 14th—Jan. 31-Apr. 19; 
15th—May 18-July 19; 16th—Sept. 28-Dec. 13, in Vienna. Regular participants: 
NATO—Belgium, Canada, FRG, Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., and U.S.; 
Warsaw pact—Czechoslovakia, GDR, Poland, and USSR. Special status partici
pants: Bulgaria, Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Romania, and 
Turkey.

North Atlantic Assembly
24th meeting of parliamentarians of NATO countries held in 1978: Nov. 25-30, 
in Lisbon, Portugal.

Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of the United Nations General 
Assembly Devoted to EHsarmament

Convened in pursuance of C^neral Assembly resolution 31/189 B of Dec. 21, 
1976. Organizational session: Mar. 28-30,1977. Two substantive sessions also in 
1911: May 9-20, Aug. 31-Sept. 9. Two additional substantive sessions in 1918: 
Jan. 24-Feb. 24, Apr. 10-21. Membership: 54 states appointed by UNGA Presi
dent on basis of equitable geographic distribution.

* IAEA provided technical and administrative assistance.
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Preparatory Conference for the 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

Convened by General Assembly resolution 32/152 of Dec. 19,1977. Met Aug. 28- 
Sept. 15, 1978, in Geneva. Participants: 74 states, 4 national liberation move
ments, 5 organizations (as observers), 9 non-governmental organizations. 
President: Nigeria (Adeniji). Vice-Presidents (13) : Bulgaria, Egypt, FRG, 
GDR, India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Jordan, Panama, Peru, Sweden, Yugoslavia, 
and Zaire. Rapporteur: Netherlands. Executive Secretary: Segarra.

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

Announced July 1,1968. F irst phase (SALT One) : Nov. 1969-May 1972. Second 
phase (SALT Two) began Nov. 1972. Two sessions in 1918: Jan. 10-Aug. 15; 
Sept. 7 ,1978-June 14,1979. Chairman, U.S. delegation: ACDA Director Warnke, 
succeeded by Ambassador Earle (Nov. 1978) ; Alternate U.S. Chairman (to 
Nov. 1978) : Ambassador Earle. Chairman, USSR delegation: Deputy Foreign 
Minister Semenov, succeeded by Ambassador Karpov (Nov. 1978). U.S.-USSR 
Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) established by Memorandum of 
Understanding, Dec. 21, 1972. Two sessions in 1978: X III—^Mar. 23-Apr. 26, 
XIV—Sept. 21-Nov. 2. U.S. Commissioner: Ambassador Buchheim; USSR 
Commissioner: Ambassador Ustinov. Meetings on SALT Between U.S. and 
Soviet Leadership in 1978: Apr. 29-22, in Moscow (Vance, Warnke/Brezhnev 
et al.) ; May 25-31, in Washington, D.C. (Carter, Vance, Wamke/Gromyko) ; 
July 12-13, in Geneva (Vance, Warnke/Gromyko) ; Sept. 7-8 (Wamke/various 
Soviet leaders) ; Sept. 27-Oct. 1, in New York and Washington (Carter, Vance, 
Warnke/Gromyko) ; Oct. 20-22, in Moscow (Vance, Warnke, et a?./Brezhnev, 
Gromyko) ; Dec. 21-22, in Geneva (Vance/Gromyko).

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA)
Thirty-third {regular) session: Sept. 19, 1978-Dec. 21, 1978; Jan. 15-29; 
May 23-31, 1979. MemJ>ership: 150. President: Colombia (Li^vano). First Com
mittee: Consideration of items relating to disarmament, Oct. 16-Dec. 4, 1978. 
Chairman: Finland (Pastinen).

Tenth Special Session {Special Session Devoted to Disarmament—SSOD) : 
May 23-June 30, 1978. Convened by resolution 32/88 B of Dec. 12, 1977, which 
endorsed recommendations of Preparatory Committee (above). Participants: 
Open to all states members of the United Nations. President: Yugoslavia 
(Mojsov). Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee of the Tenth Special Session: Argen

tina (Ortiz de Rozas). Vice-Chairmen: Nigeria (Harriman), Bahamas (Hep
burn), Japan (Ogiso), Greece (Papoulias), Yugoslavia (Petri<5), and New 
Zealand (Templeton), Algeria (Bensmail).

Special Committee on Enhancing the Effectiveness of the Principle of Non-Use 
of Force in International Relations

Established by General Assembly resolution 32/150 of Dec. 19,1977. One session 
in 1978: Aug. 21-Sept. 15, in New York. Membership: 35 states members of the 
United Nations appointed by UNGA President.

United States-USSR Joint Working Groups ®
Antisatellite Systems (ASAT). Initiated for purpose of preventing arms

® Outgrowth of Mar. 1977 agreement to establish several bilateral working groups to 
consider various arms control topics, see D o c u m e n ts  on  D is a r m a m e n t ,  1977, pp. 179, 
578-579.
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race in outer space, enhancing security of space systems used for verification 
of compliance with arms control agreements, scientific research, etc. One 
round of talks in 1978: June 8-16, in Helsinki. Delegation heads: U.S.—ACDA 
Director Warnke (Deputy, Ambassador Buchheim) ; USSR—Ambassador 
lOilestov.

Chemical Weapons (CW). Meetings held in accordance with U.S.-USSR 
agreement of July 3, 1974. Round I: Aug. 16-27, 1976, in Geneva. Six rounds 
in 1977: Apr.-Oct., in Geneva. Two rounds in 1978: VIII—Jan. 10-Apr. 26; 
IX—Aug. 18-Sept. 14, in Geneva. Delegation heads: U.S.—CCD Representa
tive Fisher; USSR—CCD Representative Likhatchev.

Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB). Talks began as bilateral session in Wash
ington, D.C., June 13-16, 1977. U.K. included in all subsequent sessions. 
Three sessions in 1977: July-Dee. Three sessions in 1978: Jan. 23-Mar. 22, 
May 4-Aug. 18, Sept. 28-Dec. 16, in Geneva. Delegation heads: U.S.—ACDA 
Director Wamke (to Oct. 31, 1978), succeeded by ACDA Deputy Director 
Davies; U.K.—^Ambassador Edmonds; USSR—Dr. Morokhov.

Conventional Arms Transfer (CAT). Preliminary exchange of views held 
Dec. 14-19, 1977, in Washington, D.C. Three rounds of talks in 1978: May 4-8 
and July 18-28, in Helsinki; Dec. 5-15, in Mexico City. Delegation heads: 
U.S.—Department of State Director of Politico-Military Affairs Gelb (Deputy, 
ACDA Assistant Director Blechman) ; USSR—^Ambassador Mendelevich.

Radiological Weapons/New Types and New Systems of Weapons of Mass De
struction (RW/MDW). Initiated for purpose of developing joint initiative to 
introduce in CCD as basis for multilateral treaty. Three sessions in 1977: May- 
Oct, in Geneva. Two sessions in 1978: Feb. 6-May 4, July 19-Sept. 8, in Geneva. 
Delegation heads: U.S.—CCD Representative Fisher; USSR—CCD Representa
tive Likhatchev.

Indian Ocean. Established in Mar. 1977. Exploratory talks (Round I) : June 22- 
27, 1977, in Moscow. Rounds I I  and III:  Sept. and Dec. 1977, in Washington 
and Bern, Switzerland, respectively. Round IV: Feb. 7-17, 1978, in Bern. 
Delegation heads: U.S.—^ACDA Director Warnke; USSR—^Ambassador
Mendelevich.
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Statement by Indian President Reddy: Nuclear Weapons 
[Extract], January 2, 1978^

We believe this is no time for increasing but, rather, arresting and 
eliminating great power deployment in the hitherto tension-free areas 
such as the Indian Ocean.

We welcome the negotiations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union on the limitations of strategic weapons and efforts to 
consolidate detente.

Faithful to the spirit of the United Nations Charter, India will 
always be on the side of the peaceful resolution of international dis
putes. We are determined to be true to the friendships which have 
served our national interests. We are equally convinced that in keep
ing with contemporary realities, we can widen and intensify our rela
tions, to mutual advantage, with many countries.

In the final instance, peace will remain fragile if nuclear weapons, 
capable of such annihilative destruction are kept and multiplied. We 
appreciate the concern and sincerity which you have expressed at these 
dangers and the efforts you are making to arrest the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

For our part, we have unilaterally abjured the development of such 
means of mass destruction. But, Mr. President, we hope that you will 
agree with the dangers of nuclear war, by accident or design, will 
remain, until such time as all nations, without arbitrary distinctions, 
join in a firm commitment for the progressive reduction and eventual 
elimination of nuclear weapons from all parts of the world. The chal
lenge demands not just restraints from nuclear weapons but pledges 
by the nuclear “haves” to turn away from the use of this instrument 
of modern science for military purposes. But, in the meanwhile, must 
countries who have no nuclear weapons be inhibited from using 
nuclear science as an instrument for economic transformation? I 
would like to emphasize with a full sense of responsibility that India, 
for her part, will not indulge in the perverse use of nuclear science.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 9, 1978, p. 13. The state
ment was part of a toast to President Carter at a state dinner in New Delhi.

1
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Joint Declaration by the United States and India [Extract], 
January 3, 1978^

We declare that war is not an acceptable means to settle political 
disputes. Our countries will do their utmost to resolve disputes with 
others amicably and, within the framework of the United Nations, to 
help in resolving the disputes of others.

The spectre of war has hung over the world for too long. Existing 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons must be reduced and eventually elimi
nated, and the danger of proliferation of nuclear weapons must be 
arrested. Further, every effort must be made to progressively reduce 
conventional arms and to redirect the productive forces so released 
to the betterment of mankind. We commit ourselves to work towards 
these ends.

Address by ACDA Director Warnke Before the Overseas Writers 
Club: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extract], January 6, 
1978 ^

I ’d like to discuss briefly with you, before turning it over to ques
tions, what I see as the chances for reaching agreement this year on a 
SALT TWO treaty and a treaty putting an end to all nuclear explo
sions. Next Monday in Geneva, the SALT negotiations begin again 
after a brief Christmas recess. And later this month, we will also re
sume there the trilateral talks with the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom on a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. I ’m happy to say that, 
in both of these sets of talks, significant progress was made in the last 
quarter of 1977. If in SALT we can continue this rate of progress, I 
see no reason why we could not have a treaty by the spring.

In this regard—to show that my optimism is not unique—I’d like to 
refer to the comments that President Carter made in Warsaw just a 
week ago. In response to a question from a Polish journalist, President 
Carter said that “in the last few months the United States and the 
Soviet Union have made great progress dealing with a long list of im
portant issues, the most important of which is to control the deploy
ment of strategic nuclear weapons. We hope to conclude the SALT

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 9, 1978, p. 18. The decla
ration was released at New Delhi.

 ̂ACDA press release.
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TWO talks this year, hopefully in the spring.” And he also noted that, 
“At the same time, we have made progress for the first time in estab
lishing principles on which there can be a total prohibition against all 
tests of nuclear explosions in the future.” ^

Now I recognize, of course, that what I regard as an optimistic re
port may be considered by some to be very bad news indeed. There are 
those who seem to view the prospect of a SALT TWO agreement with 
a considerable degree of dread. Some argue that it will concede to the 
Soviets strategic nuclear parity, and others claim it will condemn us 
to a position of continued inferiority, or that it won’t solve the prob
lem of Minuteman vulnerability, or that it will destroy the confidence 
of our NATO Allies.

I ’m sure it will come as no surprise to any of you to know that I 
don’t regard any of these criticisms as having any valid basis.

SALT Will Ensure Stability

As to the first objection, that in SALT we are conceding strategic 
parity to the Soviet Union, strategic parity is, of course, not the 
product of SALT. Instead, I think, that you can view it as a precon
dition of SALT. It’s only the fact that strategic parity exists that 
makes it possible to negotiate. To put it another way, if we had strate
gic superiority, the Soviets couldn’t deal, and we wouldn’t. It’s the 
fact that a stable strategic balance now exists that makes it possible 
for the Soviet Union and the United States to agree upon measures 
that will preserve that strategic stability and will lessen the risk of 
nuclear war. The alternative, which is for both sides to spend addi
tional billions in an effort to gain strategic nuclear superiority, is a 
game that neither side can win unless that other side is willing to for
feit. They aren’t, and we aren’t. So it’s a contest which could only lead 
to less stability and thus to less security for both sides. New technol
ogies could threaten the deterrent of either country and lead to specu
lation that a first strike could yield decisive advantage.

Now, as to the second criticism, that is, that a SALT agreement 
will formalize a position of United States inferiority as compared 
with the Soviet Union, again I flatly disagree. The SALT treaty 
which is being completed will formalize insteaxi the principle of 
equal aggregates as agreed upon by President Ford and General Sec- 
r^ary Brezhnev at Vladivostok in 1974.̂  As you all know, the pro
visions of the SALT ONE agreement left the Soviet Union with a 
numerical edge both in ICBM launchers and in submarine launcher 
tu'bes.̂  SALT TWO will substitute equal aggregates on both strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles and on the numbers of launchers of missiles 
with multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles. Moreover, 
SALT TWO will establish these identical ceilings without any com-

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 2,1978, p. 1959.
* The Vladivostok agreement appears in Documents on Disarmament, pp. 

746^750.
 ̂The SALT I agreements can be found iUd., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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pensation being given to the Soviet Union for the American forward- 
based systems located in Europe which can hit Soviet territory. So 
that in itself will represent a very significant step forward in terms 
of effective arms control.

Now what SALT TWO won’t do and can’t be expected to do is 
reverse the decisions that were made by Soviet military planners and 
American military planners in the 1960’s—years before the SALT 
process began. Our military planners, unrestricted by any treaties or 
agreements with the Soviet Union, elected to build smaller solid-fuel 
missiles with greater accuracy and reliability than the large liquid- 
fuel missiles which had previously constituted our ICBM force. The 
Soviets, whether by choice or by necessity, continued to build the 
larger liquid-fuel missiles, and they ended up with greater throw- 
weight. Now, the SALT ONE agreement (the Interim Agreement) 
did put limits on the construction of new fixed launchers of these 
larger missiles. But these limits have interfered with no U.S. plans or 
programs, so that we have today the forces that we freely choose to 
design and build. And they are forces that, under the reasonable con
straints of a new SALT agreement, will continue to assure us of stra
tegic parity and to protect our national security.

Deterrent 'Will Be Protected

As for the argument about the fact that SALT TWO won’t solve 
the problem of Minuteman vulnerability, again, if any such vulner
abilities exist, they can’t be blamed on SALT. The ICBM vulnerability 
argument is not a new one. For more than a decade—certainly back 
when I was in the Pentagon—it’s been clear that increased numbers, 
accuracy, and yield of warheads could pose, at least on paper, a threat 
to fixed land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). And 
it was exactly for this reason that we developed the submarine- 
launched ballistic missile (SLBM). It was exactly for this reason that 
we divided our strategic nuclear resources more or less evenly over our 
strategic deterrent triad, which includes the SLBMs, our Minuteman 
ICBMs, and our strategic bombers. The Soviet Union, again whether 
by choice or by necessity, still has the substantial majority of its strate
gic forces in land-based ICBMs, the most vulnerable part of strategic 
forces.

Strategic stability would undoubtedly be enhanced if even the hypo
thetical prospect of one side being able to destroy the other’s land- 
based intercontinental ballistic missile force could be eliminated com
pletely. Certainly the prospect that, because of accuracy improvements, 
the ICBMs of both sides can become at the same time both more deadly 
and more vulnerable is not a happy one. We should continue in SALT, 
and we will continue in SALT, to try to develop provisions which 
would protect all parts of our nuclear deterrent. This can’t be done by 
quantitative limits alone, because reduced ceilings mean that the total
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number of ICBM targets is reduced just as the number of challenging, 
threatening missiles is cut back.

So what’s needed, therefore, for real arms control is a combination 
of these quantitative reductions and qualitative constraints. And 
SALT TWO, for the first time, will put an overall cap on all strategic 
nuclear forces. And it will also represent the first genuine step towards 
controlling the onracing technology that could make the strategic iDal- 
ance more fragile.

SALT a Continuing Process

But I think we have to recognize that SALT is now a continuing 
process, and that SALT TWO won’t be the last word in strategic arms 
limitation agreements. It’s going to be a step forward—I think a 
genuine step forward— b̂ut it won’t mean that we have reached a to
tally effective strategic nuclear arms control regime. SALT THGREE 
will carry the process forward with even more effective limitations on 
nuclear arms.

In negotiating SALT TWO, it’s also necessary that we see that our 
options are protected, so that if arms control measures don’t guarantee 
the survivability of unquestionably adequate retaliatory strategic nu
clear forces, we can make such weapons decisions in timely fashion 
as are appropriate to ensure our security. Those options will be pre
served in SALT TWO. We will be in a position in which we can opt 
to build certain other strategic nuclear systems if we find that that 
is essential to protect our security.

A Strong Commitment to Allies

And then with regard to the final criticism that I ’ve cited, it’s my 
clear view that the SALT TWO agreement which is being completed 
will be good for our allies as well as being good for us. I personally 
see no basis for the alarmist reports that NATO somehow is troubled 
that we may be lured into sacrificing the interests of our European 
allies for the sake of reaching agi’eement with the Soviet Union. There’s 
no area of the world that has had a more vivid and more devastating 
experience with war than Europe, and there are no people on earth 
that are more interested in seeing to it that there isn’t ever a World 
War III.

And I believe that our European friends recognize that the ability 
of the Soviet Union and the United States to reach arms control agree
ments that are fair and even-handed will make the prospect of war 
considerably more remote.

Also, of course, the Soviet Union itself has also had tragic experi
ence with war, and Soviet leaders have to recognize that any military 
adventure in Europe could escalate rapidly into a nuclear conflict. The 
consequences of such a war are certainly beyond my imagining, but I ’m 
clear that if the United States were compelled to use nuclear weapons 
to defend the Alliance, it would do so. And I ’m also clear that if the
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United States were to be struck first by a Soviet nuclear attack, our re
sponse would destroy the Soviet Union as a functioning society. In 
Paris this week, President Carter affirmed that “the commitment of the 
American government and our people to the security of Europe is 
absolute” ® and, with or without a strategic arms limitation agreement, 
we will continue to have the forces that will enable us to meet that 
commitment.

We’ve been in constant touch with our NATO allies as our SALT 
negotiations have proceeded. Since last May, when the Geneva SALT 
talks resumed, I have personally briefed the North Atlantic Council 
on five separate occasions, most recently on December 2nd. Several of 
my colleagues in the government have also consulted with our NATO 
friends to obtain their counsel and to keep them fully informed. I don’t 
find there the alarm that is sometimes reported in the press. I don’t 
find any apprehension on the part of our NATO friends that we are 
about to sacrifice their interests.

They are interested, of course, in preserving options that might 
strengthen NATO defenses. They know that we are just as interested in 
that as they are. And they recognize, as any thinking person must, that 
arms control necessarily means that you accept restrictions on things 
that could be militarily useful to you in order to obtain restrictions on 
military capabilities of the other side that you consider adverse to your 
security. You don’t get arms control for free, but you do have to make 
sure that the price is right.

SALT and GTB: Positive Steps Forward

For the SALT TWO agreement, I ’m clear that the price is right. It 
will be a substantial, positive step forward toward a more secure world, 
and it will, in my opinion, also create the kind of momentum that will 
move us forward to more significant constraints on nuclear weapons 
and an easier relationship between the nuclear superpowers.

Now, a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty would complement and, I 
think, reinforce these healthy trends. It would support our effort at 
SALT to forestall weapons developments that could make nuclear war 
more likely. An agreement under which the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union renounce all nuclear explosions would 
also serve as a very powerful inhibition on nuclear weapons 
proliferation.

I think it’s obvious that the Soviet Union and the United States will 
continue to have many differences. Our social and economic systems, 
our concepts of healthy international development, even our philoso
phies on nuclear deterrence may have little in common. Wliat we do 
have in common is an interest in survival. And success in SALT and 
in achieving a Comprehensive Test Ban will be, I believe, dramatic 
testimony to that common concern.

® Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 9,1978, p. 25.
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Nuclear Export Guidelines Adopted by Fifteen Governments, 
January 11, 1978^

1. On 11 January 1978, the Director General received similar letters, 
all of that date, from the Resident Representatives to the Agency of 
Czechoslovakia, France, the German Democratic Republic, Japan, 
Poland, Switzerland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States of America, relating to the export of nuclear material, 
equipment or technology. In the light of the request at the end of each 
of those letters, the text is reproduced below as Letter I.

2. On the same day, the Resident Representatives to the Agency of 
Canada and Sweden also addressed analogous letters to the Director 
General. In the light of the request expressed at the end of each of 
those letters, their texts are reproduced below as Letter II and Letter 
III respectively.

3. On the same day, the Director General received similar letters 
from the Resident Representatives to the Agency of Belgium, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands and the United King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Members of the European 
Communities, relating to the export of nuclear material, equipment or 
technology. In the light of the request expressed at the end of each of 
those letters, the text is reproduced below as Letter IV.

4. On 11 January 1978 the Resident Representative to the Agency 
of Italy, a Member of the European Communities, addressed a letter 
to the Director General relating to the same subject, the text of which 
is reproduced below as Letter V.

5. On 11 January 1978 the Director General received complemen
tary letters, all of that date, from the Resident Representatives to the 
Agency of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Re
public, Japan, Poland, Switzerland and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the texts of which are reproduced below as Letters VI, VII, 
VIII, IX , X, X I and X II respectively.^

6. The attachments to Letters I-V, which are in every case identical, 
setting forth the Guidelines for Nuclear Transfers with their Annexes, 
are reproduced in the Appendix.

L e t t e r  I

The Permanent Mission of . . . presents its compliments to the Di
rector General of the International Atomic E ner^ Agency and has the 
honour to enclose copies of three documents which have been the sub
ject of discussion between the Government of . . . and a number of 
other Governments.

The Government of . . . has decided that, when considering the 
export of nuclear material, equipment or technology, it will act in 
accordance with the principles contained in the attached documents.

 ̂IAEA INFCIRC/254, Feb. 1978.
'  A letter from Australia, received later, is printed post, pp. 90-91.
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In reaching this decision, the Government of . . .  is fully aware 
of the need to contribute to the development of nuclear power in order 
to meet world energy requirements, while avoiding contributing in any 
way to the dangers of a proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nu
clear explosive devices, and of the need to remove safeguards and non
proliferation assurances from the field of commercial competition.

The Government of . . . hopes that other Governments may also 
decide to base their own nuclear export policies upon these documents.

The Government of . . . requests that the Director General of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency should circulate the texts of this 
note and its enclosures to all Member Governments for their informa
tion and as a demonstration of support by the Government of . . . for 
the Agency’s non-proliferation objectives and safeguards activities.

The Permanent Mission of . . . avails itself of this opportunity 
to renew to the Director General of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency the assurances of its highest consideration.

L e t t e r  II

The Permanent Mission of Canada to the IAEA presents its compli
ments to the Director General and has the honour to enclose copies of 
three documents that have been the subject of discussion between the 
Government of Canada and a number of other Governments.

The Government of Canada has decided that, when considering the 
export of nuclear material, equipment or technology, it will act in ac
cordance with the principles contained in the attached documents as 
well as other principles considered pertinent by it.

In reaching this decision, the Government of Canada is fully aware 
of the need to contribute to the development of nuclear power in order 
to meet world energy requirements, while avoiding contributing in 
any way to the dangers of a proliferation of nuclear weapons or other 
nuclear explosive devices, and of the need to remove safeguards and 
non-proliferation assurances from the field of commercial competition.

The Government of Canada hopes that other Governments may also 
decide to base their own nuclear export policies upon these documents 
and such further principles as may be agreed upon.

The Government of Canada requests that the Director General of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency should circulate the text of 
this N*ote and its enclosures to all Member Governments for their in
formation and as a demonstration of support by the Government of 
Canada for the Agency’s non-proliferation objectives and safeguard 
activities.

The Permanent Mission of Canada to the IAEA avails itself of this 
opportunity to renew to the Director General the assurances of its 
highest consideration.

L e t t e r  III

The Permanent Mission of Sweden present their compliments to 
the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency
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[and] have the honour to enclose copies of three documents which have 
been the subject of discussion between the Government of Sweden and 
a number of other Governments.

The Government of Sweden have decided that, when considering 
the export of nuclear material, equipment or technology, they will 
act in accordance with the principles contained in the attached docu
ments.

In reaching this decision, the Government of Sweden are fully 
aware of the need to avoid contributing in any way to the dangers of a 
proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, 
and of the need to remove safeguards and non-proliferation assur
ances from the field of commercial competition.

The Government of Sweden hope that other Governments may 
also decide to base their own nuclear export policies upon these 
documents.

The Government of Sweden request that the Director General of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency should circulate the text of 
this Note and its enclosures to all Member Governments for their in
formation and as a demonstration of support by the Government of 
Sweden for the Agency’s non-proliferation objectives and safeguards 
activities.

The Permanent Mission of Sweden take this opportunity to renew 
to the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
the assurances of their highest consideration.

L e t t e r  IV

The Permanent Mission of . . .  to the International Organizations 
in Vienna presents its compliments to the Director General of the In
ternational Atomic Energy Agency and has the honour to enclose 
copies of three documents which have been the subject of discussion 
between the . . . and a number of other Governments.

The Government of . . . has decided that, when considering the 
export of nuclear material, equipment or technology, it will act in 
accordance with the principles contained in the attached documents.

In reaching this decision, the Government of . . .  is fully aware of 
the need to contribute to the development of nuclear power in order 
to meet world energy requirements, while avoiding contributing in 
any way to the dangers of a proliferation of nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices, and of the need to remove safeguards 
and non-proliferation assurances from the field of commercial com
petition.

As a Member of the European Community, the Government of . . . 
so far as trade within the Community is concerned, will implement 
these documents in the light of its commitments under the Treaties 
of Eome where necessary.

The Government of . . . hopes that other Governments may also 
decide to base their own nuclear export policies upon these documents.
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The Government of . . . requests that the Director General of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency should circulate the texts of 
this Note and its enclosures to all Member Governments for their in
formation and as a demonstration of support by the Government of 
. . . for the Agency’s non-proliferation objectives and safeguards 
activities.

The Permanent Mission of . . .  to the International Organizations 
in Vienna avails itself of this opportunity to renew to the Director 
General of the International Atomic Energy Agency the assurances 
of its highest consideration.

L e t t e r  V

The Permanent Mission of Italy present their compliments and 
have the honour to enclose copies of three documents which have been 
the subject of discussion between the Government of Italy and a num
ber of other Governments.

The Government of Italy have decided that, when considering the 
export of nuclear material, equipment or technology, they will act in 
accordance with the principles contained in the attached documents.

In reaching this decision, the Government of Italy are fully aware 
of the need to contribute to the development of nuclear power in order 
to meet world energy requirements, while avoiding contributing in 
any way to dangers of a proliferation of nuclear weapons or other 
nuclear explosive devices, and of the need to remove safeguards and 
non-proliferation assurances from the field of commercial competi
tion.

The Italian Government underline that the undertaking referred to 
cannot limit in any way the rights and obligations arising for Italy 
out of agreements to which she is a Party, and in particular those 
arising out of Article IV of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

As a Member of the European Community, the Government of 
Italy, so far as trade within the Community is concerned, will imple
ment these documents in the light of their commitments under the 
Treaties of Rome where necessary.

The Government of Italy hope that other Governments may also 
decide to base their own nuclear export policies upon these documents.

The Government of Italy request that the Director General of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency should circulate the texts of 
this Note and its enclosures to all Member Governments for their in
formation and as a demonstration of support by the Government of 
Italy for the Agency’s non-proliferation objectives and safeguards 
activities.

L e t t e r  VI

The Permanent Mission of Belgium presents its compliments to 
the Director General of the IAEA and, in addition to its Note P 10- 
92/24 of 11 January 1978, would like to draw the attention to the 
following.
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The Government of Belgium at present are not in a position to im
plement fully the principles for technology transfer set out in the 
documents attached to the above-mentioned Note because of the lack 
of appropriate laws and regulations. However, the Government of 
Belgium intend to implement these principles fully when appropriate 
laws and regulations for this purpose are put into force as necessary.

The Government of Belgium request that the Director General of 
the IAEA should circulate the text of this Note to all Member Govern
ments for their information.

The Permanent Mission of Belgium takes this opportunity to renew 
to the Director General of the IAEA the assurance of its highest 
consideration.

L e t t e r  VII

The Permanent Mission of the Czechoslovak Socialist Eepublic to 
the International Organizations presents its compliments to the Direc
tor General of the International Atomic Energy Agency and has the 
honour to refer to its Note No. 1036/78 regarding standards of the 
nuclear export policies which have been adopted by the members of 
the Nuclear Suppliers Group.

The Government of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic greatly 
appreciates the role of the International Atomic Energy Agency in the 
sphere of control of the provisions of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
This activity has been an important instrument of preventing pro
liferation of nuclear ^veapons. Sharing the opinion that further 
strengthening of safeguards lies in the interest of universal peace, the 
Government of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic has decided that 
it would deliver nuclear material, equipment and technology defined 
in a trigger list, to any non-nuclear-weapon State only in a case when 
the whole nuclear activity of a recipient country, and not only material, 
equipment and technology being transferred, are subject to the 
Agency’s safeguards.

The Government of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic expresses 
its opinion that this principle, if observed by all the States—nuclear 
suppliers, could have made a great contribution toward strengthening 
and universality of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The Permanent Mission of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic to 
the International Organizations avails itself of this opportunity to re
new to the Director General of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency the assurances of its highest consideration.

L e t t e r  V III

The Permanent Mission of the German Democratic Republic to the 
International Organizations in Vienna presents its compliments to the 
Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency and has 
the honour, in connection with Note No. 2/78-III addressed to the Di
rector (xeneral of the IAEA on 11 January 1978, to state the following: 
in the view of the Government of the German Democratic Republic,
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the guidelines for nuclear exports are such as to strengthen the regime 
of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and the IAEA safeguards 
system. The German Democratic Republic will also in future advocate 
agreements to the effect that nuclear exports under the trigger list 
mentioned in the above Note should go only to those non-nuclear- 
weapon States that accept IAEA safeguards for all of their nuclear 
activities.

The Government of the German Democratic Republic is convinced 
that any reinforcement of the regime of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons will promote the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and interna
tional co-operation in this area.

The Permanent Mission requests that the present text be circulated 
as an official document of the International Atomic Energy Agency.

The Permanent Mission of the German Democratic Republic to the 
International Organizations in Vienna avails itself of this opportunity 
to renew to the Director General of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency the assurances of its highest consideration.

L e t t e r  IX

The Embassy of Japan presents its compliments to the International 
Atomic Energy Agency and, in reference to its Note No. J.M. 78/21 
of January 11,1978, has the honour to inform the International Atomic 
Energy Agency of the following.

The Government of Japan at present is not in a position to imple
ment fully the Principles for Technology Transfers set out in the 
documents attached to the above-mentioned Note because of the lack of 
appropriate laws and regulations.

However, the Government of Japan intends to implement these 
principles fully when appropriate laws and regulations for this pur
pose are put into force as necessary.

The Government of Japan requests that the Director General of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency be good enough to circulate the 
text of this Note to all Member Governments for their information.

The Embassy of Japan avails itself of this opportunity to renew to 
the International Atomic Energy Agency the assurances of its highest 
consideration.

L e t t e r  X

The Permanent Mission of the Polish People’s Republic to the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency presents its compliments to the Di
rector General of the IAEA and has the honour to refer to its Note 
Xo. 10-96/77 regarding standards of the nuclear export policies which 
have been adopted by the members of the Nuclear Suppliers Group.

The Government of the Polish People’s Republic greatly appreciates 
the role of the International Atomic Energy Agency in the sphere of 
control of the provisions of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. This activity 
has been an important instrument of preventing proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. Sharing the opinion that further strengthening
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of safeguards lies in the interest of universal peace, the Government of 
the Polish People’s Republic has decided that it would deliver nuclear 
material, equipment and technology defined in a trigger list, to any 
non-nuclear-weapon State only in a case when the whole nuclear activ
ity of a recipient country, and not only material, equipment and tech
nology being transferred, are subject to the Agency’s safeguards.

The Government of the Polish People’s Republic expresses its 
opinion that this principle, if observed by all the States—nuclear sup
pliers, could have made a great contribution toward strengthening and 
universality of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The Government of the Polish People’s Republic requests that the 
Director General of the IAEA should circulate the text of this Note to 
all Member Governments.
' The Permanent Mission of the Polish People’s Republic to the Inter

national Atomic Energy Agency avails itself of this opportunity to 
renew to the Director General of the IAEA the assurances of the high
est consideration.

L e t t e r  X I

The Permanent Mission of Switzerland presents its compliments to 
the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency and, 
with reference to its today’s Note No. 003, has the honour to emphasize 
the following.

The Government of Switzerland at present is not in a position to im
plement fully the principles for Technology Transfers set out in the 
documents attached to the above-mentioned Note because of the lack 
of appropriate laws and regulations. However, the Government of 
Switzerland intends to implement these principles fully when appro
priate laws and regulations for this purpose are put into force as 
necessary.

The Government of Switzerland requests that the Director General 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency should circulate the text 
of this Note to all Member Governments for their information.

The Permanent Mission of Switzerland avails itself of this oppor
tunity to renew to the Director General of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency the assurances of its highest consideration.

L e t t e r  X II

With reference to Note Verbale No. 1 from the Permanent Mission 
of the USSR, dated 11 January 1978, I have the honour to send you 
the following Declaration of the Government of the U SSR :

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics em
phasizes its determination to continue its efforts to secure agree
ment between countries supplying nuclear materials, equipment and 
technology on the principle that IAEA safeguards must be applied 
to all nuclear activities of non-nuclear-weapon States when those 
States receive any of the items mentioned in the initial list referred 
to in the above-mentioned Note Verbale. In this connection the
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Government of the USSR takes the view that the principle of full 
control is a necessary condition for ensuring effective safeguards 
v^hich can prevent nuclear materials, equipment and technology 
from being used for manufacturing nuclear weapons or other nu
clear explosive devices.

The Government requests that the text of the present letter be dis
tributed as an official document of the IAEA.

APPENDIX

G u i d e l i n e s  F or N u c l e a r  T r a n s f e r s

1. The following fundamental principles for safeguards and export 
controls should apply to nuclear transfers to any non-nuclear-weapon 
State for peaceful purposes. In this connection, suppliers have defined 
an export trigger list and agreed on common criteria for technology 
transfers."

Prohibit/ion on nuclear explosives

2. Suppliers should authorize transfer of items identified in the trig
ger list only upon formal governmental assurances from recipients 
explicitly excluding uses which would result in any nuclear explosive 
device.

Physical 'protection

3. (a) All nuclear materials and facilities identified by the agreed 
trigger list should be placed under effective physical protection to 
l>revent unauthorized use and handling. The levels of physical protec
tion to be ensured in relation to the type of materials, equipment and 
facilities, have been agreed by suppliers, taking account of interna
tional recommendations.

(b) The implementation of measures of physical protection in the 
recipient country is the responsibility of the Government of that 
country. However, in order to implement the terms agreed upon 
amongst suppliers, the levels of physical protection on which these 
measures have to be based should be the subject of an agreement 
between supplier and recipient.

(c) In each case special arrangements should be made for a clear 
definition of responsibilities for the transport of trigger list items.

Safeguards

4. Suppliers should transfer trigger list items only when covered by 
IAEA safeguards, with duration and coverage provisions in conform-

® See Annex A, below.



NUCLEAR EXPORT GUIDELINES, JANUARY 11 15

ance with the GOV/1621 guidelines. Exceptions should be made only 
after consultation with the parties to this understanding.

5. Suppliers will jointly reconsider their common safeguards re
quirements, whenever appropriate.

Safeguards triggered iy  the transfer of certain technology

6. (a) The requirements of paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 above should also 
apply to facilities for reprocessing, enrichment, or heavy-water pro
duction, utilizing technology directly transferred by the supplier or 
derived from transferred facilities, or major critical components 
thereof.

(b) The transfer of such facilities, or major critical components 
thereof, or related technology, should require an undertaking (1) that 
IAEA safeguards apply to any facilities of the same type (i.e. if the 
design, construction or operating processes are based on the same or 
similar physical or chemical processes, as defined in the trigger list) 
constructed during an agreed period in the recipient country and (2) 
that there should at all times be in effect a safeguards agreement per
mitting the IAEA to apply Agency safeguards with respect to such 
facilities identified by the recipient, or by the supplier in consultation 
with the recipient, as using transferred technology.

Sfecial controls on sensitive exports

7. Suppliers should exercise restraint in the transfer of sensitive 
facilities, technology and weapons-usable materials. I f enrichment or 
reprocessing facilities, equipment or technology are to be transferred, 
suppliers should encourage recipients to accept, as an alternative to 
national plants, supplier involvement and/or other appropriate multi
national participation in resulting facilities. Suppliers should also 
promote international (including IAEA) activities concerned with 
multinational regional fuel cycle centres.

Special controls on export of enrichment facilities^ equipment and 
technology

8. For a transfer of an enrichment facility, or technology therefor, 
the recipient nation should agree that neither the transferred facility, 
nor any facility based on such technology, will be designed or operated 
for the production of greater than 20% enriched uranium without the 
consent of the supplier nation, of which the IAEA should be advised.

Controls on supplied or derived weapons-usahle material

9. Suppliers recognize the importance, in order to advance the objec
tives of these guidelines and to provide opportunities further to reduce 
the risks of proliferation, of including in agreements on supply of nu
clear materials or of facilities which produce weapons-usable material, 
provisions calling for mutual agreement between the supplier and the

317-783 0 80 U
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recipient on arrangements for reprocessing, storage, alteration, use, 
transfer or retransfer of any weapons-usable material involved. Sup
pliers should endeavor to include such provisions whenever appropri
ate and practicable.

Controls on retransfer

10. (a) Suppliers should transfer trigger list items, including tech
nology defined under paragraph 6, only upon the recipient's assurance 
that in the case o f :

(1) retransfer of such items, or
(2) transfer of trigger list items derived from facilities originally 

transferred by the supplier, or with the help of equipment or tech
nology originally transferred by the supplier;

the recipient of the retransfer or transfer will have provided the same 
assurances as those required by the supplier for the original transfer.

(b) In addition the supplier’s consent should be required for: (1) 
any retransfer of the facilities, major critical components, or tech
nology described in paragraph 6; (2) any transfer of facilities or 
major critical components derived from those items; (3) any retrans
fer of heavy water or weapons-usable material.

S u p p o r t in g  A c t iv it ie s

Physical security

11. Suppliers should promote international co-operation on the ex
change of physical security information, protection of nuclear ma
terials in transit, and recovery of stolen nuclear materials and 
equipment.

Support for effective IAEA safeguards

12. Suppliers should make special efforts in support of eflFective im
plementation of IAEA safeguards. Suppliers should also support the 
Agency’s efforts to assist Member States in the improvement of their 
national systems of accounting and control of nuclear material and 
to increase the technical effectiveness of safeguards.

Similarly, they ^ould make every effort to support the IAEA in in
creasing further the adequacy of safeguards in the light of technical 
developments and the rapidly growing number of nuclear facilities, 
and to support appropriate initiatives aimed at improving the ef
fectiveness of IAEA safeguards.

Sensitive plant design features

13. Suppliers should encourage the designers and makers of sen
sitive equipment to construct it in such a way as to facilitate the ap
plication of safeguards.
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Consultations

14. (a) Suppliers should maintain contact and consult through regu
lar channels on matters connected with the implementation of these 
guidelines.

(b) Suppliers should consult, as each deems appropriate, with other 
Governments concerned on specific sensitive cases, to ensure that any 
transfer does not contribute to risks of conflict or instability.

(c) In the event that one or more suppliers believe that there has 
been a violation of supplier/recipient understandings resulting from 
these guidelines, particularly in the case of an explosion of a nuclear 
device, or illegal termination or violation of IAEA safeguards by a 
recipient, suppliers should consult promptly through diplomatic chan
nels in order to determine and assess the reality and extent of the al
leged violation.

Pending the early outcome of such consultations, suppliers will not 
act in a manner that could prejudice any measure that may be adopted 
by other suppliers concerning their current contacts with that re
cipient.

Upon the findings of such consultations, the suppliers, bearing in 
mind Article X II of the IAEA Statute, should agree on an appro
priate response and possible action which could include the termina
tion of nuclear transfers to that recipient.

15. In considering transfers, each supplier should exercise prudence 
having regard to all the circumstances of each case, including any risk 
that technology transfers not covered by paragraph 6, or subsequent 
retransfers, might result in unsafeguarded nuclear materials.

16. Unanimous consent is required for any changes in these guide
lines, including any which might result from the reconsideration men
tioned in paragraph 5.

A n n e x  A

T r ig o er  L i s t  R e f e r r e d  to  i n  G u id e l i n e s  

Part A. Material and equipment

1. Source or special fissionable material as defined in Article X X  of 
the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency;  ̂ provided 
that items specified in subparagraph (a) below, and exports of source 
or special fissionable material to a given recipient country, within a 
period of 12 months, below the limits specified in subparagraph (b) 
below, shall not be included:

(a) Plutonium with an isotopic concentration of plutonium-238
exceeding 80%.

Special fissionable material when used in gram quantities or less
as a sensing component in instruments; and

* TIAS 3873; 8 UST 1093 ; 276 UNTS 3.
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Source material which the Government is satisfied is to be used 
only in nonnuclear activities, such as the production of alloys or 
ceramics;

(b) Special fissionable material  50 effective grams;
Natural uranium____________ 500 kilograms;
Depleted uranium___________ 1000 kilograms; and
Thorium __________________  1000 kilograms.

2.1. Reactors and equipment therefor:

2.1.1. Nuclear reactors capable of operation so as to maintain a 
controlled self-sustaining fission chain reaction, excluding 
zero energy reactors, the latter being defined as reactors 
with a designed maximum rate of production of plutonium 
not exceeding 100 grams per year.

2.1.2. Keactor pressure vessels:
Metal vessels, as complete units or as major shop-fabricated 
parts therefor, which are especially designed or prepared 
to contain the core of a nuclear reactor as defined in para
graph 2.1.1 above and are capable of withstanding the 
operating pressure of the primary coolant.

2.1.3. Reactor fuel charging and discharging machines:

Manipulative equivalent especially designed or prepared 
for inserting or removing fuel in a nuclear reactor as de
fined in paragraph 2.1.1 above capable of on-load opera

tion or employing technically sophisticated positioning or 
alignment features to allow complex off-load fuelling op

erations such as those in which direct viewing of or access 
to the fuel is not normally available.

2.1.4. Reactor control rods:
Rods especially designed or prepared for the control of the 
reaction rate in a nuclear reactor as defined in paragraph 
2.1.1 above.

2.1.5. Reactor pressure tubes:
Tubes which are especially designed or prepared to contain 
fuel elements and the primary coolant in a reactor as defined 
in paragraph 2.1.1 above at an operating pressure in excess 
of 50 atmospheres.

2.1.6. Zirconium tubes:
Zirconium metal and alloys in the form of tubes or assem
blies of tubes, and in quantities exceeding 500 kg per year, 
especially designed or prepared for use in a reactor as de
fined in paragraph 2.1.1 above, and in which the relationship 
of hafnium to zirconium is less than 1 :500 parts by weight.
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2.1.7. Primary coolant pumps:
Pumps especially designed or prepared for circulating 
liquid metal as primary coolant for nuclear reactors as de
fined in paragraph 2.1.1 above.

2.2. Non-nuclear materials for reactors:
2.2.1. Deuterium and heavy water:

Deuterium and any deuterium compound in which the ratio 
of deuterium to hydrogen exceeds 1 :5000 for use in a nuclear 
reactor as defined in para^aph 2.1.1 above in quantities 
exceeding 200 kg of deuterium atoms for any one recipient 
country in any period of 12 months.

2.2.2. Nuclear grade graphite:
Graphite having a purity level better than 5 parts per mil
lion boron equivalent and with a density greater than 1.50 
grams per cubic centimetre in quantities exceeding 30 metric 
tons for any one recipient country in any period of 12 
months.

2.3.1. Plants for the reprocessing of irradiated fuel elements, and 
equipment especially designed or prepared therefor.

2.4.1. Plants for the fabrication of fuel elements.
2.5.1. Equipment, other than analytical instruments, especially 

designed or prepared for the separation of isotopes of 
uranium.

2.6.1. Plants for the production of heavy water, deuterium and 
deuterium compounds and equipment especially designed 
or prepared therefor.

Clarifications of certain of the items on the above list are annexed.

Part B, Common criteria for technology transfers under paragraph 6
of the Guidelines

(1) ‘‘Technology” means technical data in physical form designated 
by the supplying country as important to the design, construction, op
eration, or maintenance of enrichment, reprocessing, or heavy water 
production facilities or major critical components thereof, but ex
cluding data available to the public, for example, in published books 
and periodicals, or that which has been made available internationally 
without restrictions upon its further dissemination.

(2) ‘‘Major critical components” are:

(a) in the case of an isotope separation plant of the gaseous dif
fusion type: diffusion harrier:

(b) in the case of an isotope separation plant of the gas centri
fuge type: gas centrifuge assemblies^ corrosion-resistant to 
U F e ;
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(c) in the case of an isotope separation plant of the jet nozzle 
type: the nozzle units;

(d) in the case of an isotope separation plant of the vortex type:
the vortex units,

(3) For facilities covered by paragraph 6 of the Guidelines for 
which no major critical component is described in paragraph 2 above, 
if a supplier nation should transfer in the aggregate a significant frac
tion of the items essential to the operation of such a facility, together 
with the knowhow for construction and operation of that facility, that 
transfer should be deemed to be a transfer of “facilities or major criti
cal components thereof”.

(4) The definitions in the preceding paragraphs are solely for the 
purposes of paragraph 6 of the Guidelines and this Part B, which 
differ from those applicable to Part A of this Trigger List, which 
should not be interpreted as limited by such definition.

(5) For the purposes of implementing paragraph 6 of the Guide
lines, the following facilities should be deemed to be “of the same type 
(i.e. if their design, construction or operating processes are based on 
the same or similar physical or chemical processes) ” :

Where the technology transferred is 
such as to make possible the con
struction in the recipient State of a 
facility of the following type, or ma
jor critical components thereof:

(a) an isotope separation plant of 
the gaseous diffusion type.

(b) an isotope separation plant of 
the gas centrifuge type. .

(c) an isotope separation plant of 
the jet nozzle type.............

(d) an isotope separation plant of 
the vortex type...............

(e) a fuel reprocessing plant us
ing the solvent extraction 
process ..............................

(f ) a heavy water plant using the 
exchange process.................

(g) a heavy water plant using the 
electrolytic process.............

(h) a heavy water plant using the 
hydrogen distillation proc
ess ...................

The following will be 
deemed to be facilities of 
the same type:

any other isotope separation 
plant using the gaseous dif
fusion process.
any other isotope separation 
plant using the gas centrifuge 
process.
any other isotope separation 
plant using the jet nozzle 
process.
any other isotope separation 
plant using the vortex proc
ess.
any other fuel reprocessing 
plant using the solvent ex
traction process, 
any other heavy water plant 
using the exchange process, 
any other heavy water plant 
using the electrolytic process, 
any other heavy water plant 
using the hydrogen distilla
tion process.
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Note: In the case of reprocessing, enrichment, and heavy water facili
ties whose design, construction, or operation processes are based 
on physical or chemical processes other than those enumerated 
above, a similar approach would be applied to define facilities ^̂ of 
the same type”, and a need to define major critical components of 
such facilities might arise.

(6) The reference in paragraph 6(b) of the Guidelines to ‘‘any fa
cilities of the same type constructed during an agreed period in the 
recipient’s country” is understood to refer to such facilities (or major 
critical components thereof), the first operation of which commences 
within a period of at least 20 years from the date of the first operation 
of (1) a facility which has been transferred or incorporates trans
ferred major critical components or of (2) a facility of the same type 
built after the transfer of technology. It is understood that during 
that period there would be a conclusive presumption that any facility 
of the same type utilized transferred technology. But the agreed pe
riod is not intended to limit the duration of the safeguards imposed or 
the duration of the right to identify facilities as being constructed or 
operated on the basis of or by the use of transferred technology in ac
cordance with paragraph 6(b) (2) of the Guidelines.

ANNEX

C l a r if ic a t io n s  o f  I t e m s  o n  t h e  T r ig g er  L i s t

A. Complete nuclear reactors (Item 2.1.1 of the Trigger List)

1. A “nuclear reactor” basically includes the items within or attached 
directly to the reactor vessel, the equipment which controls the level 
of power in the core, and the components which normally contain or 
come in direct contact with or control the primary coolant of the 
reactor core.

2. The export of the whole set of major items within this boundary 
will take place only in accordance with the procedures of the Guide
lines. Those individual items within this functionally defined bound
ary which will be exported only in accordance with the procedures of 
the Guidelines are listed in paragraphs 2.1.1 to 2.1.5.

Tlie Government reserves to itself the right to apply the procedures 
of the Guidelines to other items within the functionally defined 
boundary.

3. It is not intended to exclude reactors which could reasonably be 
capable of modification to produce significantly more than 100 grams 
of plutonium per year. Reactors designed for sustained operation at 
significant power levels, regardless of their capacity for plutonium 
production, are not considered as ‘‘zero energy reactors”-

B. Pressure vessels (Item 2.1.2 of the Trigger List)

4. A top plate for a reactor pressure vessel is covered by item 2.1.1 
as a major shop-fabricated part of a pressure vessel.
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5. Reactor internals (e.g. support columns and plates for the core 
and other vessel internals, control rod guide tubes, thermal shields, 
baffles, core grid plates, diffuser plates, etc.) are normally supplied by 
the reactor supplier. In some cases, certain internal support com
ponents are included in the fabrication of the pressure vessel. These 
items are sufficiently critical to the safety and reliability of the opera
tion of the reactor (and, therefore, to the guarantees and liability of 
the reactor supplier), so that their supply, outside the basic supply 
arrangement for the reactor itself, would not be common practice. 
Therefore, although the separate supply of these unique, especially de
signed and prepared, critical, large and expensive items would not 
necessarily be considered as falling outside the area of concern, such 
a mode of supply is considered unlikely.

C. Reactor control rods (Item 2.1.4 of the Trigger List)

6. This item includes, in addition to the neutron absorbing part, 
the support or suspension structures therefor if supplied separately.

D. Fuel re'processing plants (Item 2.3.1 of Trigger List)

7. A “plant for the reprocessing of irradiated fuel elements” in
cludes the equipment and components which normally come hi direct 
contact with and directly control the irradiated fuel and the major nu
clear material and fission product processing streams. The export of 
the whole set of major items within this boundary will take place only 
in accordance with the procedures of the Guidelines. In the present 
state of technology, the following items of equipment are considered 
to fall within the meaning of the phrase “and equipment especially 
designed or prepared therefor” :

(a) Irradiated fuel element chopping machines: remotely operated 
equipment especially designed or prepared for use in a reproc
essing plant as identified above and intended to cut, chop or 
shear irradiated nuclear fuel assemblies, bundles or rods; and

(b) Critically safe tanks (e.g. small diameter, annular or slab 
tanks) especially designed or prepared for use in a reprocessing 
plant as identified above, intended for dissolution of irradiated 
nuclear fuel and which are capable of withstanding hot, highly 
corrosive liquid, and which can be remotely loaded and main
tained.

8. The Government reserves to itself the right to apply the proce
dures of the Guidelines to other items within the functionally defined 
boundary.

E. Fuel fabrication plants (Item 2.4.1 of the Trigger List)

9. A “plant for the fabrication of fuel elements” includes the 
equipment:
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(a) Which normally comes in direct contact with, or directly proc
esses, or controls, the production flow of nuclear material, or

(b) Which seals the nuclear material within the cladding.

10. The export of the whole set of items for the foregoing operations 
will take place only in accordance with the procedures of the Guide
lines. The Government will also give consideration to application of 
the procedures of the guidelines to individual items intended for any 
of the foregoing operations, as well as for other fuel fabrication opera
tions such as checking the integrity of the cladding or the seal, and the 
finish treatment to the sealed fuel.

F. Isotope separation plant equipment (Item 2.5.1 of the Trigger 
List)

11. “Equipment, other than analytical instruments, especially de
signed or prepared for the separation of isotopes of uranium” includes 
each of the major items of equipment especially designed or prepared 
for the separation process. Such items include:

—gaseous diffusion barriers,
— ĝaseous diffuser housings,
—gas centrifuge assemblies, corrosion-resistant to UFe,
—jet nozzle separation units,
—vortex separation units,
—large UFe corrosion-resistant axial or centrifugal compressors,
—special compressor seals for such compressors.

A n n e x  B

C r it e r ia  F or L e v e l s  o p  P h y s ic a l  P r o t e c t io n

1. The purpose of physical protection of nuclear materials is to pre
vent unauthorized use and handling of these materials. Paragraph 
3(a) of the Guidelines document calls for agreement among suppliers 
on the levels of protection to be ensured in relation to the type of mate
rials, and equipment and facilities containing these materials, taking 
account of international recommendations.

2. Paragraph 3(b) of the Guidelines document states that imple
mentation of measures of physical protection in the recipient country 
is the responsibility of the Government of that country. However, the 
levels of physical protection on which these measures have to be based 
should be the subject of an agreement between supplier and recipient. 
In this context these requirements should apply to all States.

3. The document INFCIIlC/225 of the International Atomic En
ergy Agency entitled “The Physical Protection of Nuclear Material” 
and similar documents which from time to time are prepared by inter
national groups of experts and updated as appropriate to account for 
changes in the state of the art and state of knowledge with regard to
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physical protection of nuclear material are a useful basis for guiding 
recipient States in designing a system of physical protection measures 
and procedures.

4. The categorization of nuclear material presented in the attached 
table or as it may be updated from time to time by mutual agreement 
of suppliers shall serve as the agreed basis for designating specific 
levels of physical protection in relation to the type of materials, and 
equipment and facilities containing these materials, pursuant to para
graph 3(a) and 3 (b) of the Guidelines document.

5. The agreed levels of physical protection to be ensured by the com
petent national authorities in the use, storage and transportation of 
the materials listed in the attached table shall as a minimum include 
protection characteristics as follows:

Category III

Use and Storage within an area to which access is controlled.
Trans'portation under special precautions including prior arrange

ments among sender, recipient and carrier, and prior agreement be
tween entities subject to the jurisdiction and regulation of supplier 
and recipient States, respectively, in case of international transport 
specifying time, place and procedures for transferring transport 
responsibility.

Category II

Use m ii Storage within a protected area to which access is con
trolled, i.e. an area under constant surveillance by guards or electronic 
devices, surrounded by a physical barrier with a limited number of 
points of entry under appropriate control, or any area with an equiva
lent level of physical protection.

Transportation under special precautions including prior arrange
ments among sender, recipient and carrier, and prior agreement be
tween entities subject to the jurisdiction and regulation of supplier 
and recipient States, respectively, in case of international transport, 
specifying time, place and procedures for transferring transport 
responsibility.

Category I

Materials in this Category shall be protected with highly reliable 
systems against unauthorized use as follows:

Use and Storage within a highly protected area, i.e. a protected area 
as defined for Category II above, to which, in addition, access is 
restricted to persons whose trustworthiness has been determined, and 
which is under surveillance by guards who are in close communication 
with appropriate response forces. Specific measures taken in this con
text should have as their objective the detection and prevention of any 
assault, unauthorized access or unauthorized removal of material.
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Transportmtion under special precautions as identified above for 
transportation of Category II and III materials and, in addition, un
der constant surveillance by escorts and under conditions which assure 
close communication with appropriate response forces.

6. Suppliers should request identification by recipients of those 
agencies or authorities having responsibility for ensuring the levels of 
protection are adequately met and having responsibility for internally 
co-ordinating response/recovery operations in the event of unauthor
ized use or handling of protected materials. Suppliers and recipients 
should also designate points of contact within their national authori
ties to co-operate on matters of out-of-country transportation and 
other matters of mutual concern.
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News Conference Remarks by Indian Prime Minister Desai: 
Nuclear Policy [Extract], January 12, 1978^

Question: You can restate the position.
Prime Minister: If you allow me to do it, I will do it then. You see, 

what I said was that since there are nations who want us to sign this, 
as long as they have arsenals of atomic weapons and they go on mak
ing explosions and forging new weapons and are adding to them, how 
they can ask us, who do not want to have any atomic weapons under 
any conditions, and do not want even to have explosions of any kind, 
not even peaceful, how they can ask us to do this saying that we should 
sign something. Unless they do it, how is it justified? It is discrimina
tion . . . the United States and the USSR and England . . . these 
three are considering and discussing these matters at present, as I 
understand, but particularly the United States and the USSR have 
been the first in the field and they have the largest arsenals of atomic 
weapons and they are more frequently making the explosions. I f  they 
decide not to have explosions of any kind—they said that they were 
negotiating about it and they might succeed soon—if they decide not 
to have any further tests of any kind, peaceful or otherwise, and if  
they do not add to their arsenal, and also come to an agreement to 
have a gradual reduction with a view to complete destruction of atomic 
weapons, then there is no difficulty in my accepting the safeguards. 
That is what I have said.

Question: Mr. Prime Minister, there are two things left out of this.
Prime Minister: What is left out ?

Question: One is that in the negotiations for a complete ban, China 
and France have been left out.

Prime Minister: No, no. They are not left out. It is not a question of 
leaving anybody out. But one has to be practical to do it, and therefore 
if these three resolve to do it, others will also come in. I have no doubt 
about it.

Question: You have said that there will be no objection to signing 
the NPT.

Prime Minister: That will be. Mr. Carter told me that it was not 
necessary to sign that. Once the safeguards are there, then it is not 
necessary.

Question: It is a question of gradual reduction of arsenal that they 
already have and eventual elimination. Is it one of the conditions 
which we insist upon ?

Prime Minister: Beg your pardon. I do not quite follow. If you can 
ask me quietly, I can understand better. Why are you excited about it?

'ACDA files.
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Question: I was asking the question about reduction of arsenal that 
they have coming to eventual elimination—one of the basic positions 
that we are taking in regard to accepting the safeguards.

Prime Minister: Well, it is necessary. We are keen that there should 
be disarmament. But disarmament of other weapons cannot come in 
until atomic weapons go, and if atomic weapons go then disarmament 
will 'become easier. I am more interested in seeing that.

Question: The impression being given in the Western media is that 
you have agreed to the international inspection of our nuclear plants. 
How far is this true ?

Prime Minister: That comes in when the conditions are accepted. 
Then all will be open to inspections everywhere.

Question: In regard to the supply of heavy water, you have ac
cepted certain safeguards which are nearer to . . .  .

Prime Minister: No, no. That is quite different.

Question: Why are not the terms made public in this matter?
Prime Minister: Your understanding is deficient in this matter. 

Why should they be? What have you to do with that? Do you think 
we can carry on government in the open every day ? It is not possible. 
For journalism everything is open, but not for me.

Question: Mr. Prime Minister, both the President of the United 
States and the Prime Minister of England would appear to have sug
gested that they are very serious in coming to some negotiations, 
both on the banning of nuclear tests and further steps towards dis
armament. As you might be aware that since 1963 when they signed 
the Moscow Test Ban Treaty,^ they piled up three times more. Is 
there any reason that they are now very serious?

Prime Minister: Are you serious or not ?

Question: I am very serious, but I doubt whether they are serious.
Prime Minister: You are also not always serious. You see, noibody 

can claim that he is serious for all time. But that does not mean that 
noibody is serious at all at any time. In this particular matter if they 
agree and make the agreement and declare it, then why should it 
not be believed? If they undertake to do that, then they cannot go 
back on it. I f they go back, everybody can go back on it.

Question: One is their willingness to undergo full-scale inspection. 
They are coming with their war-like installations, and . . . .

Prime Minister: No. But they do not add to them.

Question: How do we know«
Prime Minister: I will have the way to find that out. You need not 

bother aibout it.

*The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Question: Sir, five U.S. senators met you. They seemed to point out 
that they were not convinced by your argument because they made a 
specific mention that your Prime Minister may give these assurances 
that we will not have the explosion, but he is a mortal, and what is 
there to commit your government to it ?

Prime Minister: I am mortal. I f  I am gone and if another man does 
not do, they can revert to it. There is no other reply necessary for it. 
That is what I have told them also. You can make any arguments for 
the sake of argument but this is no argument.

Question: I f you are prepared to accept safeguards, what prevents 
you from signing the NPT ?

Prime Minister: It is not necessary at all. There is no NPT remain
ing then.

Question: Sir, there is an allied question. In regard to enriched 
uranium, this supply of U.S. enriched uranium at Tarapore \Tara'pur\ 
is going by contractual obligation lasting over 30 years. During the 
discussions with President Carter did you have an occasion to point 
out . . . .

Prime Minister: Just I did it. Before you could suggest it, I had 
done it.

Question: Then the new legislation will over-ride the contract.
Prime Minister: Well, in international agreements, when some 

people disown their own obligations, there is no provision in a court 
of law.

Question: Mr. Prime Minister, has President Carter sent you a ‘cold 
and blunt’ letter ?

Prime Minister: Well, he has changed it now.

Question: What has he said ?
Prime Minister: Why do you want to persist in this question? I do 

not know.

Question: I am not persisting.
Prime Minister: I have absolutely no grievance about it.

Another letter has come. What has he . . . .
Prime Minister: I have received no other letter. I have received a 

very warm letter of thanks. That letter was meant probably for your 
consumption; the other thing is for me.

Question: There was a statement reported in the papers that in case 
the American supplies of uranium to Tarapore are stopped, you may 
take to “Satyagraha”.

Prime Minister: “Satyagraha” means that you will do without it. 
That is the meaning of “Satyagraha”. And I am not going to do 
“Satyagraha” with the United States.
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Question: I will just explain. What are the possible steps?
Prime Minister: I do not quite understand what you want to ask. 

What do you mean by the steps that we are going to undertake? Why 
do you want me to describe them ? What have I to do with that ? Why 
have I to make these things known to everybody? We have only to 
work on it? They are not ready. I f they are ready, I  would do it. 
We have got to find it out.

Question: My second question is about the piling up of American 
supplies at Tarapore. What exactly are you going to do ?

Prime Minister: I have drawn their attention to it.

Question: Did President Carter tell you how long the American 
uranium was going to come to India. In reply to an earlier question 
you said that it will keep on coming. Is there any time limit ?

Prime Minister: It will keep on coming as long as they send it.

Question: Have you expressed some concern about it ?
Pri.me Minister: I have not asked about it. I  consider the agreement 

as valid.

Question: Did President Carter express any difficulties?
Prirrie Minister: Xo. But there is some difficulty in the Congres

sional legislation, 18 months hence, that might arise. That is what 
he said.

Question: Mr. Prime Minister, you are reported to have told the 
British correspondents that there is a great chance that all the five 
nuclear weapon powers will eventually sign a comprehensive treaty 
against nuclear test explosions. Could you tell us on which you base 
this prediction, especially with regard to China and France ?

Prime Minister: My common sense.

Sovief Announcement: Improved Direct Communications Link 
Between the United States and the Soviet Union, January 16, 
1978"

In accordance with the agreement between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America on measures to 
improve the direct communications link between the USSR and the 
USA, signed Sept. 30, 1971,̂  technical and organizational steps have 
been conipleied lur llic ĵreation of tv/o satellite ccmmnnicP-tionG pTian- 
nels via the Molnia and Intelsat systems. After appropriate checks

Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXX, no. 3 (Feb. 15, 1978), p. 20; 
Izvestiay Jan. 18, 1978.

*Text of the agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 
635-639.
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confirmed the reliable functioning of those channels, they were put 
into operation Jan. 16,1978.

International Atomic Energy Agency Announcement: Nuclear 
Export Guidelines Adopted by Fifteen Member Governments, 
January 16, 1978^

The Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) has received letters from Belgium, Canada, Czechoslovakia, 
France, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Eepublic of, 
Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland, United 
Kingdom, USA and USSR concerning their common policy with 
regard to the export of nuclear material, equipment and technology.^ 
The communications set forth principles and detailed guidelines which 
these governments will follow when considering nuclear exports. These 
identical policies are based on a common “Trigger List” of nuclear 
and other materials, equipment and facilities which will be exported 
if certain specified conditions are met.^

These conditions include:

— a formal assurance from the recipient government explicitly 
excluding uses which would result in any nuclear explosive 
device;

— effective physical protection by the importing country to pre
vent any unauthorized use and handling of the material or 
facilities;

— the application of IAEA safeguards to the exported item with 
duration and coverage provisions which conform to guidelines 
established by the IAEA Board of Governors.

All these requirements will also apply to facilities for reprocessing 
of nuclear fuel, enrichment of uranium or production of heavy water, 
which utilize technology that has been directly transferred by the 
supplier or that is derived from transferred facilities or major critical 
components thereof. The guidelines also call for restraint in the trans
fer of sensitive facilities, technology and weapons-usable material, as 
well as encouragement of alternatives to national enrichment or re
processing plants, such as multi-national fuel cycle centres. Implied 
enrichment facilities are not to be used to produce uranium enriched 
above a level of 20%, unless the supplier nation consents; supplier 
nation consent will also be required for reprocessing i.e. separation of 
plutonium from the supplied nuclear material after its burn up in the

 ̂IAEA press release 78/2.
® These letters are printed ante, pp. 7-14. A letter from Australia, received later, 

is printed post, pp. 90-91.
3 rpjjg “Trigger List” is printed ante, pp. 17-21.
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reactor as well as for the re-transfer of “Trigger List” items, such 
transfers will only take place on conditions essentially identical to the 
original transfer.

In its communication each supplying country stated that it will 
make special efforts in support of the effective implementation of 
IAEA safeguards, including measures to improve national systems of 
accounting and control, and to increase the technical efficacy of safe
guards and to promote the design of sensitive plant in such a way as 
to facilitate safeguards application.

Each of the Governments concerned states that it has decided on its 
policies in full awareness of the need to contribute to the development 
of nuclear energy in order to meet world energy requirements, while 
avoiding contributing in any way to the dangers of nuclear prolifera
tion and also in full awareness of the need to remove safeguards and 
non-proliferation assurances from the field of commercial competi
tion. Each Government hopes that other Governments will decide to 
follow similar nuclear export policies.

In their communication, the Governments of the German Demo
cratic Republic, Poland and the Soviet Union additionally support the 
principle that “Trigger List” items should only be exported if all nu
clear activities in the recipient non-nuclear-weapon country are under 
IAEA safeguards (and not only the exported item itself). The Gov
ernments of Belgium, Japan and Switzerland have stated in their 
communication that they are not currently able to follow the imple
mentation of the guidelines on technolo^^y transfer, because of the ab
sence at present of implementing national legislation or regulations. 
The Government of Canada has stated in its communication that it 
may apply additional control and safeguards requirements.

At the request of the Governments concerned, the Director General 
of the IAEA is circulating the text of the guidelines  ̂ to all Member 
States of the Agency for their information and “as a demonstration 
of support (by the Governments concerned) for the Agency’s non
proliferation objectives and safeguards activities.”

Joint Communique by Mexico and Brazil: Treaty for the Pro- 
hibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
TIatelolco) [Extract], January 18, 1978^

The two chiefs of state expressed their decision to carry through 
enorts to aciiitjvti m Liit? snurttj&t puSSiulc tiiiic, ^nd, xii Ci/Ccordancc vnth 
the request of the last United Nations General Assembly, the full en
try into force of Protocols I and II of the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.^

* Ante, pp. 14-17.
 ̂ACDA files. The communique was issued in Mexico City by President Lopez 

Portillo (Mexico) and President Geisel a t the close of the latter’s visit.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196'7, pp. 69-83.
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The President of Mexico expressed the hope that Brazil would con
sider the convenience of formulating the waiver of the requirements 
referring to Article 28 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, in order that that 
instrument would enter into force for Brazil.

For his part, the President of Brazil indicated that, since Brazil had 
signed and ratified the Treaty of Tlatelolco, there already existed for 
it, in virtue of the standards of international law concerning the op
eration of international acts, the obligation not to carry out actions 
which frustrate the objective and the purposes of the treaty.

The two presidents reaffirmed the right which all States have to 
utilize, in the process of their economic and social development, nu
clear energy for strictly peaceful purposes, under adequate interna
tional safeguards.

State of the Union Address by President Carter [Extracts], 
January 19, 1978 ^

The United States has also advanced a policy to prevent the prolif
eration of nuclear weapons around the world. An International 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation has been established with wide interna
tional participation to examine alternatives to existing proliferation- 
prone technologies.^ In addition, legislation was proposed last year to 
establish better controls on export of nuclear fuels and technologies. We 
will work with Congress to secure passage of that legislation early in 
1978.3

Our commitment to preventing the spread of nuclear weapons has 
led us to reorient our own domestic nuclear policies. I have deferred in
definitely the commercial reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel and plu
tonium recycling.

The Clinch River Plant itself would waste more than $2 billion while 
teaching us little that we do not already know, or cannot learn from our 
existing nuclear research and development program. I have recom
mended that the Clinch River Breeder Project be stopped  ̂because it 
represents a premature and unwise commitment to commercialization 
of technology that we do not now need.

However, we intend to continue to develop the nuclear energy the 
Nation needs.

We will continue to move forw ârd with a major research program on 
breeder technology.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 23, 1978, pp. 114-115, 
117-118, 121, 122.

^For the communique of the organizing conference for this evaluation, see 
Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 654-655.

® The legislation is printed post, pp. 118-164.
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We will begin to implement our program for government manage
ment of spent fuel from nuclear reactors.

In 1978, my Administration will work towards a policy for safe, per
manent disposal of nuclear wastes.

In 1978 and beyond, we will carry on a vigorous nuclear research and 
development program designed to give us safe technologies that will re
duce the danger of nuclear proliferation and will be environmentally 
responsible. We will also seek to improve the current system of licens
ing nuclear power reactors in order to cut bureaucratic delays, while 
firmly maintaining and strengthening health, safety and environ
mental requirements. I will propose nuclear licensing legislation to the 
Congress this year.

We must not ignore the enormous dangers posed by the unrestrained 
spread of nuclear weapons technology. We recognize the benefits of 
commercial nuclear power, but we also must acknowledge the risks. We 
believe that all countries can enjoy the benefits, while the risks are min
imized, by developing safer technologies and creating new institutions 
to manage and safeguard all phases of the nuclear fuel cycle. Mean
while, we have decided to postpone a premature commitment to tech
nologies we cannot yet safely manage on a commercial scale; and we are 
seeking to persuade others that there are sound economic and energy 
reasons for them to do likewise.

Arms Sales

The world is threatened by the spiraling increase in trade of conven
tional arms. Not only do these arms increase the likelihood of conflict, 
they also divert resources from other human needs. It will not be easy 
to slow this spiral. We will begin to cut back on our own sales in recog
nition of the fact that, as the world’s principal seller, we have a duty to 
take the first step. But we know that our efforts can only succeed if 
other major arms suppliers and recipients cooperate.

Arms supplied by the Soviet Union now fuel both sides of a conflict 
in the Horn of Africa between Somalia and Ethiopia. There is a 
danger that the Soviet Union and Cuba will commit their own soldiers 
in this conflict, transforming it from a local war to a confrontation 
with broader strategic implications.

We deplore the fact that disagreements in this region have grown— 
with the assistance of outside powers—into bloody conflict. We have 
made clear to both sides that we will supply no arms for aggressive 
purposes. We will not recognize forcible changes in boundaries. We 
want to see the fighting end and the parties move from the battlefield 
to the negotiating table.
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The fundamental purposes of our arms limitations efforts are to 
promote our own national security and to strengthen international 
stability, thereby enhancing the prospects for peace everywhere.

—We are trying to move the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks to
ward more ambitious objectives. We want to reduce, not just contain, 
the competition in the number of strategic weapons possessed by the 
United States and the Soviet Union, and to limit qualitative improve
ments in weapons which merely raise the risks to all of us. Precisely 
because of our determination to obtain both of these objectives nego
tiations have been difficult and prolonged. However, I am confident 
that the agreement that we will present to the Congress will meet 
them.

—We have also made solid progress toward an objective that the 
United States has pursued for many years: a comprehensive treaty 
banning all nuclear explosions. This treaty will be open to all nations 
of the world. It will be a major step toward reduced reliance on these 
weapons and toward halting their further spread in the world.

—At the same time we are seeking arms limitations agreements with 
the Soviet Union that will contribute to security and stability in vari
ous regions of the world. In Europe we and our NATO Allies are seek
ing a mutual and balanced force reductions agreement that will achieve 
greater stability and balance at lower levels of forces. In the Indian 
Ocean, where neither we nor the Soviet Union has yet deployed mili
tary power on a large scale, we are working for an agreement to 
prevent a major military competition.

— F̂or the first time, we have begun to negotiate with the Soviet 
Union the outlines of a treaty banning chemical warfare.

— Ân essential element of American security is the maintenance of 
stability in the Western Pacific, where the United States plays a major 
role in maintaining a balance of power. We are seeking to readjust our 
military presence in Korea by reducing our ground forces on the 
Peninsula and undertaking compensatory measures to ensure that an 
adequate balance of forces remain. We are talking with the Filipino 
government about the future of our military bases there.

— Ŵe are continuing the process of normalization of our relations 
with the People’s Eepublic of China within the framework of the 
Shanghai Communique.^

—In the last year, we have sought to halt the worldwide spread of 
nuclear weapons capacity. jNTearly 40 nations have joined with us in an 
effort to find nuclear power sources that cannot be readily used for 
building nuclear weapons.

* For text, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Richard 
M. Nixon, 1972, pp. 376-379.
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Informal Remarks by ACDA Director Warnke Before a National 
Foreign Policy Conference for Editors and Broadcasters: 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, January 19, 1978 ^

What I ’d like to talk about briefly is, basically, what is SALT? I 
think we have to recognize that SALT has become an ongoing process. 
It’s not any one treaty. It can’t be judged on the basis of any one 
treaty. It has to be judged on the basis of whether or not the overall 
process is contributing to the security of the United States.

As you know, the SALT talks have been going on since 1969, and we 
have had some results. SALT ONE did have, I think, the very effec
tive result of limiting antiballistic missile systems.  ̂We and the Soviets 
were spared the necessity and expense of going ahead with more offen
sive systems for the purpose of countering the antiballistic missile 
defenses. It’s only in the crazy logic of the strategic nuclear age that 
one could think of defenses as being bad, but anything that challenges 
the retaliatory capability of the other side is necessarily destabilizing 
and contributes to the arms race. And that’s really what SALT is all 
about.

Is there some way that we and the Soviet Union—with as many dif
ferences as we have between us—is there any way that the two of us 
can still behave rationally and arrive at effective agreements that will 
protect strategic stability, that will prevent the growth of apprehen
sions about first strike capability of the other side, and hence will en
able us to bring the nuclear arms competition gradually to a halt ? I  
think we’re getting there. It’s a slow process and, as I say, no one 
step is going to be the final step toward the goal.

SALT ONE and Vladivostoh

Now, where are we at the present point? As I say, we have a SALT 
ONE ABM treaty, which limits antiballistic missile defenses. We also 
had out of SALT ONE, in May 1972, an interim agreement which 
imposed some expectedly short-term constraints on strategic offensive 
forces. As far as it went, it was a useful agreement. It tended to freeze 
the strategic missiles on both sides. It has certain defects. Its coverage 
is incomplete. It doesn’t prevent the development of new technologies, 
and—a defect which perhaps was more important from the public 
relations standpoint than from the military standpoint—it provided 
for unequal aggregates, as far as numbers of missiles were concerned. 
Since it essentially froze existing programs, the Soviets were left with 
a lead in ICBM silos and in numbers of launcher tubes on ballistic 
missile submarines. This was, of course, a controversial point in SALT

 ̂Dept, of State news release. The Conference was held under the auspices of 
the Dept, of State.

 ̂For the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1912, pp. 197 ff.
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ONE. It led to the so-called Jackson resolution which, as you’ll remem
ber, provided that any subsequent agreements on control of offensive 
arms had to contain equal aggregates for the Soviet Union and for 
the United States in strategic intercontinental nuclear delivery 
systems.®

From the standpoint of the history of SALT, the next important 
step was the so-called Vladivostok understanding between President 
Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev in Vladivostok in late 1974.* 
Because more than three years have gone by since then, I think we tend 
to forget this was a very significant breakthrough: It meant that the 
principle of equal aggregates was accepted by the Soviet Union. They 
agreed that in SALT TWO there would be equal ceilings on overall 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and also a subceiling on the number 
of those delivery vehicles that could contain multiple independently 
targetable reentry vehicles— t̂he so-called MIRVs. The understanding 
provided for a total of 2,400 on the overall delivery vehicles. It pro
vided that 1,320 of those could be launchers of MIRV missiles. And 
it did so without containing any sort of adjustment, any sort of com
pensation for the Soviet Union for the fact that the United States 
maintains in Europe delivery systems that can strike Soviet targets.

The Road to SALT TWO

Since 1972, negotiations have been continuing toward a SALT TWO 
agreement. Vladivostok, as I pointed out, was a very significant step 
in those negotiations. Other provisions were worked out in great detail 
in the more than four years before the Carter Administration took 
office.

We began the SALT negotiations again on May 11 last year. At 
that time, we were the beneficiaries of a joint draft text approximately 
50 pages long which did, in fact, resolve a number of the very knotty, 
troublesome issues involved in any strategic arms control agreement. 
So we have to recognize that the SALT TWO treaty which is now, 
I think, beginning to take final form, is the product of more than five 
years of careful negotiation. It’s not the product of a single adminis
tration ; it’s not the product of any partisan political activity. And 
it will, at a minimum, contain the equal aggregates that were called for 
by the Congress after SALT ONE. It will contain those figures of 
2,400 and 1,320 which are the identical ceilings for both sides. It will, 
however, do a good deal more than that.

The objective of strategic arms limitation talks is to protect strategic 
stability: to preserve a situation in which no matter what the provoca
tion might be felt to be, the Soviet Union could at no time feel that 
it might conceivably be in its interests to initiate nuclear war. We have 
to be sure, by one means or another, that we have at all times the as-

’ Printed ibid., pp. 652-653.
" See iUd., 1974, pp. 746-750.
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sured retaliatory capability in the event of a Soviet attack to respond 
with such devastating force as to destroy the Soviet Union as a going 
society. You can keep that ability in one of two ways. You can keep it 
by an unrestricted nuclear arms competition. And there’s no question 
in my mind that if that’s the way we have to go we can do it. We have 
the will. We have the resources. We have the technology. But there is 
a better way, and that better way is to get effective arms control that 
preserves strategic stability and avoids the risks and the costs of an 
unrestricted nuclear arms competition.

In SALT TWO what we’re trying to do is to take a major step 
forward: to go beyond the principle of equal ceilings and move also 
toward quantitative reductions—an actual reduction in these figures 
of 2,400 and 1,320—and also for the first time to impose qualitative 
constraints, because numbers alone won’t do the job. If we are, in fact, 
going to put an end to the nuclear arms competition, if we’re to avoid 
the development of new technologies, new weapons systems that might 
be destabilizing because they threaten the strategic balance, we have to 
have qualitative restraints as well. Now you’ll remember that back in 
March 1977, when Secretary Vance took his first trip to Moscow, we 
presented to the Soviet leadership alternate plans for a SALT TWO 
treaty. One plan was the so-called “comprehensive” approach, in 
which we endeavored really to shortcut the arms control negotiating 
process and move in one single giant step toward very significant re
ductions in numbers and toward a whole series of qualitative re
straints. It went too far for the Soviet Union. I think we have to 
recognize that theirs is a leadership which is very conservative; which 
hates surprises and which moves in even a more glacial fashion than 
sometimes the U.S. Government appears to move. And our proposal 
went too far. Recognizing the distinct possibility that this would be 
the case, we presented an alternative proposal. This was just to ne
gotiate a simple, bare-bones, Vladivostok treaty moving the 2,400 
figure and the 1,320 figure into a treaty and deferring all of the quali
tative restraints, all of the technical questions and constraints over the 
more contentious weapons systems. That, again, not necessarily unex
pectedly, didn’t go far enough for the Soviets.®

SALT TW O : An Improvement on Vladivostok

Now where we’re going to come out is somewhere in between those 
alternatives of March 1977. SALT TWO won’t go as far as the com
prehensive package, but it will be distinctly better—from the stand
point of arms control, from the standpoint of protecting the security 
of the United States—than the alternative, the simple Vladivostok- 
type treaty. We have been engaged, as I have said, since last May in 
intensive negotiations with the Soviet delegation. Except for a brief 
Christmas recess, the delegations have been in constant session. They

® Various news conference remarks regarding these negotiations, together with 
a U.S.-Soviet communique, are printed iUd., 1977, pp. 170-191, 199-211.
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resumed again on January 9. My deputy ambassador, Ealph Earle, is 
heading up the American delegation at the present point. I expect to 
return to Geneva myself some time next week.

For a considerable period of these negotiations, the Soviet delega
tion had quite restricted authority. They could deal with the technical 
questions of compliance verification, prohibitions against deliberate 
concealment—very important provisions in any arms control treaty. 
They did not, however, have the authority to negotiate reductions. 
They did not have the authority to negotiate a prohibition on new 
types of strategic systems. They did not have the authority to negoti
ate subceilings on the more dangerous MIEVed ICBMs. They dealt up 
through September with what was referred to as the secondary issues. 
Then as you recall Foreign Minister Gromyko came to Washington 
in the latter part of September last year. And as a result of his talks 
with President Carter and Secretary Vance, they made some quite sig
nificant moves. They agreed that SALT TWO could go beyond 
Vladivostok; that it could contain subceilings on the more dangerous 
systems; that it could contain provisions for reductions; that it could 
contain some prohibitions on new strategic systems. As a result of 
those meetings, the delegation of the Soviet Union in Geneva received 
much more extensive negotiating freedom and, during the last quarter 
of 1977, we were able to make quite significant progress toward com
pleting SALT TWO.

I can’t really predict when we can be completed. I f  we continue to 
make the same sort of progress we could very well be through, as 
President Carter indicated in Warsaw, sometime in the relatively 
early spring.® But as someone who has had considerable experience 
with commercial negotiations, I find that even though you can get 
95 percent of the way toward your eventual objective, by definition 
the issues that are left, that remaining 5 percent, are still there be
cause they’re the ones on which the bodies most disagree, so that I 
can’t give you any kind of time schedule. I think that you would 
agree that no negotiators should have any sort of deadline in mind. 
The imposition of deadlines does nothing but discourage thoughtful 
and prudent negotiations.

I am, however, very optimistic about the final content of SALT 
TWO. I think it’s going to be a good treaty. I think it will move us 
forward toward our goal of protecting the security of the United 
States by guaranteeing strategic stability. I ’m confident that its pro
visions will be verifiable. I am also confident that we will be able to 
agree with the Soviet Union on an agenda for this continuing proc
ess called SALT that will enable us on a gradual, but nonetheless ef
fective, basis to begin to bring the strategic nuclear arms competition 
to a halt—to the benefit of both countries and, I think, to the great 
relief of the rest of the world.

Thank you. I ’d be very happy to take any questions.

® See Weekly Compilation of Presidential DocumentSj Jan. 2, 1978, p. 1959.
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Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance, Science and Technology (Benson): Standard Oper
ating Procedures for Interdepartmental Clearance of Arms 
Transfers, January 24, 1978^

The attached paper, one of a series defining procedures for arms 
transfer policy implementation, concerns the interdepartmental proc
essing of proposals for commercial exports, government-to-govern- 
ment transactions, and certain other arms transfers. The paper also 
establishes procedures for preparation and clearance of Congressional 
notifications (36 (b), (c),and (d) cases).^

This paper was reviewed and endorsed by all member agencies of 
the Arms Export Control Board.

A t t a c h m e n t

INTERDEPARTMENTAL CLEARANCE OF ARMS TRANFERS

Pursuant to tlie President’s arms transfer policy, I issued on July 
22,1977, a memorandum setting forth internal State Department pro
cedures for processing various categories of individual arms transfer 
actions. This memorandum sets forth related interdepartmental pro
cedures. It has been reviewed by all agencies represented on the Arms 
Export Control Board.

In each of the procedures set forth below a standard response time 
is specified. In cases of special urgency, State/PM/SAS or MC, as 
appropriate, will so notify interested agencies and establish a new 
reviewing deadline. Conversely, when a recommendation cannot be 
provided within the specified period, the reviewing agency will in
form State/PM/SAS or MC of the delay, the reason for it, and the 
estimated completion date.

When the review process under any procedure set forth below pro
duces differing views that cannot be reconciled by State/PM/SAS or 
MC, as appropriate, the differing views will be referred to the Direc
tor of State/PM. A statement clearly demonstrating that the requested 
transfer contributes to our national security interests, as required by 
PD/NSC-13, must accompany any case so referred. The Director will 
inform all reviewing agencies and bureaus of State/PM’s intended dis
position of the case. In the event that a reviewing agency or bureau 
elects to appeal the State/PM decision, State/PM will refer the mat
ter to my office for appropriate action and will so inform all reviewing

^International Security Assistance Programs: Hearings Before the Subcom
mittee on Foreign Assistance of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United 
States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on S. 2846, To Amend the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms Export Control Act, and for Other 
Purposes, pp. 71-73.

*The reference is to sections of the Arms Exiwrt Control Act of 1976. See 
Documents on Disarmament, 19't6, pp. 403-408.
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agencies and bureaus. Such appeal may include a request that the is
sue involved be considered by the Arms Export Control Board.

COMMERCIAL ARMS EXPORTS

With respect to review of applications for export licenses, other 
approvals, or advisory opinions involving articles or services on the 
US Munitions List, the following procedures will be followed:

1. Eequests for export licenses, other approvals, or advisory opinions 
will be forwarded by State/PM/MC to DOD/ISA, NSA, NASA, 
ERDA, or FAA where appropriate; to ACDA if the request falls 
within a category in which ACDA has expressed an interest; and to 
AID if the request is from a US economic aid recipient. This distribu
tion will be accomplished simultaneously with provision of the re
quest to relevant Department of State bureaus and offices for review.

2. Receiving organizations will have 20 working days to complete 
reviews and submit recommendations to State/PM/MC.

3. Any recomendation from a reviewing organization for denial or 
limitation of an export license or approval or for a negative advisory 
opinion will be accompanied by a brief written rationale.

4. State/PM/MC will not respond favorably to a request for an 
export liense, other approval, or advisory opinion concerning which a 
reservation has been expressed until the issue raised has been resolved 
l)y competent authority within the Department.

GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT TRANSFERS

With respect to review of government-to-government transfers of 
defense articles and services, the following procedures will be 
followed:

1. Foreign Military Sales Requests

{a) DOD will provide State/PM/SAS with copies of the weekly 
computer listing of all new FMS purchase requests recorded by DOD 
during the preceding week. State/PM/SAS will immediately provide 
the copy to ACDA and make the listing available to other interested 
agencies.

(&) ACDA and any other interested agency shall advise State/PM/ 
SAS in writing, within five working days after receipt of the DOD 
list in the Department, of any request about which they have reserva
tions. The nature of these reservations, if not specified in the initial 
memorandum, will be provided within an additional five working days 
after the statement of reservation unless amplifying information is re
quested. In the latter case, State/PM/SAS will make every effort to 
obtain the desired data from DOD promptly and the deadline for 
specifying the nature of the reservation in this case shall be five work
ing days from the date of receipt of the amplifying information.

((?) State will not authorize DOD to respond (other than for
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acknowledgement) to any request on which a reservation has been 
expressed until the issue raised has been resolved by competent au
thority within the Department.

(d) When potential foreign military sales are addressed substan- 
tiveh' prior to receipt of a formal Letter of Eequest, for example by 
preparation of an issue paper or by transmittal of a cable stating a 
position or authorizing an action, it is the responsibility of State/PM / 
SAS to ensure that appropriate interagency coordination is carried 
out with ACDA and other concerned agencies.

2. Military Assistance Grunt Materiel {MAP)

{a) DOD will provide State/PM/SAS with copies of the weekly 
listing of the latest programmed transfers under authorized Military 
Assistance Programs. State/PM/SAS will immediately provide one 
copy to ACDA and make the listing available to other interested 
agencies.

(6) ACDA and any other interested agency shall advise State/ 
PM /SAS in writing, within five working days after receipt of the 
DOD list in the Department, of any programmed transfer about which 
they have reservations. The nature of these reservations, if not speci
fied in the initial memorandum, will be provided within an additional 
five working days after the statement of reservation, unless amplify
ing information is requested. In the latter case, State/PM/SAS will 
makb every effort to obtain the desired data from DOD promptly and 
the deadline for specifying the nature of the reservation in this case 
shall be five working days from the date of receipt of the amplifying 
information.

{c) State will not authorize DOD to proceed with any programmed 
transfer on which a reservation has been expressed until the issue 
raised has been resolved by a competent authority with the 
Department.

CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATIONS (3 6  (B) ,  (C) ,  AND (D) CASES)

1. With respect to requested government-to-government sales which 
must be certified to the Congress pursuant to Section e36(b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, DOD/DSAA will provide State/PM/SAS 
with a draft advance notification which shall include, in addition to 
the information required by law for formal certifications, a complete 
statement regarding the military justification for the requested sale 
and any associated or subsequent sales entailed.

2. State/PM/SAS will secure from the appropriate regionfil bureau 
a political justification to accompany the material received from 
DOD, and will provide both simultaneously to ACDA, other in
terested agencies, and relevant Department of State bureaus and 
offices for review and comment. AVhen a prospective purchaser of 
major defense equipment is a recipient of US economic aid, AID will 
include in its comments an assessment, prepared in coordination with
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the relevant regional bureau, of the economic impact of the proposed 
transfer, as required by PD/NSC-13.

3. With respect to requested commercial exports or agreements 
AV'hich must be certified to the Congress pursuant to Section 36 (c) or 
(d) of the Arms Export Control Act, State/PM/MC shall prepare 
appropriate draft certification to the Congress and shall provide them 
to State/PM/SAS for distribution to the same addressees as in para
graph 2,

4. Eeviewing agencies shall inform State/PM/SAS within ten 
working days of receipt of a proposed Congressional notification of 
any reservations they may have, together with a statement of the 
nature of the reservation or a request for amplifying information. I f  
amplifying information is requested, State/PM/SAS will make an 
appropriate effort to provide the desired data promptly; the dead
line for specifying the nature of the reservation in this case shall be 
ten working days from the date of receipt of the amplifying informa
tion.

5. Except for cases involving transfers only to NATO, Japan, Aus
tralia, and New Zealand, State/PM will draft a memorandum from 
the Secretary of State to the President requesting authorization to 
release the advance notification or certification to the Congress; for 
cases including transfers only to NATO, Japan, Australia, and New 
Zealand, the Secretary’s authorization will be requested. Before 
forwarding such requests through the Under Secretary for Security 
Assistance, State/PM will endeavor to resolye any issues raised by a 
reviewing agency; if the problem cannot be resolved, the reservations 
will be reflected in a memorandum requesting authorization.

6. Following the decision by the President or the Secretary, State/ 
PM will take appropriate action pursuant to that decision and will 
so notify ali participating agencies.

OTHER ARMS TRANSFERS

1. For requested transfers of naval vessels pursuant to 10USC7307 
(Byrd Amendment), DOD will forward to State/PM/SAS a request 
for approval. State/PM/SAS will distribute copies to ACDA and 
other interested agencies for review simultaneously with provision of 
the request to relevant Department of State bureaus and offices for 
review. Any reservations regarding a requested transfer will be re
ferred in writing to State/PM/SAS, which will resolve the problems 
or refer them to higher authority in the same manner as for other 
government-to-government transfers. Subject to resolution of any 
expressed reservations. State will authorize DOD to draft appropriate 
legislation.

2. With respect to Excess Defense Articles (EDA) available for 
transfer to other countries, DOD will provide to State/PM/SAS a 
list of the specific items proposed and countries interested, where 
known. State/PM/SAS will circulate the list seriatim first to regional
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bureaus, other interested bureaus and agencies, and finally to ACDA 
before return to State/PM/SAS. Any reservations regarding possible 
transfers will be referred in writing to State/PM/SAS, which will 
resolve the problems or refer them to higher authority in the same 
manner as for other government-to-government transfers. Subject to 
resolution of any expressed reservations, State/PM will authorize sub
sequent processing by DOD. DOD shall not complete processing prior 
to such authorization, but in urgent cases may request that State/ 
PM/SAS arrange for appropriate expeditious handling.

3. Eequests for the production abroad of defense articles or services 
shall be coordinated in accordance with the special “Coproduction 
Guidelines.” In this regard, State/PM/SAS shall assure that the 
statutory requirements for ACDA participation in the decision proc
ess are satisfied.

4. With respect to third party transfers of US-origin defense 
articles and services requested by other governments, State/PM/SAS  
shall effect appropriate coordination Avith ACDA and other concerned 
agencies.

GENERAL COMMENTS

For conformity with the spirit of the President’s arms transfer 
policy, it is essential that issues concerning the transfer of defense 
articles and services be coordinated among all concerned agencies 
throughout the decision process. The Arms Export Control Board 
and its working groups provide useful vehicles for securing appro
priate coordination on policy and program matters and occasional 
very significant transfers. However, it is incumbent upon State/PM  
and the regional bureaus to ensure that comments on individual trans
fers under consideration are solicited from concerned agencies at those 
stages in the decision process where suggestions for improvement are 
easily incorporated. Particular attention is invited to the specific 
statutory requirements for taking ACDA opinions into account, and 
the resulting importance of maintaining audit trails demonstrating 
effective compliance with those requirements.

Statement by President Carter: Arms Transfer Policy, 
February 1, 1978 ^

The United States Government, the executive branch and the Con
gress, are pledged to bring about a reduction in the trade in conven
tional arms. Last year, I promised to begin reducing U.S. arms sales 
as a necessary first step.  ̂I will continue that policy this year.

In the last fiscal year, the previous administration and my admin
istration made sales commitments totaling many billions of dollars.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents^ Feb. 6,1978, p. 256.
^For examples, see Documents on Disarm/iment, 1977, pp. 123-124, 328-329, 

445, 484.
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While high, however, the total was considerably less than it would 
have been in the absence of new restraints we introduced, particularly 
in sales commitments to the developing countries of the world. Between 
January 20 and the close of the fiscal year, I approved and sent to 
Congress arms sales totaling $5.7 billion, which is less than half the 
total approved during the same period in 1976.

Today, I am announcing that arms transfer agreements covered by 
the ceiling which I have established will be reduced by $740 million in 
fiscal year 1978. Thisi means that for the fiscal year which began on 
October 1, 1977, and which will end on September 30, 1978, new com
mitments under the Foreign Military Sales and Military Assistance 
programs for weapons and weapons-related items to all countries ex
cept NATO, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand will not exceed 
$8.6 billion. The comparable figure for fiscal year 1977 was $9.3 billion. 
Tliis is a reduction of 8 percent, figured on constant fiscal year 1976 
dollars.

A larger cut in the ceiling would violate commitments already made, 
including our historic interest in the security of the Middle East, and 
would ignore the continuing realities of world politics and risk the 
confidence and security of those nations with whom the United States 
has vital and shared foreign policy and security interests. A smaller 
reduction would neglect our responsibility to set an example of re
straint that others might follow.

I intend to make further reductions in the next fiscal year. The extent 
of next year’s reduction will depend upon the world political situa
tion and upon the degree of cooperation and understanding of other 
nations.

I want to emphasize that the restraint policy I annoimced on May 19, 
1977,̂  WQS not aimed exclusively at the volume of arms transfers. 
Equally important is restraint in the sophistication of arms being 
transferred and on the spreading capability to produce armaments. 
Therefore, in addition to the ceiling, I established five specific controls 
applicable to all transfers except those to our NATO allies, Japan, 
Australia, and New Zealand. These controls included: (1) a control 
on the first introduction of certain advanced systems into an area; (2) 
a prohibition on advanced systems for export only; (3) a prohibition 
on various types of coproduction arrangements; (4) tighter controls 
on retransfer; and (5) special controls on sales promotions.

These guidelines are at the heart of my decisions to approve or dis
approve an arms transfer.

As I stated in my October 4 speech to the United Nations, genuine 
progr^s in this area will require multilateral efforts.  ̂ But we are 
committed to taking the first steps alone to stop the spiral of increasing 
arms transfers. I  call upon suppliers and recipients alike to join us in 
a determined effort to make the world a safer place in which to live.

® Ibid., pp. 32S-329.
* IMd., p. 607.
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Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security Assist
ance, Science and Technology (Benson) Before a Subcommit
tee of the House Committee on International Relations: Arms 
Transfer Policy [Extract], February 1, 1978^

The members of this committee are familiar with President Carter’s 
May 19 statement concerning our arms transfer policy.  ̂ It is a policy 
designed to impose discipline and restraint on our arms transfer activi
ties abroad and at the same time to enable us to use arms transfers to 
support our important national security and foreign policy interests. 
The policy’s intent is not to hinder us in the fulfillment of our interna
tional responsibilities but to let us fulfill them in a more responsible 
way. We thus will continue to meet the legitimate defense require
ments of friends and allies, as indeed we have been doing for over 30 
years. It responds to a number of congressional concerns that have 
been evident for several years; in fact, many of the policy’s specific 
provisions were first put forward by this body.

Now I would like to describe for you what we have done to imple
ment the May 19 statement.

Arms Export Control Board

One of our first acts was to create the interagency Arms Export 
Control Board, under my chairmanship. This is an advisory body de
signed to assist me in making recommendations to the Secretary of 
State on arms transfer matters.

There are 10 separate agencies represented on the board, usually at 
the assistant secretary level. All of the 10 agencies have a direct re
sponsibility for one or another aspect of our international arms trans
fer activities. The board has met six times in the last 6 months and 
has dealt both with program issues, such as the FY 1979 security assist
ance budget, and with management issues, such as the development of 
mechanisms to execute the policy. The latter group of issues has, 
understandably, taken a major share of the board’s time since its 
establishment.

In addition to the board itself, the AECB has five working groups. 
They are:

• Arms Transfer Policy Planning Group chaired by State;
• Security Assistance Program Revieic Group also chaired by State;
• Administration and Management Review Group chaired by 

Defense;
• Middle Ea^t Arms Transfer Group chaired by State; and

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 1978, pp. 46-46. The Under Secretary spoke 
before the Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs.

 ̂The statement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 328-329.
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• Arms Control Impact Group chaired by the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency.

It is in these groups that the staffwork of the AECB is done. The 
Policy Planning Group and Security Assistance Program Review 
Group have been particularly active, because they have been so deeply 
engaged in the development of both a system and procedures for exe
cuting the policy and the FY 1979 security assistance program.

The Policy Planning Group activity has involved:

• Revising the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) 
to require private concerns to obtain State Department approval 
prior to engaging in activities designed to induce sales of significant 
military equipment to a foreign country;

• Developing guidance for U.S. diplomatic and military personnel 
overseas to insure that their activities are consistent with and support 
the new policy;

• Reviewing departmental and agency procedures and practices to 
insure that they, too, are consistent with the policy;

• Codifying internal and interagency clearance procedures for 
handling specific arms transfer proposals. This was necessary because 
of the requirement to review each proposal not only in terms of its 
political and security dimensions but also in terms of its impact on 
human rights, arms control, and, in some cases, economic 
development;

• Developing the definitions required to implement the policy, e.g., 
how the government will define “weapons and weapons-related” for 
purposes of the policy and how it will define various other key terms 
and phrases that appear in the published policy statement.

Ceiling Management

In addition, the AECB Policy Planning Group has developed a 
system for managing the dollar volume of sales in order to meet the 
President’s commitment to reduce sales of weapons and weapons- 
related items to nonexempt countries from last year’s total. Lt. Gen. 
Howard Fish will discuss the ceiling management accounting system 
in his presentation. But let me briefly cover the basics.

We estimate that the ceiling control level for FY 1978 will be $9.3 
billion. This figure was derived from the 1977 base year as follows:

Million $
Total new commitments in FY 1977___________________ 11,469
Less transfers to NATO, Australia, New Zealand, Japan__ 1,221
Less nonweapons and weapons-related items____________ 1,479
Total FY 1977 ceiling control figure___________________  8, 769
Ceiling control figure adjusted for inflation from FY 1977 

to FY 1978______________________________________  9,295

As of today, we do not have the size of the reduction. When the 
President makes that determination, we will, of course, provide it 
to the committee.

317-783 0 80 6
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The FY 1978 ceiling will require very careful management. Over 
half of the ceiling dollars are already pretty much committed. These 
commitments include:

• About $100 million of FY 1978 military assistance program for 
weapons and weapons-related items for nonexempt countries and

• Approximately $2.4 billion in letters of offer either signed since 
1 October, when the fiscal year began, or issued but still unsigned. Of 
this figure $1.3 billion is accounted for by the Iranian airborne warn
ing and control system.

In addition to these commitments, which total $2.5 billion, we need 
to set aside roughly $2.8 billion to cover: (a) spare parts, technical 
support, and ammunition for equipment previously sold, (b) ongoing 
multiyear contracts to which we are committed, (c) possible scope 
changes in prior year contracts, and (d) those arms sales that do 
not have to be reported to the Congress pursuant to Section 36 (b) of 
the Arms Export Control Act.  ̂The residual, before any policy reduc
tion, is about $4 billion.

What is left after the policy reduction is the discretionary sum that 
we will apply to new major sales of defense articles and services.

We have examined a number of options for managing this discre
tionary balance in a way that allows us to cover priority requests that 
serve the important security interests of the United States but at the 
same time insures that we do not exceed the presidentially determined 
ceiling.

A consensus developed among the AECB memibers that we cannot 
consider requests on a first come, first served basis until we run out 
of ceiling dollars but that we had to develop an estimate of the likely 
requests we will receive during the fiscal year and to examine them in 
terms of their priority for U.S. foreign policy objectives. Obviously, 
any predictive system involves a large number of uncertainties, and 
we will constantly be revising our estimates of who is likely to want 
what and when.

One of the major uncertainties is that historically some 20-25% 
of the arms sales cases in which serious interest is expressed never 
result in a signed letter of offer. For whatever reason, foreign govern
ments often change their minds at a late stage in the process. Also 
we can expect new cases to arise to which we may have to give priority.

To deal with this particular problem and to insure that we are able 
to cover our highest priority requests, we may well decide to send to 
the Congress, under Section 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act, 
an aggregate number of cases whose value will exceed the established 
ceiling. We will not, however, issue letters of offer in excess of the 
established ceiling, and the Defense Department's accounting system 
will insure that we can keep track of the letters-of-offer process in 
order that we stay within that figure.

* This section of the act is printed Hid., 1976, pp. 403-408.
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I should emphasize at this point that the policy is not concerned 
only with limiting the dollar volume of what we export. Any dollar 
ceiling will be a fairly arbitrary and crude measure of the extent to 
which the Administration succeeds in restraining sales to nonexempt 
countries. Moreover, as is clear from recent press stories, there is some 
confusion about what the ceiling is and how it is defined.

Briefly, the $13.2 billion estimate for the foreign military sales trust 
fund that appeared in the President’s budget is not an estimate of the 
ceiling, as some have assumed. It includes $4.3 billion of estimated 
sales that are not, by definition, within the ceiling: $1.7 billion of that 
$4.3 billion is for exempt countries (NATO, Japan, Australia, New 
Zealand) and $2.6 billion is for nonweapons-related construction in 
Saudi Arabia. The remaining $8.9 billion relates to the ceiling, but 
even here, our experience last year suggests that almost 10% of this 
amount would not fall within the weapons and weapons-related defini
tion and thus would not count toward the ceiling.

I know there is a natural tendency to focus only on the money side 
of arms sales. Numbers always receive a good deal of attention, but it 
is important not to let this preoccupation with the ceiling obscure the 
other elements of the policy, e.g., the specific controls nor the role 
played by arms transfers in protecting and strengthening our impor
tant security interests and political relationships abroad.

Relations With Defense Industries

The U.S. defense industry, of course, has a deep interest in our arms 
transfer policy and concern about some aspects of it.

• It is worried about the possibility of European suppliers filling 
any vacuum left by the United States as a consequence of the policy’s 
controls.

• It finds unnecessarily discriminatory our internal directive to our 
posts abroad that mission personnel, in dealing with commercial firms 
selling defense articles and services, “should not facilitate sale of 
significant combat equipment by providing such services as advice on 
tactics for making a sale, assistance in appointments with host govern
ment officials, or a special support of any kind which might imply that 
the U.S. Government endorses a particular sale or is likely to provide 
U.S. Government financing when that fact has not been established.”

• It is becoming impatient with the length of time it is taking the 
government bureaucracy to review and get a decision on arms transfer 
cases.

I understand these concerns. In an effort to keep myself informed on 
industry problems and reciprocally to insure that it understands what 
it is we are trying to do, I have twice chaired government panels 
before trade association-sponsored seminars, and I encourage my de
partment colleagues to take full advantage of similar opportunities to
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inform and be informed by this important sector of the arms transfer 
universe.

I think the defense industries as a whole are satisfied that they can 
get a fair liearing from me or my associates in the arms transfer field 
when they have a problem. I am less certain that we are always able to 
provide what they would consider acceptable solutions.

We are also making an effort to publicize, to the extent we can, all 
directives, procedures, definitions, and policy guidance that would be 
useful for industry for planning and operations.

On the question of processing delays, it is a serious problem for 
which I see no simple solution. The review process is far more com
plicated and thorough today than it was prior to the passage in 1976 
of the Arms Export Control Act and prior to the promulgation of the 
President’s policy. We are, however, sensitive to the industries’ need 
for expeditious decisionmaking, and we will do our best to tighten up 
the process wherever it is possible to do so.

Statement by the Director of the Department of State Bureau of 
Politico-Military Affairs (Gelb) Before a Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on International Relations: Multilateral 
Cooperation on Arms Transfer Restraint, February 1, 1978 ^

My purpose in appearing before you today is to discuss how the ad
ministration is approaching the task of seekins: multilateral restraint 
in transferring conventional arms. The President has committed the 
United States to a policy of restraint as a first step toward reducing 
the worldwide traflSc in arms. In our view, our ability to sustain our 
own policy of reductions over the long run will require multilateral 
cooperation.

Achieving multilateral cooperation will be a difficult task because 
arms transfers have been and will remain a key foreign policy instru
ment for other major suppliers. Arms transfers involve domestic, 
economic and political considerations in most supplier States, just as 
they do in the United States. Furthermore, recipient countries have 
legitimate defense needs that must be met. In seeking to induce other 
suppliers or recipients to reduce sales or purchases of arms, therefore, 
we must convince them that their security or policy interests will not 
be adversely affected, and could be enhanced, by measured steps to
ward restraint.

In developing our approach to multilateral cooperation, we have 
established the following near-term objectives:

 ̂Remew of the President's Arms Transfer Policy: Hearings Before the Sub
committee on International Security and Scientific Affairs of the Committee on 
International Relations, House of Representatives^ 'Ninety-fifth Congress, Sec
ond Session, pp. 10-12.
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First, to set an example of restraint through our own reduction and 
thereby create an international climate more favorable to arms trans
fer restraint.

Second, to engage suppliers and recipients in a dialogue on restraint; 
and

Third, to build common interests and common principles for re
straint.

Common principles might take the following forms: development 
of norms of supplier restraint. This miffht reflect our own policy 
guidelines, such as no first introduction of advanced weapons systems 
into a region which creates a new or significantly higher combat capa
bility in the area and restrictions on co-production and retransfers;

Development of norms for recipient restraint;
Establishment of consultative mechanisms to enhance the exercise 

of restraint;
The integration of restraint efforts with diplomatic efforts to resolve 

regional disputes; and
Reduction of possibilities for substitution by suppliers where others 

have exercised restraint.
This whole enterprise will obviously require the closest cooperation 

with a wide variety of countries. From the outset, we foresaw the need 
to involve the Soviet Union and its allies, other western suppliers, and 
recipients.

The U.S. has begun a dialogue on arms transfer restraint with the 
Soviet Union, the world’s second leading supplier of arms. It was my 
responsibility to lead the U.S. delegation at the preliminary talks held 
here in Washington from December 14—19, 1977. This was the start 
of what we hope will be a continuing dialogue with the Soviets on this 
issue. We explained the new U.S. arms transfer policy to the Soviets 
and responded to their questions. We emphasized what we considered 
to be the parallel U.S.-Soviet interest in avoiding confrontations in 
third world areas because of competitive transfers.

We believe the fact that we have begun a dialogue with the Soviets 
is important, although we recognize that we obviously have a long way 
to go. Since the preliminary talks were held at our initiative, we did 
not expect the Soviets to make a major contribution at this stage. How
ever, we are hopeful that, as we seek to continue and intensify consul
tations with them this year, their responsiveness will grow given the 
importance of the issue.

The U.S. has also been in contact with other suppliers. We have em
phasized the importance of and need for a coordinated, multilateral 
approach to restraint if we expect the effort to be successful. We are 
hopeful that these other suppliers will recognize their interest in con
tinuing to consult further with us.

At the same time we realize that, in the case of certain suppliers, the 
viability of their defense industry is in the U.S. interest. This is a 
fundamental tenet of our NATO standardization and rationalization
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policies. Eeduction in their arms exports could have proportionally 
greater consequences for their domestic economies and technological 
base than the same reductions would have for the U.S.

RECIPIENTS

I would now like to turn to U.S. objectives with regard to arms 
recipients. Our objectives are to :

Establish the general acceptability of limitations on arms transfers;
Develop supplier-recipient groups to explore regional restraint; and
Introduce restraint into dangerous sub-regional conflicts. The con

flict between Ethiopia and Somalia is the type of situation which the 
U.S. believes could benefit from restraint on the part of both suppliers 
and recipients. The President has recently made this point clear.

Current indications are that persuading recipients that restraint is 
in their interest will not be easy. Arms recipients among the develop
ing countries have in the past voiced their opposition to supplier-im
posed restraint. They have argued that:

Eestraint will deprive them of the means of self-defense; and
Advocacy of conventional arms restraint is an attempt to divert at

tention from nuclear arms control issues which are central to global 
security.

Our approach to recipients will have to deal with these arguments 
against restraint and offer some practical approaches to their security 
concerns.

Indeed, our own policy is not to eliminate U.S. arms transfers, but 
rather to reduce them in a manner (1) That is consistent with our own 
security interests and (2) that does not disadvantage our friends and 
allies if others are arming their adversaries.

Multilateral forums, in particular, the U.N. special session on dis
armament scheduled for May, will provide us with the opportunity 
to express our views. These include:

The United States recognizes that legitimate self-defense needs must 
be met, and we are not advocating curbs that would prevent this;

Restraint is in the interests of both recipients and suppliers; it 
enables both to conserve scarce resources for such worthier purposes 
as economic and human development;

The United States recognizes that the problem of neighbors engag
ing in mutual arms buildups demands a special sub-regional approach 
to restraint.

We believe it will be important to explain U.S. policy more fully 
and to rea^ure buyers that the United States does not intend to sacri
fice the legitimate security needs of the developing countries.

As I indicated earlier, we did not anticipate it would be easy to 
orchestrate a multilateral arms transfer restraint effort. However, we 
reco^ized that we would have to take the initiative, since we are the 
leading supplier of arms. We have taken that initiative. We also recog
nized the complexities of restraining arms transfers and the im
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portance ascribed to arms transfers by both suppliers and recipients. 
Our approach nevertheless recognizes these interests; we are moving 
ahead. However, I would be less than candid if I stated that we have 
made great progress to date. We have begun the process. We intend 
to keep it going and increase the momentum. This administration 
believes that the time has come to address conventional arms transfer 
issues with the same seriousness of purpose that we devote to nuclear 
arms limitation.

Statement by the Director of the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency (Fish) Before a Subcommittee of the House Committee 
on International Relations: Arms Transfer Policy [Extract], 
February 1, 1978 ^

There are a number of measures, including several adopted during 
the course of the interagency review leading to the formulation of the 
Administration’s policy on arms sales, which serve to guard against 
unwarranted arms sales.

Firsts all sales are under the direct policy control of the State 
Department and are subject to approval or disapproval by that 
department. In addition, all major proposed sales are subject to a 
multiple-review process.

Second  ̂ the State Department, in conjunction with the Treasury 
Department and other agencies, exercises policy control over the exten
sion of credit financing in all cases, including financing guarantees.

Thirds Defense personnel are explicitly barred from engaging in 
promotional activities to further foreign sales, except where the Secre
taries of State and Defense, or the President, determine that it is in 
the national interest to promote a sale—e.g., F-16’s to NATO.

Fourth^ the State Department has issued detailed guidance limiting 
the types of assistance that U.S. diplomatic missions can render U.S. 
contractors and cautioning against any activities with host govern
ment officials which could influence the possible sale of major defense 
equipment that has not been fully approved or transferred to the 
country concerned. Current procedures also provide for prior State 
Department approval of Commerce Department assistance to U.S. 
X?? significant prospective arms sales—except for sales to
NATO, Australia, Japan, and New Zealand.

Fifths the Defense Department has eliminated certain practices 
desired  m the mid-1960’s to serve as incentives to U.S. manufacturers 
to sell their arms abroad. It has:

• Ehmmated the 1-4% additional profit factor that has been 
previously authorized for foreign military sales;

^Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 1978, p. 49. Lt. Gen. Fish spoke before the 
Sufocommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs.
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• Restricted rent-free use of U.S. Government property by contrac
tors producing defense items for foreign governments; and

• Provided new, more stringent control over agents’ fees related to 
foreign military sales contracts.

Sixths Defense Department procedures place early management em
phasis on defining the potential impact of proposed sales on programs 
to meet the requirements of U.S. forces, the degree of risk to other De
fense Department interests, including the impact on its technology 
base, and anticipated coproduction.

Seventh^ surveys under U.S. sponsorship to assist other govern
ments in determining their equipment requirements are very care
fully controlled by the Departments of State and Defense since the 
results could be construed as U.S. approval of the requirements cited 
in the survey, despite any disclaimers to the contrary.

Eighth^ the Agency for International Development now requires 
regular assessments of the impact of defense expenditures on each aid 
recipient’s economic and developmental plans—an important step since 
both security supporting assistance and development assistance are 
intended to help bolster economic and social development, goals that 
would be hindered by the diversion of limited resources to unrealistic 
defense spending.

Ninths all sales of $25 million or more involving major defense 
equipment must go through government-to-government channels 
(foreign military sales) except those for NATO, Australia, Japan, and 
New Zealand. This helps give the government early control over major 
sales. Under previous procedures, U.S. contractors could conclude 
major sales agreements without notice to the government until the con
tractor sought an export license, often years after the original sales 
agreement had been concluded.

Tenths all major proposed sales are subject to a multiple-review 
process that should assure a thorough airing of all relevant factors 
bearing on a proposed sale (thus also serving to deter those who might 
sponsor a dubious sale). The process involves a review of all major 
proposed foreign military sales or other potentially sensitive cases by:

• Various interested executive branch agencies;
• The President for those proposed sales that must be referred to 

the Congress under existing legislation; and
• The Congress for all proposed government-to-government sales 

(foreign military sales) totaling $25 million or more, or in the case of 
major defense equipment, totaling $7 million or more. The Congress 
has at least 30 days in which to indicate its disagreement of the pro
posed sale through the passage of a concurrent resolution. (The Con
gress also receives 30-days’ notice of proposed ex[x)rt licenses for 
exports above the same thresholds to authorized countries through 
commercial channels.)
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Eleventh^ the newly established Arms Export Control Board pro
vides a forum comprising all executive branch agencies with an in
terest in arms sales for advising the Secretary of State on security 
assistance matters, including arms sales.

Twelfth^ the President’s policy statement that the future use of arms 
sales as a foreign policy tool would be the exception rather than the 
rule, with the burden of proof now on those favoring a proposed sale, 
should prove a major factor in reducing “incentives” for arms sales.

Statement by ACDA Assistant Director Blechman Before a Sub
committee of the House Committee on International Relations: 
United States Arms Transfer Policy, February 1, 1978^

As you know, transfers of military equipment from the United 
States to other countries can serve important military and political 
purposes. These purposes are well known and often discussed before 
this committee and elsewhere in the Government. Perhaps less often 
expressed, however, is the fact that transferring military equipment 
from the United States to other countries sometimes can prove to be 
disadvantageous both politically and militarily.

Arms transfers potentially can result in the spread of advanced 
technologies to countries that might someday oppose us, or the diver
sion of military equipment to terrorists. Transfers can link the United 
States with regimes that violate basic human rights and fundamental 
freedoms, and thereby tarnish the reputation of the United States in 
democracies abroad. Transfers can help to stimulate local arms races 
and contribute to instabilities in regional balances of power. I f  mili
tary conflicts result, the United States, as the military supplier to one 
or more of the participants, may be directly or indirectly involved. 
Transfers divert scarce resources, human, financial, and natural, from 
fundamental economic and social needs. In the long run, this may lead 
to instabilities in various parts of the world that could threaten our 
security. And finally, transfers can sometimes draw the United States 
into unwanted confrontations with other great powers, leading to 
needless strains in our relations and dangerous tensions.

There is also a more intangible negative aspect to arms transfers. 
The role of the United States as the world’s arsenal, as opposed to the 
arsenal of democracy, does not seem to sit well with the American 
people. They recognize that, after all, the currency of the arms trade 
is weapons of war. Yet, the public nowadays is too sophisticated to 
think that all arms sales are immoral.

^Review of the President's Conventional Arms Transfer Policy: Hearings be
fore the 8uioommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs of the 
Committee on International Relations^ House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth 
Congress, Second Session, pp. 21-24. Also printed in Department of State Bulletin, 
Mar. 1978, pp. 52-53.
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Thus, the challenge is to chart a course which incorporates the core 
values of our society in a way consonant with international realities. 
Unfortunately, in contemplating proposed arms transfers, what often 
are most visible are the immediate political costs of turning down a 
request and the short-term economic and political benefits of estab
lishing an arms supply relationship.

Less obvious, but just as real, are the longer term disadvantages and 
dangers of transfers. Political honeymoons do sometimes turn into 
bitter divorce and apparently minor military relations with other 
states sometimes lead to deeper involvements that can complicate and 
strain our relations with both local nations and distant powers.

We, the Soviet Union, and other arms suppliers have experienced 
these problems. This administration’s policy of restraint in arms trans
fers is meant to help us avoid repeating these lessons of history.

For example, the United States and the Soviet Union have armed 
opposing sides in many conflicts in the Third World. Sometimes these 
opposing involvements have resulted in strained relations between the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. and a worsened climate for progress in 
arms control and other negotiations. The Vietnam war, the Arab- 
Israeli war of 1973, and the Angolan conflict are all examples of this.

At other times, both the United States and the U.S.S.R. have found 
themselves in the position of having provided arms to both sides of a 
conflict. The result can be strained relations with both belligerents. 
The United States has faced such difSculties in the Indo-Pakistani 
war of 1965 and more recently in the Greek-Turldsh conflicts over 
Cyprus. Last year, the Soviet Union was faced with the use of Soviet 
supplied arms by both parties to the Egyptian-Libyan conflict. 
Presently, the U.S.S.R. faces a similar situation on the Horn of Africa.

Indeed, the present situation on the Horn dramatically illustrated 
just how fragile an instrument of political influence arms transfers can 
be. The longstanding U.S. arms supply relationship with Ethiopia 
failed to prevent the emergence of a new regime hostile to the United 
States. Similarly, the Soviet Union was not able to deter Somalia from 
waging war against Ethiopia, despite the many years of Soviet arms 
shipments to Somalia. The lesson to be learned from the Horn of 
Africa is that a supplier often cannot control what the recipient does 
with its arms. Once the arms are in the client’s possession, words and 
blandishments may not be sufficient to limit their use.

We are cognizant of these problems, and as a result this administra
tion has committed itself to arms transfer restraint. The commitment 
IS  deep and sincere. As President Carter has said, conventional arms 
control is not a matter of the future, not even of the near future, but 
one of the immediate present.

At the same time, we recognize that restraint must come gradually, 
that there are risks involved in a policy of restraint, and that certain 
am s transfers can result in real political and military benefits. For 
these reasons, our policy is defined in rather specific terms. We aim to
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reduce the dollar value of transfers to nonexempt countries, but not 
necessarily all arms sales.

Obviously, we cannot pursue a policy of unilateral restraint in
definitely. To some extent, our ability to sustain restraint depends on 
the restraint of others. I f the other major suppliers move in to fill the 
void that our restraint creates, we will have made no lasting contribu
tion to reducing the worldwide arms trade. We only will have penalized 
American firms, labor, and our balance of payments.

Moreover, once a request is made it is politically difficult to turn 
it down. And thus we seek to establish an environment in which fewer 
requests will be forthcoming. The key objective of our policy is to 
convince both other suppliers and recipients to restrain their own arms 
transfers and purchases.

The obstacles in persuading suppliers and recipients of the btoefits 
of restraint are formidable, but our leadership can make a difference. 
This administration is determined to make a try.

Because the Soviets are the second largest arms suppliers we have 
entered into discussions of possible arms restraint with them. Our dis
cussions were frank and useful, but the subject is difficult and the 
process will be a long one.

In any case, as the world’s leading arms supplier, the United States 
has a special obligation to take the first steps toward restraining arms 
sales. We have accepted this responsibility. We are restraining our 
transfers now, and we will continue to do so. We have turned down 
several significant requests for arms and other lesser ones, and have 
turned off some requests before they reached the formal stage.

We also have taken steps to reduce the volume of U.S. transfers to 
the Third World. The first step is our firm commitment to reduce the 
total value of transfers of weapons and weapons-related items, to 
nonexempt countries, in fiscal 1978, as compared to the comparable 
total in fiscal 1977.

Sales of services that do not directly contribute to military capa
bilities, primarily construction, and all sales to our NATO allies and 
to Japan, Australia, and New Zealand are exempted from this ceiling.

The total value of U.S. arms transfers in fiscal 1978 may rise as 
compared to fiscal 1977, but if so, that would not indicate a failure of 
our policy. If the total does rise, it will be because of greater sales to 
NATO and other exempted countries, and possible increases in sales 
of construction services.

It is not the intention of our policy, nor in the national interest at 
this time, to reduce the volume of these exempted sales. That which we 
want to reduce, sales to nonexempt countries of nonexempt goods and 
services, will be reduced.

My Agency, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, plays an 
important role in the formulation and implementation of arms trans
fer policy. The Agency vigorously fulfills its statutory obligations to 
advise the Secretary of State, the National Security Council, and the 
President of the arms control ramifications of proposed transfers.
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We are involved in the development of arms transfer policy itself. 
We advise and counsel early in the decision process, and we play a 
central role in all relevant international negotiations.

I would like to conclude my prepared testimony by discussing with 
you for a few moments the forthcoming United Nations Special Ses
sion on Disarmament. We believe that this occasion provides an op
portunity to think of arms transfers within the broader context of 
disarmament and development.

The prime motivation behind the convening of the special session is 
widespread Third World discontent with both the disappointing 
records of development of many LDC’s and only slow progress in 
arms control and disarmament.

Whether these perceptions are factual or not, these are the percep
tions held in most nations of the world. The President and the Secre
tary of State already have stated the basic position of the United 
States. We will approach the special session in a forthcoming fashion 
and will play a positive and constructive role.

The United States seeks better economic conditions in the Third 
World and we believe that human dignity demands that individuals 
have greater opportunity to better their lives, to fulfill their potentials 
and aspirations. Toward this end, we are determined to do all within 
our power to create a climate of understanding, support, and for
bearance on the part of both suppliers and buyers of arms abroad.

Report by Secretary of Defense Brown to the Congress: Sum
mary [Extract], February 2, 1978^

/ .  IntemationobL Trends and Defense

The defense budget, as you know, is shaped by a number of factors. 
Not the least of these is the international environment. Certain fea
tures of that environment and our relationship with it are especially 
worth noting.

—First, even though nearly 33 years have passed since the end of 
World War II, a number of territorial and other issues remain 
unresolved—^particularly in Africa and the Middle East. There 
is no recognized and stable status quo to which all nations—or 
all the major nations, or most nations—adhere.

—Second, the United States is becoming increasingly dependent on 
this environment—in trade, in raw materials, in energy, and in a 
broad range of political relationships.

 ̂Department of Defense Annual Report^ Fiscal Year 1919̂  Harold Brown, Sec
retary of Defense, pp. 1-6.
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—^Third, most of the international competition for power is con
ducted with peaceful instruments, and most international issues 
are resolved by peaceful means. But force, whether in the form 
of organized military power or of terrorism, continues to be a 
major factor in the resolution of international disputes. Military 
power has a substantial influence on the international attitudes 
of friends and adversaries during peace as well as in war.

—^Fourth, the relations between the United States and the Soviet 
Union continue to be marked by both competition and coopera
tion, with the attendant risk of conflict. However, there are op
portunities to stabilize and perhaps to ease these relations—espe
cially through arms control agreements.

—Fifth, where the competition between the two superpowers is non
military, the United States continues to enjoy a number of critical 
advantages: in industrial, agricultural, teclmological, and diplo
matic strength; in the energy and enterprise of its citizens; in the 
appeal of our system—its resi^onsiveness and plain decency; and 
in the support of allies and other friends who genuinely share 
similar aspirations.

—Sixth, the Soviet Union, by contrast, suffers from major internal 
handicaps—economic, political, and social—and these handicaps 
will probably increase with the decline already occurring in birth 
rates and about to occur in domestic energy supplies and rates of 
economic growth. The Soviets also suffer from a lack of genu
inely committed allies, and they have been set back in their rela
tions with the People’s Eepublic of China (PEC), India, and 
parts of the Middle East. Nonetheless, despite these handicaps 
and setbacks, the Soviets have been acquiring military power com
parable to that of the United States. By some measures they are 
ahead; by others they are behind. (Comparative military capabil
ity also depends on such factors as the geographic location of a 
conflict.)

—Finally, while many trends and issues continue to develop inde
pendently of relations between the United States and the Soviet 
Union—and require our attention and resources— t̂he Soviet 
Union remains our principal national security problem: not the 
only one but the biggest one.

We are negotiating (and must continue to negotiate) with the So
viets for specific, equitable and adequately verifiable arms control and 
disarmament agreements—agreements that strengthen international 
stability, curb the arms competition, and reduce armaments: conven- 
lional as well as nuclear. We should seek to involve the Soviets 
constructively in a number of international activities—social and 
economic, including non-strategic trade. We should encourage their
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cooperation in resolving international conflicts and reducing areas of 
tension that could lead to confrontation. To the degree that we can 
channel any United States-Soviet competition into non-military areas, 
we will be better off, especially considering our economic, social, and 
other advantages.

However, none of these efforts toward cooperation should cause us 
to minimize the American commitment to human rights, national inde
pendence, and democratic institutions—or to collective security with 
our friends. Certainly they must not keep us, along with our allies, 
from offsetting Soviet military power in such vital areas as Western 
Europe.

The main objective of our collective security system must be the 
maintenance of an overall military balance with the Soviet Union no 
less favorable than the one that now exists. Deterrence and stability, 
not overbearing military power, are what we seek. To have them, and 
to be confident in them, we must be assured of a credible fighting 
capability.

The demands of such a capability are substantial. Over the past 15 
years, Soviet defense spending has been gradually increasing; we 
estimate the average rate of increase, in real terms, at between three 
and four percent a year, roughly in line with growth in the Soviet 
GNP. For a substantial part of that same period (from FY 1964 to 
FY 1975), U.S. baseline budgets (with military retired pay and the 
incremental costs of the war in Southeast Asia excluded) have been 
declining in real terms. Only since FY 1976, has our defense budget 
been increasing in real terms. As a consequence, the Soviet defense 
effort now appears to exceed ours. The margin is a matter of judgment, 
and depends on whether the two programs are compared in rubles or 
dollars. Estimates of 20 percent to 40 percent for this excess appear 
reasonable.

On the other hand, we are fortunate in having prosperous and 
willing allies who can help counterbalance the Soviet effort. The 
Soviets are not so fortunate. Moreover, they have felt obliged to allo
cate up to about 20 percent of their total defense effort to the Far East 
and the PEG. These considerations are allowed for in our judgments 
on the proper size of the U.S. defense program. Nonetheless, if we and 
our allies are to keep pace with the Soviets and offset their military 
power, we must increase our own efforts.

In particular, an increasingly precarious conventional balance be
tween NATO and the Warsaw Pact in Europe is a matter of serious 
concern. That is why we and our NATO allies, in May, 1977, recog
nized the need to raise our respective levels of defense spending by 
approximately three percent a year in real terms. That is also why we 
have already launched several major initiatives to cope with short 
term NATO vulnerabilities, develop long term and coordinated de
fense plans, and achieve a greater degree of alliance cooperation in the
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common defense. All of us, it is now acknowledged, must expand our 
responses to the Soviet military buildup.

The general magnitude of the Soviet defense effort, and the con
tinued uncertainties in international relations, account to a consider
able extent for the size and composition of the U.S. defense budget. 
But we do not seek to create a mirror-image of Soviet military capa
bilities. Instead, we strive to maintain the nuclear and conventional 
forces necessary to deter, or if necessary frustrate, possible Soviet 
military actions in areas of the world that are vital to us.

Because certain deficiencies threaten to develop in our posture as 
a result of the recent and diverging patterns of defense spending in 
the United States and the Soviet Union, we need increased resources to 
redress them. I will discuss our main concerns here. The details of 
our needs will be found in the remainder of the report.

I /. The Strategic Nuclear Forces

A strategic nuclear attack is the least likely military contingency we 
face. However, there is no task more vital than the maintenance of the 
strategic nuclear balance between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. In my judgment, a rough strategic nuclear equilibrium exists 
between the two superpowers at the present time. Neither country 
enjoys a military advantage; neither is in a position to exploit its 
nuclear capabilities for political ends. The situation is one of standoff 
or stalemate. Mutual strategic deterrence and essential equivalence 
are in effect.

This administration is determined to continue the current state of 
affairs. We would prefer to continue it through equitable and verifiable 
agreements for arms limitations and reductions, and I believe we are 
making progress in that direction through the Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks (SALT). 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. First, the strategic 
balance is not static; owing to a substantial and continuing Soviet 
effort, it is highly dynamic. Second, the problem of coping with this 
dynamism is complex and demanding; there is no easy, one-shot solu
tion to it.

The United States has not been idle in this competition; we have 
programs underway to modernize each element of our TRIAD. How
ever, all of us must recognize that the Soviets continue to fund a 
number of large, impressive and costly strategic programs to 
strengthen their offensive capabilities, their active defenses, and their 
passive defense system.

Exactly why the Soviets are pushing so hard to improve their stra
tegic nuclear capabilities is uncertain. What is certain is that we 
cannot ignore their efforts or assume that they are motivated by con
siderations either of altruism or of pure deterrence.
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My own view is that, for many years now, we have been at the 
point where a full-scale thermonuclear exchange between the United 
States and the Soviet Union would be a disaster of imprecedented 
proportions for both sides. Nothing I have learned during the past 
year has altered that conclusion. I also believe that any use of nuclear 
weapons by the two superpowers against one another—whether tacti
cal or strategic— ŵould carry a high risk— t̂hough not the certainty— 
of escalating the conflict to a full-scale thermonuclear exchange.

But if deterrence of nuclear war is our most fimdamental defense 
objective—and it surely is—what counts is what Soviet civilian and 
military leaders believe. On that score, unfortunately, we face 
another uncertainty. What we see as sufficient for security may appear 
as quite inadequate to them. What would deter us might not deter 
them. What some of us 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 
equivalence with the Soviet Union in, strategic nuclear forces. Be
cause of the stakes, no lesser requirement will do.

We do not propose to plan against total irrationality. Rather, the 
issue is how to make it clear to the Soviets that they cannot gain any 
military or political advantage from their strategic forces. Insistence 
on essential equivalence guards against any danger that the Soviets 
might be seen as superior—even if the perception is not technically 
justified.

By essential equivalence, we mean the maintenance of conditions 
such that:

—Soviet strategic nuclear forces do not become usable instruments 
of political leverage, diplomatic coercion, or military advantage;

— n̂uclear stability, especially in a crisis, is maintained;

—any advantages in force characteristics enjoyed by the Soviets 
are offset by U.S. advantages in other characteristics; and

— t̂he U.S. posture is not in fact, and is not seen as, inferior in per
formance to the strategic nuclear forces of the Soviet Union.

These conditions exist today, and our objective in the current SALT
II negotiations is to maintain them in the future. But owing to the 
current and impending improvements in Soviet strategic offensive 
and defensive capabilities, we will have to continue our own effort— 
primarily for increased research and development for the Missile-X 
(MX) Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM), development and 
some deployment of cruise missiles, deployment of the Mark 12A 
warhead, and introduction of the TRIDENT missiles and 
submarines.
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Joint Communique by India and Iran: Nuclear Matters 
[Extract], February 5, 1978"

The two sides agreed on the necessity of achieving complete and uni
versal disarmament, especially nuclear disarmament, under effective 
international control. While reviewing the question of the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy, his imperial majesty reiterated his govern
ment’s adherence to the nonproliferation treaty. The prime minister 
of India, while recognising this position, stressed that it was esse^ntial 
for the avoidance of proliferation that those who have developed nu
clear technology for military purposes should set an example to others 
who were pursuing nuclear research and development for peaceful 
purposes through abandonment of underground tests, progressive re
duction of nuclear armament with a view to its ultimate elimination, 
and a complete ban on utilization of research for nonpeaceful pur
poses. Both sides have agreed to cooperate with each other for the de
velopment of nuclear science for peaceful purposes.

Message by President Carter to the Senate Transmitting the 
Agreement Between the United States and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency for the Application of Safeguards in 
the United States, February 9, 1978^

I submit herewith, for Senate advice and consent to ratification, the 
Agreement between the United States of America and the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency (“Agency”) for the Application of 
Safeguards in the United States of America, with attached Protocol, 
approved by the Board of Governors of the Agency on September 17,
1976. This Agreement provides for application of Agency safeguards 
to nuclear facilities in the United States, other than those having di
rect national security significance. The Agreement will enter into 
force when the United States notifies the Agency that its constitu
tional and statutory requirements for entry into force have been met.*

The United States, as a nuclear weapons state party to the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (“NPT”),̂  is not obli
gated to accept Agency safeguards on its peaceful nuclear activities.

Delhi ISI, Feb. 6, 1978. FBIS Daily Report, Feb. 6, 1978, vol. V, p. S5. The 
communique was issued in New Delhi by President Reddy and the Shah of Iran 
a t the end of the latter’s four-day visit.

^The President’s message, together with the Dept, of State's report on the 
agreement, below, may be found in S. Ex. B. 95th Cong., 2d sess.

* The text of the agreement has been printed in Documents on Disarmament,
1977, pp. 738-775.

1968, pp. 461-465.

317-783 0 80 7
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On December 2, 1967, President Johnson offered to place United 
States nuclear facilities, except those with direct national security 
significance, under Agency safeguards in an effort to demonstrate that 
the application of those safeguards would not work to any nation’s 
commercial disadvantage. Specifically, President Johnson stated:

. . .  I want to make it clear to the world that we in the United 
States are not asking any country to accept safeguards that we are 
unwilling to accept ourselves.

So I am, today, announcing that when such safeguards are ap
plied under the treaty, the United States will permit the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency to apply its safeguards to all nuclear 
activities in the United States—excluding only those with direct 
national security significance.

Under this ofer the Agency will be able to inspect a broad range 
of U.S. nuclear activities, both governmental and private, includ
ing the fuel in nuclear power reactors owned by utilities for generat
ing electricity, and the fabrication, and chemical reprocessing of 
such fuel

Over the next ten years, both Presidents Nixon and Ford reaffirmed 
that offer.

I also transmit, for the information of the Senate, the report of the 
Department of State concerning the Agreement.®

Universial participation in the NPT is a central goal of our non
proliferation policy. The entry into force of this Agreement would 
encourage that participation, and would fulfill our long-standing com
mitment to accept safeguards. I urge the Senate to act favorably on 
this Agreement at an early date and give its advice and consent to 
ratification.

LETTER OF SUBMITTAL

D e p a r t m e n t  o p  S t a t e , 

Washington^ Decerribev 1977.

T h e  P r e s id e n t ,

The White Home,

T h e  P r e s i d e n t : I have the honor to submit to you, with a view 
to its transmission to the Senate for advice and consent to ratification, 
the Agreement between the Government of the United States and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency for the Application of Safe
guards in the United States of America, with attached Protocol. This 
Agreement was approved by the Board of Governors of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency (“Agency”) on September 17,1976 and 
will enter into force when the United States informs the Agency that 
United States constitutional and statutory requirements for entry into 
force have been met.

 ̂m a ., 1961, pp. 613-615. 
® Printed below.
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Background

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
(“NPT”) , to which the United States is a party, commits non-nuclear 
weapon states parties to accept Agency safeguards on all their peace
ful nuclear activities. Although the United States, as a nuclear weap
ons state, is under no legal obligation to accept such safeguards, it 
has been the announced policy of this Government to permit the ap
plication of Agency safeguards to its nuclear facilities, excluding only 
those of direct national security significance. By submitting itself to 
the same safeguard others are subject to, it is the United States’ inten
tion to demonstrate that adherence to the Treaty does not place other 
countries at a commercial disadvantage, either because of the increased 
costs associated with safeguards or because of risk of exposure of 
proprietary information. President Johnson first enunciated this 
policy in 1967; both Presidents Nixon and Ford reaffirmed it. In 
September 1976, you stated your intention to bring quickily into force 
the “Voluntary Offer,” as the Agreement has come to be called.®

In addition to encouraging adherence to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, it is hoped that the Offer will help to improve Agency safe
guards. Agency inspectors and United States personnel from the De
partment of Energy (“DOE”) and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis
sion (“NEC”) will be able to combine their experience and collaborate 
in making the safeguards system more efficient and effective.

The Voluntary Offer by the United States has already had several 
effects. In anticipation of the United States’ bringing the Offer into 
force, both the Federal Republic of Grermany and Japan ratified the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. In both cases. United States willingness to 
enter into a safeguards agreement with the Agency was a substantial 
incentive. Moreover, to ensure uniformity in its non-proliferation pol
icy, the Canadian Government has conditioned use of Canadian-origin 
uranium by United States utilities on the entry into force of Agency 
safeguards in the United States. Until the Offer enters into force, 
Canadian ore may be enriched in DOE facilities, but may not, without 
written permission of the Atomic Energy Control Board of Canada, 
be fabricated into fuel or used in United States power reactors.

Description of Proposed Agreement

The Agreement is based on the standard Agency safeguards agree
ment with NPT parti^ (INFCIRC/153),^ except that United States 
facilities of direct national security significance are excluded from its 
coverage. Part I of the Agreement (Articles 1—26) sets out Agency 
and United States commitments; Part II (Articles 27-90) describes 
the implementing procedures. The Protocol to the Agreement describes

®A similar agreement between the Agency and the United Kingdom has also 
been approved by the Board of Governors. [Footnote in original. The statement 
referred to is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, d 6311

" Ibid., m i ,  pp. 218-244. » ^  a
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procedures for facilities not subject to routine inspection by the

Under the Agreement, the United States will submit to the Agency 
a list of eligible facilities, i.e. all U.S. nuclear facilities ex^pt those 
with direct national security significance. The eligible list will be part 
of the Subsidiary Arrangements of the Agreement. Pursuant to Arti
cles 2(b), 39(b) and 39(c), the Agency will identify on that list cer
tain facilities which will be subject to the full provision of Agency 
safeguards. For these facilities, the XJnited States must submit inven
tory and design information to the Agency. NRC or DOE, as appro
priate, will obtain the information from the operator. Within 90 days 
of the entry into force of the Agreement, the United States will sub
mit the design information to the Agency, which will prepare facility 
attachments specifying accountancy procedures, key measurement 
points, material balance areas, and the like, to enable it effectively to 
apply safeguards. From time to time pursuant to Article 39 (b) (ii) the 
Agency will designate new facilities to which it will apply safeguards. 
Within 90 days of such designation, the United States must submit the 
relevant inventory and design information to the Agency. Eventually, 
it is estimated that there will be about 12 to 15 facilities subject to safe
guards inspection at any one time, although the actual number iden
tified by the Agency will represent a balance between the political 
objectives of the Agreement and the cost of applying safeguards.

Pursuant to the Protocol, the Agency may also designate facilities 
from the eligible list which it will not inspect, but for which inventory 
and design information must be submitted and Transitional Subsidiary 
Arrangements prepared. The same accountancy reports required by the 
Agency for facilities identified under Articles 2(b), 39(b), and 39(c) 
must also be provided for facilities identified under the Protocol. It is 
anticipated that all facilities not designated under these Articles will 
eventually be included on the list prepared pursuant to the Protocol.

As stated previously, one purpose of the Offer was to reassure those 
States concerned about the possibility that safeguards might com
promise proprietary information. It should be noted that under 
Article 5 of the Agreement, as well as Article VII.F of the IAEA  
Statute, the Agency is committed to protect commercial and industrial 
secrets, and other confidential information. The Agency’s operating 
regulations provide physical protection to safeguard confidential 
information similar to that which the United States Government pro
vides for classified national security information. The Agency will 
require only the minimum amount of information necessary to carry 
out its responsibilities under the Agreement (Article 8 (b )). Moreover, 
when particularly sensitive design information is required to be shown 
to the Agency, the United States may ask that it be examined on United 
States premises and not physically communicated to the Agency 
(Article 8(c)). These provisions are common to all Agency safeguards 
agreements written pursuant to the NPT. Historically, the Agency has



CARTER MESSAGE, FEBRUARY 9 67

an excellent record of protecting confidential information; no case has 
been brought to our attention of compromise of such information.

As has been indicated, not all United States facilities on the eligible 
list will be subject to Agency safeguards inspection and the attendant 
costs. To remove the potential inequitable treatment of various facili
ties, the Agency has agreed, to “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 States commercial firms similarly situated.” (Article 
2(c)). Although the Agency is not obligated to establish detailed 
criteria for identification of facilities, it has stated that it will give 
highest priority to the inspection of facilites of advanced design and 
technology as well as those which are sensitive in terms of international 
competition. At the same time, the Agency will also select for inspec
tion, on a rotating basis, various facilities from the remainder of 
United States installations. Adherence to these guidelines would fulfill 
the foregoing requirement.

The Agency’s fundamental safeguards measure is materials account
ancy. As in other countries, the accountancy system in the United 
States is based upon a system of records kept at the direction of the 
responsible national agencies—here the NRC and DOE. For facilities 
identified under Articles 2(b), 39(b), and 39(c) an initial inventory 
of nuclear materials (source and special nuclear materials) is estab
lished, and the accountancy system tracks subsequent changes in the 
inventory. Facility operators will be required to keep accounting and 
operating records and submit accounting reports based on these records 
to the NRC or DOE. In turn, the United States will submit to the 
Agency accounting reports in respect of nuclear material subject to 
safeguards.

Not all nuclear material is subject to the safeguards. Mining and 
ore processing activities are excluded (Article 33). At the request of 
the United States, the Agency is required to exempt small quantities 
of nuclear materials (Article 36).

The Agency may inspect the facilities identified under Articles 2(b), 
39(b), and 39(c) in order to verify design information; verify the 
initial inventory information; identify and verify changes that have 
occurred after the initial report; verify that reports to it are consistent 
with the records kept by the operators; verify the identity, location, 
quantity and composition of nuclear material subject to safeguards; 
and verify information on the possible causes of material unaccounted 
for, shipper/receiver differences and uncertainties in book inventory 
(Articles 48,69, 70). The United States must also report without delay 
any unusual incidents or circumstances that may indicate loss of 
material subject to safeguards or unexpected changes in containment 
of nuclear material (Articles 66,71).

Except for a relatively small number of unannounced inspections of 
random facilities subject to safeguards. Agency inspections must be
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announced in advance (Articles 81, 82). They must also be performed 
in such a way as to avoid hampering the operation of the facility 
(Article 85). Agency inspectors may not themselves take samples; 
they must ask the operator’s personnel to take them. Nor may they 
operate a facility or direct that the staff carry out any operation. As 
to the inspectors themselves, the United States may object to inspec
tors, whereupon the Agency would propose others (Article 9). If the 
United States repeatedly refuses to accept inspectors, however, the 
Director General must so notify the Board of Governors, with a view 
to its taking “appropriate action” (Article 9 (a) ( iii)).

The Agency also uses containment and surveillance measures. In 
general, the Agency makes use of existing containment features of 
a facility and of containers of special nuclear material, storage areas 
and other places holding nuclear material. Surveillance includes 
human, optical and electronic observation of, e.g., storage areas.

Safeguards on a given quantity of special nuclear material terminate 
when the material is consumed, becomes diluted so that it is no longer 
usable for any nuclear activity relevant from the point of view of 
safeguards, has become practically irrecoverable, or is moved to a 
facility not subject to Agency safeguards (Article 11). In addition, the 
United States may remove facilities from the eligible list, including 
facilities currently being safeguarded; at such time, safeguards on the 
material therein are terminated (Article 34).

Articles 17 to 21 of the Agreement deal with disputes or questions 
arising under the Agreement. In general disputes will be settled by 
binding arbitration. Notwithstanding the general procedure, if the 
Board of Governors of the Agency decides that “an action by the 
United States is essential and urgent to ensure compliance” with the 
Agreement, it may call on the United States to take such action. If the 
Board determines that there has been non-compliance, it may call 
upon the United States to remedy the non-compliance and, if the 
United States fails to take “fully corrective action with a reasonable 
time,” the Board is to report the non-compliance to the Security 
Council and the General Assembly of the United Nations and take 
other action provided for by Article X II of the Agency Statute. These 
other measures may include the suspension of the privileges and rights 
of membership, including the right to ask for the application of safe
guards. Both the United States and the Agency are committed to 
consult at the request of the other on any questions arising out of the 
application or interpretation of the Agreement, and the United States 
may ask the Board of Governors to consider any such questions.

Under Article 22 of the Agreement the United States must initiate 
steps to suspend the application of Agency safeguards in effect in the 
United States under trilateral safeguards transfer agreements, while 
assuring that material of like amount and composition is subject to 
Agency safeguards under the new Agreement. For example, certain 
Japanese origin material in the United States is under Agency safe*



GISCARD D ’BSTAING INTERVIEW, FEBRUARY 9 69

guards. We are preparing a protocol to the trilateral United States- 
Japan-IAEA safeguards transfer agreement to effect a transfer of this 
material from coverage under that agreement to coverage under the 
United States-IAEA Agreement.

As stated earlier, the Agreement will come into force only when the 
United States has notified the Agency in writing that its statutory and 
constitutional requirements for entry into force have been met. These 
include approval by two-thirds of the Senate as required under Article 
II, section 2 of the United States Constitution, ratification by the 
President, and subsequent deposit of the treaty instrument. The Agree
ment is to remain in force as long as the United States is a party to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The parties 
may agree to modify the Agreement in order to ensure that it continues 
to serve its originally intended purposes, and failing agreement, may 
terminate the Agreement on six-months’ notice.

The Department of State, the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency (‘̂ ACDA”), and the Atomic Energy Commission were pri
marily responsible for the negotiation of this Agreement. The respon
sibility for preparing for its entry into force, including negotiation of 
subsidiary arrangements, has been undertaken by an inter-agency 
group comprised of representatives of the Department of State, 
ACDA, NEC, DOE and to a lesser extent, the Department of Defense. 
The Agreement has the approval of all the named departments and 
agencies.

I recommend that you transmit this to the Senate with the recom
mendation that it be approved at an early date.

Eespectf uUy submitted.
W a r r e n  C h r is t o p h e r .

Radio and Television Interview of French President Giscard 
d’Estaing by Le Monde [Extract], February 9, 1978 ^

Question: Hasn’t the reaction to the French disarmament plan been 
disappointing? French people seem to have ignored it. Most of our 
partners have displayed no enthusiasm.

Answer: That is a somewhat summary judgment. On my desk I have 
all the telegrams of reaction from most countries; on the whole these 
reactions are, on the contrary, very positive. We did not want to present 
a program which was a French plan which would have to be answered 
by a ‘‘yes” or “no.” There is an international community of 150 states 
which are discussing this subject. France is contributing to the discus
sion but it does not want to impose its own views, as we have said from 
the beginning.

^Le Monde, Feb. 11, 1978; FBIS Daily Report^ Feb. 14, 1978, vol. VII^ pp. 
K8-K14.
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We have made a certain number of proposals.  ̂ On the whole inter
national reaction to these proposals is positive. Of course, a particular 
country may voice or will voice reservations.

Question: What are the most important points ?

Answer: We have proposed, for instance, that the conference of the 
Geneva disarmament committee which has not achieved very substan
tial results and which is cochaired by the United States and the Soviet 
Union be replaced by a more representative body directly connected to 
the United Nations. This body should have a chairman who is elected 
for a period of 2 years, for instance, and the chairmanship should ro
tate amon^ all the members. These should be, on the one hand, the 15 
Security Council members and, on the other, 15-20 states to be nomi
nated by the United Nations on a geographical basis.

On the whole, reaction to this proposal has been positive.
Second subject: We have proposed the creation of a satellite moni

toring agency. We have noted that one means of monitoring— ît is not 
the only one—is to use satellites; that is how the Soviets and the 
Americans keep an eye on each other.

If there is to be world disarmament, it cannot be monitored by two 
superpowers. The international community must be able to utilize 
monitoring satellites.

Here, too, we have oibtained a positive reaction from a great num
ber of states.

Finally, we are proposing— t̂his is a very important initiative which 
we are naturally going to discuss with our partners— t̂o launch a 
European conference on conventional disarmament from the Atlantic 
to the Urals. This conference should discuss the problem of all non
nuclear armaments—since the problem of nuclear armaments is being 
discussed elsewhere—throughout European territory: that is, from 
our Atlantic coast to the borders separating European Russia from 
Asian Russia.

We have also encountered a positive reaction of interest on this 
point.

Of course, all this will have to be discussed. But to stress the im
portance which I personally attach to this issue— t̂hat is, France’s con
tribution to the solution of the disarmament problem— intend to go 
to the United Nations at the time of the special session at the end of 
May to submit France’s proposals.

“A Legitimate Right to Secwit'if'^

Question: Mr. President, in the French disarmament plan you also 
propose that this monitoring system should be financed by a tax which 
would be paid by the offending— t̂hat is, overarmed—countries.

I would like to ask you first what the idea of overarmament entails.

 ̂The proposals as presented to the Preparatory Committee of the Special Ses
sion of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament are printed posf, pp. 95-98.
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how is it going to be defined and who is going to define it? For in
stance, do you consider that Iran is overarmed or that Korea, which 
has the fifth largest army in the world but which is quite a small coun
try, is overarmed ? Who is going to decide this ?

Moreover, what exactly will be the outcome of this monitoring? It 
is a very interesting idea to actually have monitoring which is not 
carried out solely by the great powers, but if you say that certain 
countries are overarmed, what means do you have of making them 
disarm? Do you have means of exerting pressure on them? Finally, 
how do you envisage the application of the system ?

Answer: We are not going to be able to go into every aspect of this 
problem but I would like to answer some of your concerns.

In the past when people talked of disarmament the idea was that 
general disarmament by means of the suppression of all armaments 
in the world was needed.

Experience has shown that this was not realistic and that this objec
tive could not be attained. This is what has been happening in reality 
for 15 years now because a legitimate right to security exists on the 
international plane, just as a legitimate right to security exists on the 
plane of a state’s domestic life.

It might be imagined that all the security forces could be abolished 
in France by saying: The citizens are so good that they are unneces
sary. To an extent, that is what the international community was say
ing. But it is unrealistic.

My proposal is to say this: There is a national right to security— 
that is to say, every state must be able to protect itself against the 
eventualities inherent in international life.

This shows at once that it is a problem on a regional scale. The prob
lem of the right of security is not the same in West Africa as in Latin 
America, North America or Southeast Asia. Therefore there must be 
a regional approach to the problem of arms limitation.

Second, what we say is that it must be negotiated in the same way 
as, for instance, the Soviets and the Americans are now negotiating 
the nuclear question. One could envisage regional negotiations to estab
lish a reasona/ble suggested level of security.

Next, you mentioned a tax on overarmament. This would not be a 
levy, but simply a matter of establishing the financial responsibility 
of overarmed countries. And which do we consider to be the over- 
armed countries? First, all nuclear armed countries and therefore 
France. Yes, France. We are not proposing, as is usually the case, 
taxes on other people. Therefore, it concerns nuclear armed countries 
and also conventionally armed countries above a certain level.

Naturally, this level must be established by the UN Disarmament 
Committee and with means of assessment which are nevertheless rela
tively objective. Our assessments lead us to believe that the starting 
point should be a fund of about $1 billion and that this fund should 
serve, on the one hand, to insure the functioning of the disarmament
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monitoring methods and, on the other hand, to provide resources for 
aid to the poorest developing countries.

Reduction of Arms Sales

Question: How do you envisage—without jeopardizing the jô bs of 
the 180,000 people who I believe work in the armaments industry and 
without jeopardizing our outlooks for foreign trade—how do you 
envisage the voluntary limitation of arms sales which has been 
mentioned ?

Answer: First, we have always said that in order for there to be a 
limitation of arms sales the major selling countries must agree to carry 
it out together. As far as we are concerned, that means that there can 
be no discussion of the topic without the participation of the Soviet 
Union.

We have frequently been invited to meetings with our Western part
ners. But we have always said that we did not want a meeting of 
Western partners without the planned attendance of the Soviet Union. 
Indeed, as you know, the world’s major arms suppliers are the United 
States, whose arms sales increased in 1977 (in fact they increased fairly 
considerably, since they probably totaled $12 billion—a considerable 
sum!) then the Soviet Union and then, a long way behind, France, 
Britain and the FRG. In order for there to be arms limitation, there
fore, there must be an agreement among all these countries.

On the other hand, as you can see, this is linked to general disarma
ment policy. Indeed, there can be no real limitation on arms sales 
iinless there is a degree of agreement on the limitation of arms pur
chases. Otherwise, there could be an escalation of rivalry among pos
sible suppliers, involving political pressure methods. It is necessary, 
therefore, to combine the limitation of arms purchases through a 
disarmament policy with consultations among the major producing 
countries.

You also mentioned a danger to employment. No, because the period 
involved would be a relatively long one. And over such a period we can 
adapt our production to similar, but peaceful activities. For instance, 
one of the reasons why I hope that France will quickly develop its 
civil aeronautical capacity is that it will allow us to use our aeronauti
cal facilities for purposes which are not principally military.

There is one area in which we are extremely good from an industrial 
viewpoint: helicopters. There are many peaceful uses for helicopters 
and it is perfectly possible to envisage a civilian market, and so forth.

Nuclear Nonproliferation

Question: France has adopted very restrictive positions on the ex
port of sensitive technology. Nevertheless, there were two ‘‘birds” 
which had already “flown,” as they say: There is the irradiated fuel 
processing plant which we are to construct in Pakistan and there is 
above all, it seems to me, the Osirak research reactor which has been
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sold to Iraq and which, uses considerable quantities of enriched ura
nium, which is effectively quasi-military uranium.

Despite the necessary respect for the contracts signed by France, 
don’t you find that there is a fundamental and dangerous contradiction 
between the rules which we have laid down and the implementation of 
these contracts—I am thinking primarily of the case of Iraq which 
is the most unstable and extremist country in the Near East and also 
the country which shelters the greatest number of rejectionist front 
Palestinian organizations?

Answer: The decisions or contracts to which you allude predate the 
definition of the new rules. Since we defined these new rules there has 
been no lapse and we will insure that there is none.

Let us look at the prior contracts. As far as Pakistan is concerned, 
it is a matter of a reprocessing plant which is designed to insure what 
is called tfie fuel cycle for nuclear power stations in Pakistan. And the 
Pakistani authorities have accepted international agency control and 
have always indicated what their intentions are.

It is in this spirit that we are continuing the implementation of these 
contracts while at the same time having discussions with the Pakistani 
authorities about the technology which is to be adopted so that it is 
indeed this objective which is insured— t̂hat is, the reprocessing of 
nuclear power station fuel—and, by so doing, we eliminate the risk of 
the possible utilization [of the plant] for other purposes. These talks 
are under way.

As far as Iraq is concerned, I would say that I do not share your 
opinion of this country. That is your opinion. It is a country which 
is pursuing an important development program and which, in its in
ternational relations and in particular its international relations with 
France, is a serious and stable partner with which we maintain positive 
relations. As for the implementation [of the contract] which you men
tion, it is a matter of a research reactor which is a completely different 
technology. And indeed, it is necessary to insure that the fuel needed 
for the operation of this research reactor is precisely adapted to this 
reactor’s needs and cannot be diverted for other purposes.

That is indeed the nature of the pledges made by the Iraqi authori
ties and that is indeed the nature of the guarantees which we want to 
obtain.

Question: With reference to defense, Mr. President, Mr. Barre 
stated on 18 June, I believe, that our deterrent force also applies to the 
territories of our neighbors and allies. And you yourself spoke in 1976 
about a single European space. I do not think that you have made any 
other statements on the subject when speaking about defense. Does 
this mean that the French strike force, whether strategic or tactical, 
could possibly be used to protect Germany which is our closest neigh
bor and ally?

Answer: You have the knack of raising fundamental questions sue-
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cinctly. But first, let me state one essential point, namely that France 
is opposed to any direct or indirect possibility of German acquisition 
of nuclear arms. This is to us a matter of great concern and, in any 
case, it is an obligation as far as the FRG itself is concerned. There
fore, there is no question of the FRG using French nuclear arms.

To be effective, a deterrent must be shrouded in mystery to a certain 
degree as far as the conditions under which it would be used are con
cerned. A deterrent becomes valueless if the adversary knows in ad
vance under what conditions it will be used.

Now situations could arise in which France could feel threatened 
even before its borders were reached and in which it could believe it 
necessary to use its deterrent. If you look at a map of Europe you will 
see what kind of situation could arise.

However, what I want to tell you as clearly as possible is that the 
French deterrent is a French deterrent. This means that it is up to the 
French president to make a decision in accordance with France’s ulti
mate national interests.

He could assess the situation after taking certain circumstances into 
account but he would base his decision on this criterion.

Question: Any use of our nuclear deterrent force would lead to 
large-scale carnage. . . . Mr. President, would you be able to push the 
button ?

Amwer: The purpose of a deterrent force is to enable the man in 
charge to press the button with a steady finger if, let me repeat this, 
a final situation arises in which France’s national existence is threat
ened. In such a situation, the president, that is, either myself or one 
of my successors would have to face up to his responsibilities.

You used the word “carnage.” You were quite right to use it. Indeed, 
all this is an apocalyptic vision.

This is why we must act by other means, in the political sphere of 
detente and disarmament, in order to prevent such a possibility as far 
as possible. And this is also why consideration should be given to what 
could in fact act as a fuse that could start such a conflict.

I believe that some 20 years ago such a fuse would have been a 
nuclear fuse. What I mean is that during the big psychological con
frontation during the cold war, the United States and the Soviet 
Union were facing one another and, one of them could have suddenly 
become frightened, felt threatened and pushed the button. Some 20 
years ago the fuse of a conflict would have been a nuclear fuse.

Considering the nature of the relations which have been established 
among nations, I do not believe that this would now represent the main 
risk.

A crisis is now the main risk, that is the possibility that as a result 
of a political crisis, which could either be local or take place in one 
state or in a group of states in Europe, forces of order would first be 
used and then conventional forces and then a situation could arise in 
which nuclear arms would be used.
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Therefore, the risk of imbalance in conventional means could be 
the fuse. This is how a situation of instability could develop in Europe, 
a situation in which nuclear arms would be the only recourse.

This is why we propose a European conference on conventional 
arms. I believe that if a certain balance of these conventional arms were 
established, the risk at the fuse level would be reduced.

Strike Force and Conventional Army

Question: Mr. President, in a few years the main part of our deter
rent force will naturally have aged. The Mirage-IV aircraft will be
come quite obsolete. Two or three nuclear submarines will probably 
be either in dry dock or in the process of being refitted and reequipped 
with new missiles, and the Albion Plateau missiles will be increasingly 
vulnerable. Will France plunge into a new arms race ? Will it decide 
to build cruise missiles? Will it consider the problem of building a 
neutron bomb ? Does it possess the necessary resources to do this ?

Answer: Two things are happening now—a quantitative stockpiling 
of arms is taking place on the one hand. As you know, the largest 
stockpile ever in mankind’s history now exists in Europe. And on the 
other hand, efforts are being made to improve arms qualitatively, if  
this is the right word, with extreme rapidity. In fact, technology 
changes—the noted cruise missiles and the neutron bomb are a product 
of a completely new technology.

France would like to see both the quantity of arms reduced and this 
qualitative search for improved arms slowed down. We want both 
these things to happen. If we prove successful in our efforts, we will 
not have to participate in this race.

Assuming that it will continue—and this depends not on us but on 
the government of two nuclear powers—France will have to insure its 
own security. Now it is true that from 1990 it will no longer be able to 
insure this through its own resources as they now exist.

Let me tell the viewers in a few words that until 1990 our deterrent 
means will greatly develop as a result of technical progress already 
employed with respect to our equipment. It is true, however, that all 
these arms will become obsolete. Therefore, we must study the question 
of whether something should be planned for beyond 1990 and I have 
asked that such studies be initiated.

However, I hope that what takes place during the coming months, 
either in the sphere of arms limitation or in the sphere of the search 
for disarmament, will make these efforts unnecessary or, in any case, 
enable us to postpone our decision.

Question: From this viewpoint, that is, in a situation where conven
tional arms are acquiring new importance since, in fact, a local crisis 
is more likely to act as a fuse, do you believe that France now has a 
sufficiently strong conventional army?
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Answer: Yes, as far as numbers are concerned, but I believe that it 
could still be improved from the viewpoint of arms.

As far as the problem of conventional arms is concerned, there is 
the question of France’s presence in Europe. It should indeed be real
ized that there is one country which possesses a considerable amount 
of arms—and arms of very good quality—the FKG is that country. 
If there were only the FRG we would have a completely imbalanced 
situation—both in the political sphere and in the sphere of defense in 
Europe—in which all main decisions in time of crisis would be made 
practically by the FRG.

This is why I took the view that it is very important for France to 
have the means to also participate in any discussion held in view of 
any possibility of a crisis and the use of conventional arms. In the past
2 years we have made great efforts and the French people fully realize 
this. Look at our military units and the way in which they are led, 
trained and, now, equipped. However, we have not yet reached a sat
isfactory level. We will have to continue these efforts in 1980-81 in 
order to reach a more satisfactory level, but this does not call for any 
increase in manpower.

Question: You have twice mentioned the European disarmament 
conference, the plan for which was presented by France and which 
will be concerned especially with conventional, that is to say non
nuclear, weapons. Would tactical nuclear weapons, for instance, be 
included in the context of conventional disarmament ?

Answer: The answer is no. And that answers one of your questions, 
madam. I believe it is very important to preserve an absolute distinc
tion between what is nuclear or atomic and what is not. Because as soon 
as one starts bringing in tactical nuclear weapons— t̂hat is to say, the 
ones used during a battle fought with conventional weapons—one is 
giving the participants in the conventional conflict access to first-stage 
nuclear armament. I believe that in fact we must do our utmost to 
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons in the world and in Europe and 
that is why we must deal separately—among those having them—with 
nuclear weapons and nuclear problems.

Interview of National Security Adviser Brzezinski: Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks, Nuclear Proliferation, and Arms 
Transfers [Extracts], February 13, 1978 ^

Q, Why has the Administration abandoned its SALT proposal of 
last March that called for big cuts in strategic weapons ?

 ̂ d World Report, Feb. 13,1978, pp. 31,32.
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A, There is a tendency to overlook the fact that we made two pro
posals last March. One was quite modest; one was quite ambitious. We 
are now likely to obtain something in between them—and something 
which I think will be quite defensible. But it certainly does not bear out 
the proposition that we have backtracked, because we deliberately 
started with these two options.

If we get the agreement, it will give us what we think is important— 
namely, genuine reciprocity as well as reductions in numbers, and some 
genuine restraints on qualitative improvements. However, I have to 
emphasize that’s assuming we get the agreement we’re seeking.

Q, Are SALT negotiations bogging down ?

It is fair to say that we were more hopeful last summer—and even 
last fall—as to the timing of the conclusion to the negotiations. I ’m not 
going to try to extricate us from that.

What’s the hang-up ?
A. Perhaps it’s the intrusion of other considerations, such as internal 

Soviet politics.
In any case, there is continuing progress, and almost every week some 

issue gets resolved. But it certainly means a slower pace than the one 
we were hoping for last year.

How do you justify a policy on nuclear proliferation that penal
izes some of our best friends—Brazil, for one—while rewarding a coun
try such as India that for years was hostile ?

A. There’s no way of denying the proposition that our intention to 
slow the proliferation of nuclear energy has introduced complications 
in relations with some governments. How do you balance one good ob
jective with other good objectives? We attach enormous importance to 
good relations with Brazil. But we also want to avoid a situation in 
which Brazil and others acquire nuclear weapons.

The only way to seek that objective is to try to slow down the dissem
ination of a technology which makes more weapon-possessing states 
more likely, and to establish other ways of using nuclear energy use
fully. This is what we’re trying to do through the INFCEP—Inter
national Fuel Cycle Evaluation Program—in which some 40 countries 
are now participating. In trying to do this, we generate some frictions. 
Whether the cost of these frictions is worth it depends on a very diffi
cult judgment.

Q. Given your objective, why did President Carter promise heavy 
water to India, a country that already is guilty of diverting earlier sup
plies to stage a nuclear explosion ?

A. The specific promise the President made is to replace that which 
tlie recent accident at the Indian heavy-water plant prevented from
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being produced. It was a good-will gesture in the context of an effort 
to work out with India an arrangement which gets the Indians to ac
cept international safeguards over all their nuclear facilities.

Q, Another foreign-policy goal the Carter Administration set was 
a steady cut in overseas arms sales. Yet there has been an increase in 
such sales over the past year—

A. We said that after the first year—during which we v̂ ere meeting 
a lot of commitments that were already made—we will, year by year, 
reduce foreign arms sales to those countries which are not our allies. 
We will try to meet that objective.

We are trying to persuade other countries that supply arms to join us 
in a similar policy, because we recognize that ultimately it will be very 
difficult for us to stick to this goal if others continue to sell as much 
or more than in the recent past. We’re even beginning to talk to the 
Russians on this subject now.

Q. Why are we selling sophisticated airborne radar systems— 
AWACS— t̂o Iran and the most advanced F-15 fighters to Saudi 
Arabia, in view of the President’s commitment not to introduce sophis
ticated weapons into areas where they don’t exist ?

A, If we go for the F-15s for Saudi Arabia, we will be taking into 
account the level and the sophistication of the Soviet equipment in Iraq, 
and perhaps also in Ethiopia before too long. There is also the fact that 
Israel has F-15s. So it will not really mean introducing a more-sophis
ticated system into the region.

Q. AndtheAWACStoIran?

A, This was something which was initiated before we made the pol
icy. In this particular case the alternative was a much more extensive 
s3̂ stem, involving a much larger presence of Americans and many more 
facilities. We thought that on balance, all things considered, this was 
not a bad way to deal with the problem.

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to the Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (Sparkman): Com
pliance With the SALT I Agreements, February 21, 1978^

As you know there has been a great deal of interest in recent months 
over the question of the Soviet record of compliance with the pro
visions of the SALT ONE agreements. I understand that members of 
your Committee have expressed concern, most recently in the course 
of hearings to approve the Ambassadorial nomination of Eobert

 ̂Dept, of State, Selected Documents, No. 7, p. 3.
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Buchheim, the US Commissioner to the Standing Consultative Com
mission in Geneva.

The issue of Soviet compliance, although important in its own right, 
takes on an increased urgency at a time when we are nearing comple
tion of a new SALT TWO agreement.

I am enclosing a copy of a statement prepared by the Administra
tion which deals with the broad range of issues raised by both sides 
regarding compliance with the first SALT agreements. In addition 
the statement addresses a number of charges which have been raised 
in the press but which in fact were not the subject of discussion be
tween the two sides.

I hope that this statement will lay to rest many of the concerns of 
members of your Committee and will serve to answer the questions 
raised by members of the Committee.

Administration Report on Compliance With the SALT I 
Agreements, February 21, 1978^

The purpose of this paper is to provide a brief account of the back
ground, discussion, and status of those questions related to compli
ance with the SALT agreements of 1972 —̂the ABM (antiballistic 
missile) treaty and the interim agreement on strategic offensive 
arms—which have been raised by the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
It also provides a brief discussion of matters which have been men
tioned in the press but which have not been raised with the U.S.S.R.

Even before talks with the U.S.S.R. on the subject of strategic arms 
limitation began, the United States established, in the framework of 
the National Security Council (NSC) system, an interagency group 
known as the Verification Panel to study questions concerning 
SALT, with special attention to matters of verification of compliance 
with the provisions of possible agreements. During the preliminary 
talks in November and December of 1969, the United States proposed, 
and the U.S.S.R. agreed, to create a special standing body to deal 
with questions of implementation of agreements which might be con
cluded, including questions which might arise concerning compliance. 
This reflected early recognition and agreement that such matters 
would require special attention in connection with any agreement as 
complex as one limiting the strategic weapons of the United States 
and the U.S.S.R.

Article X III of the ABM treaty of May 26, 1972, provides for a 
Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) to, among other things, 
“consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations 
assumed and related situations which may be considered ambiguous.”

 ̂Dept, of State, Selected Documents, No. 7, pp. 4-10.
*The SALT agreements have been printed in Documents on Disarm4imentf 

1972, pp. 197-204.
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Article VI of the interim agreement provides that the parties use the 
s e e  in a similar manner in connection with that agreement. In 
December 1972, during the first session of SALT TWO, the SCC was 
formally established.^

Since the conclusion of the 1972 SALT agreements, procedures have 
been established within the U.S. Government for monitoring Soviet 
performance and for dealing with matters related to compliance. All 
intelligence information is carefully analyzed in the context of the 
provisions of those agreements, and recommendations on questions 
which arise are developed by interagency intelligence and policy/ 
advisory groups within the NSC system. Currently, these are an Intel
ligence Community Steering Group on Monitoring Strategic Arms 
Limitations and the SCC Working Group of the NSC Special Coordi
nation Committee.

Should analysis of intelligence information indicate that there could 
be a question concerning compliance, this latter group reviews and 
analyzes the available information and provides recommendations. 
The President decides whether a particular question or issue is to be 
raised with the U.S.S.R. based on the study and recommendations of 
the working group and, if necessary, the department and agency 
principals who comprise the Special Coordination Committee or the 
NSC itself. After discussion of any question is opened with the 
U.S.S.R. in the SCC, the positions and actions taken by the U.S. 
representatives are also guided in the same manner.

Questions Raised hy the United States

Launch Control Facilities {Special-Purpose Silos), Article I of the 
interim agreement states: ‘‘The Parties undertake not to start con
struction of additional fixed land-based intercontinental ballistic mis
sile (ICBM) launchers after July 1,1972.”

In 1973, the United States determined that additional silos of a 
different design were under construction at a number of launch sites. 
If these had been intended to contain ICBM launchers, they would 
have constituted a violation of article I of the interim agreement. 
When the United States raised its concern over this construction with 
the Soviet side, the U.S.S.R. responded that the silos were, in fact, 
hardened facilities built for launch control purposes. As discussions 
proceeded and additional intelligence became available, the United 
States concluded that the silos were built to serve a launch control 
function.

In early 1977, following further discussions during 1975 and 1976 
and a review of our intelligence on this subject, the United States 
decided to close discussion of this matter on the basis that the silos 
in question are currently used as launch control facilities. We will, of

^The memorandum of understanding establishing the commission is printed 
ibid., pp. 868-869.
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course, continue to watch for any activity which might warrant 
reopening of this matter.

Concealment Measures, Article V of the interim agreement and 
article X II of the ABM treaty provide that each party shall not 

. . interfere with the national technical means of verification of 
the other Party . . nor . . use deliberate concealment measures 
which impeded verification by national technical means of compliance 
with the provisions . . of the agreement or the treaty. Both articles 
provide that the latter obligation “. . . shall not require changes in 
current construction, assembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.”

The United States has closely monitored Soviet concealment prac
tices both before and after conclusion of the 1972 SALT agreements. 
During 1974, the extent of those concealment activities associated with 
strategic weapons programs increased substantially. None of them 
prevented U.S. verification of compliance with the provisions of the 
ABM treaty or the interim agreement, but there was concern that they 
could impede verification in the future if the pattern of concealment 
measures were permitted to continue to expand.

The United States stated this concern and discussed it with the 
Soviet side. In early 1975, careful analysis of intelligence information 
on activities in the U.S.S.R. led the United States to conclude that 
there no longer appeared to be an expanding pattern of concealment 
activities associated with strategic weapons programs. We continue to 
monitor Soviet activity in this area closely.

Modem Large Ballistic Missiles {SS-19 Issue), Article II of the 
interim agreement states: “The Parties undertake not to convert land- 
based launchers for light ICBMs, or for ICBMs of older types 
deployed prior to 1964, into land-based launchers for heavy ICBMs 
of types deployed after that time.” This provision was sought by the 
United States as part of an effort to place limits on Soviet heavy 
ICBM’s (SS-9 and follow-ons).

We did not, however, obtain agreement on a quantitative definition 
of a heavy ICBM which would constrain increases in the size of 
Soviet light ICBM’s (SS-11 and follow-ons). Thus, the U.S. side 
stated on the final day of SALT ONE negotiations:

The U.S. Delegation regrets that the Soviet Delegation has not 
been willing to agree on a common definition of a heavy missile. 
Under these circumstances, the U.S. Delegation believes it necessary 
to state the following: The United States would consider any ICBM 
having a volume significantly greater than that of the largest light 
ICBM now operational on either side to be a heavy ICBM. The 
U.S. proceeds on the premise that the Soviet side will give due 
account to this consideration.

The U.S.S.E. delegation maintained the position throughout 
SALT ONE that an agreed definition of heavy ICBM’s was not es
sential to the understanding reached by the sides in the interim 
agreement on the subject of heavy ICBM’s and made clear that they
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did not a^ee with the U.S. statement quoted above. When deployment 
of the SS-19 missile began, its size, though not a violation of the 
interim agreement provisions noted above, caused the United States 
to raise the i^ue with the Soviets in early 1975. Our purpose was to 
emphasize the importance the United States attached to the distinc
tion made in the interim agreement between “light” and “heavy” 
ICBM’s, as well as the continuing importance of that distinction in 
the context of the SALT TWO agreement under negotiation at the 
time.

Following some discussion in the SCC, further discussions of this 
question in that fonim were deferred because it was under active con
sideration in the SALT TWO negotiations.

Since that time, the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations have agreed in 
the draft text of the SALT TWO agreement on a clear demarcation, 
in terms of missile launoh-weight and throw-weight, between light 
and heavy ICBM’s.

Possible Testing of an Air Defense System {S A S ) Radar in an 
ABM Mode. Article VI of the ABM treaty states:

To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on 
ABM systems and their components provided by this Treaty, each 
Party undertakes:

(a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radars, other than ABM 
interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars, capabilities 
to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight 
trajectory, and not to test them in an ABM mode.

On April 7,1972, the United States made a statement to clarify our 
interpretation of “tested in an ABM mode.” We noted, with respect 
to radars, that we would consider a radar to be so tested if, for ex
ample, it makes measurements on a cooperative target vehicle during 
the reentry portion of its trajectory or makes measurements in con
junction with the test of an ABM interceptor missile or an ABM 
radar at the same test range. We added that radars used for purposes 
such as range safety or instrumentation would be exempt from ap
plication of these criteria.

During 1973 and 1974, U.S. observation of Soviet tests of ballistic 
missiles led us to believe that a radar associated with the SA-5 sur- 
face-to-air missile system had been used to track strategic ballistic 
missiles during flight.

A question of importance in relation to this activity was whether it 
represented an effort to upgrade the SA-5 system for an ABM role. 
The Soviets could have been using the radar in a range instrumenta
tion role to obtain precision tracking; on the other hand, the activity 
could have been part of an effort to upgrade the SA-5 system for an 
ABM role or to collect data for use in developing ABM systems or 
a new dual SAM/ABM system.

Although much more testing, and testing significantly different in 
form, would be needed before the Soviets could achieve an ABM
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capability for the SA-5, the observed activity was, nevertheless, am
biguous with respect to the constraints of article VI of the ABM 
treaty and the related U.S.-stated interpretation of “testing in an 
ABM mode.” If the activity was designed to upgrade the SA-5 sys
tem, it would have been only the first step in such an effort. Extensive 
and observable modifications to other components of the system would 
have been necessary, but these have not occurred.

The United States raised this issue based on the indications that an 
SA-5 radar may have been tracking ballistic missiles during the re
entry portion of their flight trajectory into an ABM test range.

The Soviets maintained that no Soviet air defense radar had been 
tested in an ABM mode. They also noted that the use of non-ABM 
radars for range safety instrumentation was not limited by the ABM 
treaty.

A short time later, we observed that the radar activity of concern 
during Soviet ballistic missile tests had ceased.

The United States has continued to monitor Soviet activities care
fully for any indications that such possible testing activity might be 
resumed.

Soviet Reporting of Dismantling of Excess ABM Test Launchers. 
Each side is limited under the ABM treaty to no more than 15 ABM 
launchers at test ranges. During 1972, soon after the ABM treaty was 
signed, the Soviets dismantled several excess launchers at the Soviet 
ABM test range.

On July 3,1974, the agreed procedures worked out in the SCO for 
dismantling excess ABM test launchers entered into force. After the 
detailed procedures entered into effect, the U.S.S.E. provided notifica
tion in the SCO that the excess ABM launchers at the Soviet test 
range had been dismantled in accordance with the provisions of the 
agreed procedures. Our own information was that several of the 
launchers had not, in fact, been dismantled in complete accordance 
with those detailed procedures.

Even though the launchers were deactivated prior to entry into force 
of the procedures, and their reactivation would be of no strategic sig
nificance, the United States raised the matter as a case of inaccurate 
notification or reporting to make known our expectation that in the 
future care would be taken to insure that notification, as well as dis
mantling or destruction, was in strict accordance with the agreed 
procedures.

Soviet ABM Radar on Kamchatha Peninsula, Article IV of the 
ABM treaty states: “The limitations provided for in Article III [on 
deployment] shall not apply to ABM systems or their components 
used for development or testing, and located within current or addi
tionally agreed test ranges.” In October 1975 a new radar was in
stalled at the Kamchatka impact area of the Soviet ICBM test range. 
Since article IV exempts from the limitations of article III only those 
ABM components used for development or testing at current or addi
tionally agreed ranges, location of this radar, which the United States
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identified as an ABM radar, on the Kamchatka Peninsula could have 
constituted establishment of a new Soviet ABM test range.

This situation, however, was made ambiguous by two facts: (1) just 
prior to the conclusion of the SALT negotiations in 1972, the United 
States provided to the Soviet delegation a list of U.S. and Soviet ABM 
test ranges which did not include the Kamchatka impact area. The 
Soviet side neither confirmed nor denied the accuracy or completeness 
of the U.S. listing and indicated that use of national technical means 
assured against misunderstanding of article IV ; and (2) the presence 
of an older type ABM radar could be viewed as having established 
the Kamchatka impact area as an ABM test range at the time the 
ABM treaty was signed.

Though the location of a new ABM radar on Kamchatka was not 
strategically significant, it was decided that this matter should be 
raised with the Soviet side in order to set the record straight.

We brought the situation to the attention of the Soviet side. The 
U.S.S.R. indicated that a range with a radar instrumentation complex 
existed on the Kamchatka Peninsula on the date of siernature of the 
ABM treaty and that they would be prepared to consider the Kam
chatka range a current test range within the meaning of article IV of 
the ABM treaty. The United States continued the exchanja:e to estab
lish that Kamchatka is an ABM test range, that Sary Shagan and 
Kamchatka are the onlv ABM test ranges in the U.S.S.R., and that 
article IV of the ABM treaty requires agreement concerning the 
establishment of additional test ranges.

The Soviet side has acknowledged that Kamchatka is an ABM test 
range and that it and Sary Shagan are the only ABM test ranges in the 
U.S.S.R. On the third point, discussions are continuing on how prop
erly to satisfy the need for discussing and agreeing upon the estab
lishment of an ABM test range. Agreement appears near on this 
matter.

Soviet Dismantling or Destruction of Replaced ICBM Launchers, 
Under the interim agreement and the protocol thereto of May 26,1972, 
the U.S.S.R. was permitted to have no more than 950 SLBM (sub- 
marine-launched ballistic missile) launchers and 62 modern, nuclear- 
powered ballistic missile submarines. In addition, it was provided that 
Soviet SLBM launchers in excess of 740 might become operational only 
as replacements for older ICBM and SLBM launchers, which would be 
dismantled or destroyed under agreed procedures. Such procedures 
were developed in the SCO and became effective on July 3, 1974. The 
procedures include detailed requirements for the dismantling or 
destruction actions to be accomplished, their timing, and notification 
about them to the other party.

By early 1976, the Soviets had developed a requirement to dismantle
51 replaced launchers. It soon became apparent to the United States 
that the Soviets would probably not complete all the required dis
mantling actions on all of the launchers on time. Therefore, the United 
States decided to raise this question with the Soviets, but before we
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could do so, the notification concerning dismantling or destruction 
provided by the Soviet side in the SCO acknowledged that the dis
mantling of 41 older ICBM launchers had not been completed in the 
required time tperiod. The Soviet side explained the situation and pre
dicted that all the dismantling actions would be completed by June 1, 
1976, and agreed to the U.S. demand that no more submarines with 
replacement SLBM launchers begin sea trials before such completion. 
Both conditions were met.

Since that time, although we have observed some minor procedural 
discrepancies at a number of those deactivated launch sites and at 
others as the replacement process continued, all the launchers have 
been in a condition that satisfied the essential substantive requirements, 
which are that they cannot be used to launch missiles and cannot be 
reactivated in a short time. As necessary, we have pursued the question 
of ijomplete and precise accomplishment of the detailed requirements 
of the agreed procedures.

Concealment at Test Range, Provisions of the interim agreement 
pertinent to this discussion are:

Article V .3: “Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate conceal
ment measures which impede verification by national technical means 
of compliance with the provisions of this Interim Agreement.”

Agreed statement concerning launcher dimensions: . . in the
process of modernization and replacement, the dimensions of land- 
based ICBM silo launchers will not be significantly increased.”

Agreed statement concerning test and training launchers: , .
there shall be no significant increase in the number of ICBM or SLBM 
test and training launchers or in the number of such launchers for 
modem land-based heavy ICBMs. . . . construction or conversion of 
ICBM launchers at test ranges shall be undertaken only for purposes 
of testing and training.”

In early 1977, we observed the use of a large net covering over an 
ICBM launcher undergoing conversion at a test range in the U.S.S.R.

There was agreement in the United States that this subject could be 
appropriate for discussion in SALT in the context of the ongoing dis
cussions on the subject of deliberate concealment measures in connec
tion with a SALT TWO agreement. The subject was initially raised in 
this context.

In addition, we also expressed our view that the use of a covering 
over an ICBM silo launcher concealed activities from national tech
nical means of verification and could impede verification of compliance 
with provisions of the interim agreement, specifically, the provision 
which dealt with increases in dimensions of ICBM silo launchers as 
recorded in the agreed statement quoted above. The United States took 
the position that a covering which conceals activities at an ICBM silo 
from national technical means of verification could reduce the con
fidence and trust which are important to mutual efforts to establish 
and maintain strategic arms limitations.
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It has been the Soviet position that the provisions of the interim 
agreement were not applicable to the activity in question. Nevertheless, 
they subsequently removed the net covering.

Questions Raised hy the U.S.S.R.

Shelters over Minufeman Silos, Paragraph 3 of article V of the in
terim agreement states: “Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate 
concealment measures which impede verification by national technical 
means of compliance with the provisions of this Interim Agreement. 
This obligation shall not require changes in current construction, as
sembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.”

The United States used shelters which were either 300 or 700 square 
feet in size over Minuteman ICBM silos to provide environmental pro
tection during initial construction as well as modernization, from 1962 
through 1972. Beginning in 1973, in connection with modernization 
and silo-hardening work, prefabricated shelters of about 2,700 square 
feet were used. From 4 to 12 of these shelters were in place over silos 
at any given time, for from 10 days to four weeks depending upon the 
severity of the weather.

The Soviets raised this subject, taking the position that the activity 
was inconsistent with article V of the interim agreement since it could 
be classified as deliberate concealment and that, therefore, it should 
cease. The United States, based on the nature of the shelters and their 
use strictly for environmental purposes and not for concealment, be
lieved that their use was consistent with article V.

In early 1977, the United States decided to modify the use of en
vironmental shelters over Minuteman ICBM silos based on explict 
confirmation of the common view shared by us and the Soviets that 
neither side should use shelters over ICBM silos that impede verifica
tion by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of 
the interim agreement. Our use of shelters has recently been modified 
by reducing their size almost 50 percent in recognition of that 
understanding.

Atlas and Titan-1 Launchers, The protocol developed in the SCC 
governing replacement, dismantling, and destruction for strategic 
offensive arms, as noted above, provides detailed procedures for dis
mantling ICBM launchers and associated facilities, one principle of 
which is that reactivation of dismantled launchers should take sub
stantially more time than construction of a new one.

There are 177 former launchers for the obsolete Atlas and Titan-I 
ICBM systems at various locations across the continental United 
States. All these launchers were deactivated by the end of 1966.

The Soviet side apparently perceived an ambiguity with respect to 
the status and condition of these launchers, based on the amount of 
dismantling which had been done and its effect on their possible re
activation time. They raised this issue in early 1975.

The U.S. view was that these launchers were obsolete and
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deactivated prior to the interim agreement and were not subject to that 
agreement or to the accompanying procedures for dismantling or 
destruction. However, we did provide some information on their condi
tion illustrating that they could not be reactivated easily or quickly. 
The discussion on this question ceased in mid-1975.

Radar on Shemya Island. Article III of the ABM treaty states: 
“Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their com
ponents except . . . within one ABM deployment area . . . centered 
on the Party’s national capital . . . and within one deployment area 
. . . containing ICBM silo launchers. . . .”

In 1973, the United States began construction of a new phased-array 
radar on Shemya Island, Alaska, at the western end of the Aleutian 
Island chain. This radar is to be used for national technical means of 
verification, space tracking, and early warning.

The Soviets raised the question in 1975, suggesting that the radar 
was an ABM radar which would not be permitted at this location.

The U.S. side discussed this matter with the Soviets and as a result, 
we believe, eliminated any concern about possible inconsistency with 
the provisions of the ABM treaty. The radar became operational in 
early 1977.

Privacy of SCO Proceedings, Paragraph 8 of the regulations of the 
SCO states: “The proceedings of the Standing Consultative Commis
sion shall be conducted in private. The Standing Consultative Com
mission may not make its proceedings public except with the express 
consent of both Commissioners.”

Prior to the special SCC session held in early 1975 to discuss certain 
questions related to compliance, several articles appeared in various 
U.S. publications with wide circulation. These articles speculated 
about the possibility of certain Soviet “violations” of the SALT agree
ments which would be discussed and tended to draw the conclusion 
that there were violations, based on what was purported to be accurate 
intelligence information.

The Soviets have expressed to us their concern about the importance 
of confidentiality in the work of the SCC and about the publication of 
such items. They were apparently particularly concerned about press 
items that may appear to have official U.S. Government sanction.

We have discussed with the Soviets the usefulness of maintaining 
the privacy of our negotiations and discussions and limiting specula
tion in the public media on SCC proceedings, as well as the need to 
keep the public adequately informed.

Dismantling or Destruction of the ABM Radar under Construction 
at Malmstrom AFB, When the ABM treaty was signed on May 26, 
1972, the United States had ABM defenses under construction in two 
deployment areas for the defense of ICBM’s. Since the ABM treaty 
permitted each party only one such ABM system deployment area, the 
United States immediately halted the construction, which was in the 
early stages, at Malmstrom AFB, Montana. Specific procedures for 
the dismantling or destruction of the ABM facilities under construc
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tion at Malmstrom were negotiated as part of the protocol or proce
dures for ABM systems and their components, signed on July 3,1974. 
Dismantling of the ABM facilities under construction at Malmstrom 
was completed by May 1,1974.

In late 1974, we notified the U.S.S.R. in the SCC that dismantling 
activities at the Malmstrom site had been completed. Somewhat later, 
the Soviet side raised a question about one detailed aspect of the dis
mantling which they apparently felt had not been carried out in full 
accord with the agreed procedures. We reviewed with the Soviet side 
the actions taken by the United States to dismantle the Malmstrom site 
and also showed them some photographs of the before-and-after condi
tions there. The question was apparently resolved on the basis of that 
discussion.

Other Questions and Charges

The process of monitoring Soviet activity and analyzing the infor
mation obtained in order to decide whether any particular matter 
needs to be raised with the Soviet side has been described above. Ac
tivities not raised with the U.S.S.R. as ambiguous or of possible con
cern have also been examined by the United States. In those cases, 
analysis of the available intelligence information showed that they 
did not warrant discussion or categorization as inconsistent with the 
agreements. Generally, it has been the practice to avoid public dis
cussions of these matters.

From time to time, articles have appeared in U.S. periodicals and 
newspapers, alleging Soviet violations of the provisions of the SALT 
ONE agreements. As indicated earlier, these reports or commentaries 
have been generally speculative and have concluded or implied that 
violations or ‘‘cheating” by the Soviets had taken place.

Among the subjects most recently or frequently mentioned are those 
listed below.

^̂ Blinding'̂  ̂ of U.S. Satellites. Soviet use of something like laser en
ergy to “blind” certain U.S. satellites could be an activity inconsistent 
with the obligations in article X II of the ABM treaty and article V 
of the interim agreement “not to interfere with” or “use deliberate 
concealment measures” which impede verification by national technical 
means of compliance with the provisions of those agreements. In 1975, 
information relevant to possible incidents of that nature was 
thoroughly analyzed, and it was determined that no questionable 
Soviet activity was involved and that our monitoring capabilities had 
not been affected by these events. The analysis indicated that the events 
had resulted from several large fires caused by breaks along natural 
gas pipelines in the U.S.S.R. Later, following several reports in the 
U.S. press alleging Soviet violations, and in response to questions 
about those reports, the U.S. press was informed of those facts by 
several U.S. ofiicials.

Mobile ABM. From time to time, it has been stated that the U.S.S.R.,
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in contravention of article V of the ABM treaty, has developed, tested, 
or deployed, a mobile ABM system or a mobile ABM radar, one of 
the three components of a mobile ABM system.

The U.S.S.R. does not have a mobile ABM system or components 
for such a system. Since 1971, the Soviets have installed at ABM test 
ranges several radars associated with an ABM system currently in 
development. One of the types of radars associated with this system 
can be erected in a matter of months, rather than requiring years to 
build as has been the case for ABM radars both sides have deployed 
in the past. Another type could be emplaced on prepared concrete 
foundations. This new system and its components can be installed 
more rapidly than previous ABM systems, but they are clearly not 
mobile in the sense of being able to be moved about readily or hidden. 
A single complete operational site would take about half a year to 
construct. A nationwide ABM system based on this new system under 
development would take a matter of years to build.

ABM Testing of Air Defense Missiles. Article VI of the treaty spe
cifically prohibits the testing in an ABM mode of missiles which 
are not ABM interceptor missiles, or giving them ABM capabilities. 
Our close monitoring of activities in this field has not indicated that 
ABM tests or any tests against strategic ballistic missiles have been 
conducted with an air defense missile; specifically, we have not ob
served any such tests of the SA-5 air defense system missile, the one 
occasionally mentioned in this connection in the open press.

Mobile lOBM'^s. The development and testing of a mobile ICBM is 
not prohibited by the interim agreement, but the United States stated 
in SALT ONE that we would consider deployment of such systems 
to be inconsistent with the objectives of the agreement. We do not 
believe the Soviets have deployed an ICBM in a mobile mode.

The possibility that the Soviet SS-20, which is a mobile interme- 
diate-range ballistic missile system, has been given or could be given 
ICBM range capabilities has been discussed in the press. The SS-20 
is being deployed to replace older medium and intermediate-range mis
siles. It is judged to be capable of reaching the Aleutian Islands and 
western Alaska from its present and likely deployment areas in the 
eastern U.S.S.R.; however, it cannot reach the contiguous 48 States 
from any of its likely deployment areas in the Soviet Union. While 
the range capability of any missile system, including the SS-20, can 
be extended by reducing the total weight of its payload or adding 
another propulsion stage, there is no evidence that the Soviets have 
made any such modifications to the SS-20. We have confidence that 
we would detect the necessary intercontinental-range testing of such a 
modified system.

Denial of Test Information, It has been reported in some articles 
on SALT that the Soviets have violated the interim agreement by 
encoding missile-test telemetry and that such activity is contrary to 
the provisions of article V of the interim agreement. Such activity
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would be inconsistent with those provisions of the interim agreement 
if it impeded verification of compliance with agreement provisions; 
it has not been considered to have done so. In the SALT TWO nego
tiations, we have treated this subject in considerable detail, since 
such activity could ajffect verification of compliance with certain pro
visions of the agreement under negotiation.

Antisatellite Systems. It has been alleged that Soviet development 
of an antisatellite system is a violation of the obligation not to inter
fere with national technical means of verification of compliance with 
SALT provisions. Since development of such systems is not prohib
ited, this program does not call into question Soviet compliance with 
existing agreements. The actual use of an AS AT system against U.S. 
national technical means is prohibited, but this has not occurred.

Letter From Australia to the International Atomic Energy Agency: 
Nuclear Export Guidelines, February 21, 1978^

The Permanent Mission of Australia to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency presents its compliments to the Director General.

The Government of Australia has noted the communications dated 
11 January 1978  ̂to the Director General of the IAEA by 15 Member 
States regarding common principles and guidelines which these States 
have agreed to follow in considering nuclear exports.

Australia welcomes this action, and the IAEA’s intention to cir
culate the text of the guidelines to all Member States. This marks a 
significant contribution to the development of international arrange
ments under which nuclear energy caji be developed to help meet 
world energy requirements while avoiding the dangers of nuclear 
proliferation.

Australia also shares the commitments of the countries concerned 
to support the effective implementation of IAEA safeguards and the 
need to remove safeguards and non-proliferation assurances from the 
field of commercial competition.

The States concerned have expressed the hope that other Govern
ments will decide to follow similar nuclear export policies. In Aus
tralia’s case, under the nuclear safeguards policy announced by the 
Government on 24 May 1977, Australia will be applying export cri
teria which satisfy the guidelines and have certain additional 
requirements.

Finally, the Government of Australia would like to record its views 
that it is desirable to keep nuclear export policies and guidelines 
under review to take account of new developments and to ensure their 
continued appropriateness as a framework for the development of

 ̂IAEA INFCIRC/254/Add.l, Mar. 1978.
* Antej pp. 7-26.
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nuclear energy for peaceful purposes consistent with shared non
proliferation objectives.

The Government of Australia requests that the Director General of 
the IAEA should circulate the text of this Note to all Member Gov
ernments for their information.

The Permanent Mission of Australia to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency avails itself of this opportunity to renew to the Direc
tor General the assurances of its highest consideration.

Letter From ACDA Director Warnke to the Chairman of the Sen
ate Committee on Foreign Relations (Sparkman): Verification 
of the Proposed SALT II Agreement, February 23, 1978 ^

This letter is in response to your request of February 1 for a report 
on the verifiability of the proposed SALT TWO agreement as pro
vided for in the Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendment of 
1977.̂

As you know, the SALT TWO a^eement is still under active nego
tiation. It is therefore not possible at this time to make a final assess
ment of the verifiability of the agreement that may emerge from these 
negotiations. Nevertheless, on the basis of an extensive and continuing 
review that has been conducted by all involved agencies in the Execu
tive Branc^h, it is my judgment that the anticipated SALT TWO 
agreement is adequately verifiable by existing national technical 
means. This judgment is based on an assessment of the verifiability 
of the individual provisions of the agreement and of the agreement as 
a whole. The considerations leading to this judgment lare reflected in 
the attached report which has been prepared and agreed to by the 
agencies in the Executive Branch concerned with this issue. I com
mend this report, which has my personal endorsement, to you for your 
consideration of this important issue.

Administration Report on Verification of the Proposed SALT II 
Agreement, February 23, 1978^

The anticipated SALT TWO agreement is (adequately verifiable. 
This judgment is based on assessment of the verifiability of the indi
vidual provisions of the agreement and the agreement as a whole. Al
though the possibility of some undetected cheating in certain areas 
exists, such cheating would not alter the strategic balance in view of 
U.S. programs. Any cheating on a scale large enough to alter the stra
tegic balance would be discovered in time to make an appropriate re-

®Dept. of State, Selected Documents, No. 7, p. 11.
* The amendment is printed in Documents on Disa/rmamentj 1577, p. 524.
‘ Dept, of State, Selected Documents, No. 7, pp. 12-14.
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sponse. There will be areas of uncertainty, but they are not such as to 
permit the Soviets to produce a significant unanticipated threat to 
U.S. interests and those uncertainties can, in any event, be compen
sated for with the flexibility inherent in our own programs.

The proposed SALT TWO agreement has three principal elements:

• A treaty to last until 1985, embodying basically the Vladivostok 
accord with some reductions below the "^adivostok ceilings

• A protocol to last until September 1980, temporarily limiting 
certain aspects of cruise missiles, new types of ballistic missiles, and 
mobile ICBM’s; and

• Principles and guidelines for SALT THKEE.

The proposed treaty includes the following major provisions:

• An initial overall aggregate level of 2,400 strategic systems, to be 
reduced to an agreed number between 2,160 and 2,250 during the term 
of the treaty;

• A 1,320 sublimit on MIRV’ed ICBM and SLBM (interconti
nental and submarine-launched ballistic missiles armed with multiple 
independently targetable warheads) launchers and aircraft equipped 
with long-range cruise missiles;

• A sublimit of an agreed number between 1,200 and 1,250 on 
IMIRV’ed ballistic missiles; and

• A sublimit of 820 on MIEV’ed ICBM launchers.

The proposed protocol includes the following provisions:

• A ban on deployment of mobile ICBM launchers and on the flight 
testing of ICBM’s from such launchers;

• Limitations on the flight testing and deployment of new types of 
ballistic missiles; and

• A ban on the flight testing and deployment of cruise missiles 
capable of a range in excess of 1,550 miles and on the deployment of 
cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 370 miles on sea- or 
land-based launchers.

The agreement is still under active negotiation. Unless otherwise 
stated, the verification assessment for unresolved issues addresses only 
the U.S. position.

Verification

Verification is the process of determining, to the extent necessary to 
safeguard our national security, that the other side is complying with 
the SALT agreement. We must have high confidence in our ability to 
detect Soviet noncompliance before it could significantly affect our 
interests.

* For the Vladivostok accord, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1 9 7 PP« 746- 
750.
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This process of judging the adequacy of verification must take into 
account the capabilities of existing and future intelligence-collection 
systems and the ability of the other side to evade detection if it should 
attempt to do so. Equally important is the U.S. ability to respond to 
Soviet cheating, should it occur. The U.S. technological base, its re
search and development programs, and the substantial capabilities of 
its strategic forces provide this hedge.

This process must also assess the political and military significance 
of potential violations and the costs, risks, and gains to the Soviets 
of cheating. It also takes into account the degree to which the advan
tages conferred on the United States by a particular provision out
weigh the disadvantages caused by problems of verification. In such 
cases, we must consider the potential gains to the United States of 
being allowed the flexibility to take certain actions, even though allow
ing the Soviets the same options may complicate verification. Cruise- 
missile limitations constitute a prime example of such a situation.

Assessing the adequate verifiability of the proposed SALT agree
ment is most heavily based on our confidence in U.S. monitoring capa
bilities. Such monitoring is carried out by the intelligence community 
and involves data collection and assessment of what the other side is 
doing or not doing. For the most part, the intelligence community has 
performed and would continue to perform these functions even in the 
absence of a SALT agreement. Many of the uncertainties that are 
discussed below would also exist in our intelligence assessments of 
Soviet strategic programs without an agreement.

Monitoring tasks in SALT can be divided into three categories: (1) 
counting numerically limited systems, such as ICBM and SLBM 
launchers and heavy bombers; (2) measuring limited quantities, such 
as the throw-weight of an ICBM; and (3) monitoring for evidence 
that a prohibited activity is being undertaken.

*  ♦ *

Our monitoring judgments assume the availability of present and 
programmed collection assets. However, these assessments are con
servative in that they do not take into account the possibility of 
unusual or unpredictable intelligence successes of fortuitous blunders 
by the Soviets which could have the effect of enhancing verification.

We have had over five years’ experience in monitoring Soviet com
pliance with the ABM treaty and the interim agreement. We have 
demonstrated our ability to verify compliance with the SALT ONE 
agreements with high confidence.^

This experience reinforces our assessment of the capabilities of U.S. 
national technical means to verify compliance with SALT agreements. 
The United States has promptly raised with the Soviets any unusual 
or ambiguous activities which had given rise to U.S. concern. Conse

® The SALT I agreements are printed iUd.t 1972̂  pp. 197-204.
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quently, the Soviets are well aware that the United States will call 
them into account for any questionable activities related to their stra
tegic programs and will expect satisfactory clarification or resolution 
of the problems involved.

Since monitoring will always be subject to some degree of uncer
tainty, we must also assess the likelihood that the Soviets would cheat, 
taking into account the benefits that would accrue to them from such 
cheating, as well as the risks of their being detected. As a matter of 
prudence, therefore, we analyze scenarios involving altered or covert 
Soviet practices that could adversely ajffect our confidence in Soviet 
compliance. The following considerations are some that the Soviets 
must take into account before making a decision to cheat or not to 
cheat: (1) their uncertainty about our overall capability to monitor and 
analyze their activities; (2) the potential U.S. reaction to discovered 
cheating; and (3) the possible strategic gains from cheating.

It must be stressed that, as noted previously, the United States does 
not rely on trust, on Soviet intentions, or on political incentives for 
the Soviets to comply in assessing whether verification of a SALT 
agreement is adequate. Such judgments must be based most heavily on 
our monitoring capabilities, especially with regard to potentially 
significant Soviet noncompliance, and on the U.S. ability to respond 
in a timely manner to possible Soviet cheating.

Finally, as with all aspects of a treaty, we must decide whether par
ticular provisions and the agreement as a whole represent a net gain 
for U.S. security compared to the absence of such provisions or to the 
no-treaty case. The projected higher levels of Soviet capability in the 
absence of a treaty would have to be matched or countered by expanded 
U.S. programs probably with no net increase in U.S. security. So long 
as U.S. programs that may be required to hedge against lower moni
toring confidence are not unduly restricted by the treaty, some un
certainties can be accepted in an overall agreement that serves U.S. 
security interests.

As stated previously, the verification tasks of the anticipated SALT 
TWO agreement can be grouped into three categories: counting, 
measuring capability, and other tasks which in general are bans on cer
tain types of systems and conduct. Our judgment that the proposed 
agreement is adequately verifiable is based on an analysis of these 
tasks. The reasons for this ju d^ ent are reflected in the following 
discussion of the major verification tasks posed by the agreement.

Overall Verifidbility of Agreement

In assessing the adequacy of verification of the agreement, it is im
portant to consider its totality and not only particular provisions.

A consideration in determining whether the agreement as a whole 
IS adequately verifiable has been whether the Soviets could exploit 
the monitoring uncertanties of several individual provisions, each of 
which is judged as adequately verifiable, in a way that would affect 
our national security interests.
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We have confidence that we can adequately verify compliance in 
such a context because the probability of detecting the fact of cheating 
increases markedly if the number of provisions being violated in
creases. Combined with the likelihood of detecting significant cheating 
on individual limitations, the ability to detect the fact of small cheat
ing on a number of provisions enhances our monitoring confidence.

The Soviets cannot be sure of our overall capability to monitor a 
SALT TWO agreement. Thus, Soviet planners would be expected to 
make careful, conservative assumptions regarding U.S. verification 
capabilities. For example, a slightly-less-than-50-percent chance of 
detection, which is considered “low confidence” in monitoring capa
bility to the United States, would probably appear as “high risk” to a 
Soviet planner contemplating cheating. Given U.S. research and 
development hedges and our greater industrial and technological base, 
the Soviets would not likely undertake this risk and the attendant 
danger of U.S. abrogation.

In sum, although the possibility of some undetected cheating in cer
tain areas exists, such cheating would not alter the strategic balance 
in view of U.S. programs. However, any cheating on a scale large 
enough to affect the strategic balance would be discovered in time to 
make an appropriate response. For these reasons, and others noted in 
this paperj we believe that the SALT TWO agreement, taken as a 
whole, is adequately verifiable.

French Proposals for the Special Session of the General Assembly 
Devoted to Disarmament, February 23, 1978^

The special session of the General Assembly which is to meet in New 
York next May will be an important milestone in the efforts of the 
international community to make real progress towards disarmament. 
The many proposals before the Conmiittee bear witness to the great in
terest in its preparation which is felt by all concerned.

France, for its part, intends to associate itself actively with the work 
of this session. It hopes that the work of the session will succeed in 
setting the international community on the road to genuine disar
mament. The Permanent Mission of France has already had occasion 
to make known to the members of the Preparatory Committee the 
statements in which the President of the Eepublic indicated the 
essential lines of French policy on disarmament and suggested a num
ber of initiatives which could be taken in specific fields.  ̂It would like 
today to submit for consideration by the Preparatory Committee a 
number of proposals the essential aspects of which are set forth below.

 ̂A/AC.187/105. The proposals were submitted to the Preparatory Committee 
for the Special Session of the General Assembly on Disarmament.

 ̂A/AC.187/90, Jan. 26, 1978. See General Assembly Official Records: Tenth 
Special Session, Supp, No. 1 (A /S-10/1), vol. v.

317-783 0 80 9
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(DECLARATION)

France is not renouncing the ideal of general and complete disarma
ment, which should continue to be the ultimate goal. However, it be
lieves that this purpose can be achieved only if the world is considered 
as it is and the right of each nation to security is respected. It proposes 
a pragmatic approach in accordance with which efforts would be 
focused on the factors of instability which give rise to mistrust, to 
the armaments race and, finally, to conflicts.

In the matter of eliminating factors of instability, it considers that 
the priorities are very different in the case of the zones where nuclear 
deterrent prevails and in other cases. The problem of nuclear weapons 
concerns all mankind; it does not present itself in the same terms in 
zones where nuclear weapons are an element of the general equilibrium 
and in zones where its introduction would constitute a dramatic factor 
of imbalance. Therefore, while the principles of disarmament are 
everywhere the same, their practical application should be adapted 
to the diversity of specific situations and the variety of regional 
contexts.

Yet it is at the world level that France feels it is essential to affirm 
the fact that disarmament is the concern of all, in other words, that it 
should be achieved with the help, under the control and for the benefit 
of all.

In this spirit, France submits the following proposals to the 
Committee:

(MACHINERY)

A. Reform of the machinery for negotiations

The United Nations constitutes the natural framework for the de
bates of the international community on disarmament.

Suggestions have come from various quarters for remedying the 
unsuitability of the existing structures, to which the French Govern
ment has frequently drawn attention. The essential objective of a 
reform in this field should be to reaffirm the authority and responsi
bility of the United Nations and, in addition, to enable all the members 
of the international community to make their voices heard in the gen
eral debates on disarmament.

This means that all States Members of the United Nations should 
participate on a footing of equality in a deliberating body which would 
be the direct creation of the General Assembly. France proposes that 
this deliberating body should be the First Committee, sitting as a Dis
armament Commission.

This presupposes, moreover, that the present CCD should be re
placed by a new negotiating body responsible to the Disarmament 
Commission. The new body (wliich could be called the Disarmam.ent 
Committee) would have from 30 to 40 members, including the States
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having a particular interest in questions of disarmament and rep
resenting in a balanced way all the regions of the world, including 
the countries which are members of the Security Council because of 
the responsibilities devolving upon that body. The Committee should 
have a Chairman, elected, for example, for two years from among 
the participating States, excluding the permanent members of the 
Security Council. The mandate of the Disarmament Committee, 
whose decisions would be taken by consensus, would include negoti
ating disarmament agreements stemming from the recommendations 
of the Disarmament Commission, to which it would report, and co
ordinating the implementation of regional measures. The States which 
were not members of the Committee would be admitted to participa
tion in its deliberations as observers.

(PROGRAMME OF ACTION)

B, Establishment of an observation satellite agency ®

At present, two countries have military observation satellites which 
provide them with information gathered in the territory of all the 
States which are Members of the United Nations.

France considers that the international disarmament effort should 
benefit from the progress made on the technology of observation by 
satellite. Information useful for the strengthening of security and 
trust which can be obtained in this way should be placed at the dis
posal of the interested States, in accordance with political, legal and 
technical modalities to be agreed upon by consensus by the interna
tional community.

It therefore proposes the establishment of an International Obser
vation Satellite Agency. The Agency, which would be directly respon
sible to the United Nations, would have as its task the collection (by 
means which it might possess in its own right as well as others), the 
organization and the dissemination of data obtained by satellite in 
fields directly affecting security and the control of disarmament 
agreements.

The study of the regulations, rules of operation and financing of the 
Agency should be carried out by the appropriate United Nations 
bodies.

C. Establishment of an intematixmal fund for disarmament for 
development ^

The disproportion between the sums allocated for expenditure on 
armaments and the sums devoted to aid to developing countries is 
regarded by States in general as indicative of an unacceptable situa-

3 France described this proposal in greater detail in a document submitted 
to the special session. See A/S-lO/AC.1/7, June 1, 1978.

 ̂For details of this and the proposal in sec. D, see A/S-10/AC.8, June 1, 1978.
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tion. It can scarcely be denied that the situation in which the world 
finds itself today is one of over-armament. The most heavily armed 
States have a particular responsibility in this regard.

The desire to allocate for the economic and social development of 
the poorest countries at least a part of the funds spent for the acquisi
tion of military equipment has given rise, over many years, to a variety 
of proposals which unfortunately have not so far been able to produce 
results because of the difficulty, inter oHiâ  of determining a basis of 
assessment which would not be subject to challenge.

Despite these obstacles, which it does not consider insurmountable, 
France believes that the decision to establish a development fund, to 
provide for its immediate financing and to decide upon the conditions 
of its long-term financing would constitute an important and sig
nificant contribution of the special session devoted to disarmament.

Initially the fund could be financed to the amount, for example, of 
$1 billion by voluntary contributions calculated in accordance with 
simple criteria. The financing could be provided to the extent of 50 
per cent by the nuclear-weapon countries, in proportion to the quantity 
of means of delivery they possess, and to the extent of 50 per cent by 
countries which both are rich and have large supplies of weapons, in 
accordance with criteria to be agreed upon. These countries would 
signify their willingness to devote to the purposes of peace and prog
ress a growing proportion of the considerable resources which they 
have deemed it necessary to devote to military expenditures.

The next step would be to show that the process of disarmament 
should make it possible to achieve real economies for the benefit of all 
mankind and first of all the most disadvantaged States.

Contributions to the fund would be counted in calculating the 0.7 
per cent of GNP fixed as the target for public aid to development.

D. International Institute for Research on Disarmament

France proposes the establishment of an organization whose purpose 
would be to make available to the international community technical 
studies on problems of disarmament. This body, or “International In
stitute for Research on Disarmament”, would be responsible to the 
United Nations, which would nominate its Governing Council and 
would provide its financing, but it would have complete autonomy at 
the scientific level.

In submitting the proposals enumerated above for consideration by 
the countries which are members of the Preparatory Committee, 
France is seeking to provide not a disarmament “plan” but a contribu
tion to an undertaking the scope and complexity of which it fully 
appreciates. It hopes that these proposals can be studied and dis
cussed in the appropriate bodies of the Preparatory Committee, if 
necessary through the establishment of specialized subgroups, in the 
interests of the preparations for the special session.
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Administration Bill To Amend the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act, March 2, 1978^

A B ill

To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, in 
order to extend the authorization for appropriations.

Be it enacted hy the Semite and House of Representa;tive8 of the 
United States of America in Congress assemhled^ Section 49(a) (22 
U.S.C. 2589(a)) of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as 
amended, is further amended by deleting “and” at the end of subpara
graph (1) and adding the following new subparagraphs at the end 
of subparagraph (2):

“ (3) for fiscal year 1979, the sum of $16,395,000 (and such addi
tional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, re
tirement, other employee benefits authorized by law, and other non- 
discretionary costs); and 

“ (4) for fiscal year 1980 such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the purpose of this Act

Terms of Reference for the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Com
prehensive Program of Disarmament of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, March 2, 1978^

In accordance with the decision reached at its 765th meeting on 25 
August 1977,̂  the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament here
by establishes an Ad Hoc Working Group of the Committee to discuss 
and elaborate a draft comprehensive programme of disarmament to 
be submitted to the CCD for consideration.

The A d Hoc Working Group will have as the basic texts for its work 
all the working papers and draft proposals on the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament which have been submitted to the CCD 
starting with the Joint Statement of agreed principles for disarma
ment negotiations of 1961.̂  It shall also take into account other docu
ments that may be submitted to the CCD during the course of its work 
both by members and non-members of the CCD. The Committee 
requests that the Secretariat circulate as CCD documents those docu
ments and proposals on the comprehensive programme of disarma
ment which have been or may be submitted to the Preparatory 
Committee of the Special Session of the United Nations General As
sembly devoted to disarmament.

® ACDA files. For the House bill, see post, p. 260; the Senate bill, post, pp. 378- 
379; and the final act, post, pp. 448-490.

 ̂CCD/572. Adapted by the CCD, Mar. 2, 1978 (CCD/PV. 776, p. 15).
CCD/PV. 765, p. 20.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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In discharging its functions the A d Hoc Working Group will be 
guided by the decision of the CCD of 21 April 1977 relating to the 
establishment of A d Hoc Working Groups.^

The Ad Hoc Working Group will submit a report on the work of 
the elaboration of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament 
to the CCD before the end of its Spring Session.

The Committee requests the Secretariat to provide necessary assist
ance to the Ad Hoc Working Group including interpretation and 
translation services and preparing unofficial summaries of the Work
ing Group’s proceedings.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive 
Test Ban [ Extract 1, March 2, 1978"

Since my delegation has repeatedly expressed the basic view of its 
Government at this Committee with regard to the CTB, which has 
undoubtedly been the most urgent item in the field of nuclear disarma
ment, today I would like to go further and make proposals on con
crete measures to be taken before the special session.

As regards a comprehensive nuclear test ban, we do not yet have a 
CTB treaty in hand in spite of the fact that about 15 years have 
passed since the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty entered into force 
in 1963.̂  However, as was shown in the recent statements of the leaders 
of the United States and the Soviet Union, it appears that the circum
stances surrounding this question have improved. In these, the most 
favourable circumstances that have ever existed, the member States 
of the CCD, including the United States and the Soviet Union, should 
make every effort to further the early conclusion of a CTB treaty. 
Should the conclusion of a CTB treaty still be delayed, what kind of 
a special report on this matter can this Committee submit to the 
special session? It will certainly disappoint many other Member 
States of the United Nations, which might be tempted to proclaim 
publicly that this is due to the defects of the CCD as a negotiating 
body. Many non-nuclear-weapon States at the special session will 
criticize the delay as indicating a lack of effort for nuclear disarma
ment on the part of the nuclear-weapon States, and there is a danger 
that this delay will lead to the erosion of the NPT regime, and thus 
might encourage further horizontal nuclear proliferation.

Here, my delegation wishes to appeal strongly to the three coun
tries, namely, the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet

m i ,  p. 251.
 ̂CCD/PV. 776, pp. 9-13.

® The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmamentt 196S» pp. 291-293.
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Union, to take advantage of these favourable circumstances and to 
consider the following measures.

First, they should.make maximum efforts to complete promptly the 
present trilateral negotiations on CTB and to present to the CCD those 
key elements which have already been agreed upon, in order to make it 
possible for the CCD to start its deliberations and negotiations on 
CTB before the special session.

Secondly, in case they are unable to present to the CCD their agree
ments on their trilateral negotiations, they should do two things. In 
the first place, they should declare, at the special session, a morato
rium on all nuclear test explosions, including explosions for peaceful 
purposes, until a CTB treaty comes into force. (This moratorium 
should preferably be as short as possible.)

The matter of greatest concern to us is naturally the early conclu
sion of the treaty. However, through the declaration of such a mora
torium, these countries should at least show the international com
munity how much they are aware of their responsibility, and they 
should express their conscientious intention not to use the delay of 
treaty negotiations as an excuse for the continuation of nuclear 
testing.

And in the second place, they should make a joint declaration of 
intent at the special session to the effect that they will make the maxi
mum effort to present the elements of their agreement to the CCD at 
the latest at its summer session and thus enable the CCD to start 
negotiations on the conclusion of a CTB treaty.

Hoping that these requests will receive a favourable response from 
the three nuclear-weapon States, I should like to state, with a view 
to contributing to the progress of the trilateral talks and the CCD’s 
work, my country’s position on nuclear explosions for peaceful pur
poses (PNE), and verification, which we understand have been the 
two biggest pending issues in the trilateral negotiations on CTB.

As to PNE, since nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes 
cannot be distinguished from* those for military purposes at the pres
ent stage of technology, my delegation has been consistently taking 
the position that, from the viewpoint of the benefits for the whole of 
mankind to be derived from the prevention of nuclear proliferation, 
so-called nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes should never be 
conducted unless agreement is reached on international observation 
and procedures by which potential benefits from any peaceful applica
tion of nuclear explosions would be made available.

We therefore propose that the following should be provided for 
in the said treaty:

Any State Party to the Treaty shall not conduct any nuclear ex
plosions for peaceful purposes unless agreement is reached on ap
propriate international supervision and procedures which will en
sure that no weapons-testing can be carried out under the guise of 
nuclear explosions fdr peaceful purposes,

and
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The States Parties to this Treaty shall undertake to continue in 
good faith negotiations on the appropriate international supervi
sion and procedures referred to above, and shall make a periodic 
review of their achievements.

Now, turning to the vexed question of verification, agreement has 
been reached in principle between the United States and the Soviet 
Union on the necessity of on-site inspection, which has been the big
gest issue up till now, and hence an early solution to the question is 
expected. In this connexion, my delegation welcomes the fact that 
the Soviet Union has admitted the need for on-site inspection.

While looking forward to an early agreement on verification be
tween the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union, 
I should like now to turn to the technical aspect of verification, name
ly, international seismological data exchanges. This is, in our view, 
the most important and valuable technical contribution that the CCD 
can make towards facilitating the early conclusion of a (JTB treaty 
without necessarily waiting for and without prejudging the conclusion 
of the trilateral negotiations of the United States, the United King
dom and the Soviet Union.

The usefulness of international exchanges of seismological data has 
been repeatedly pointed out by a number of representatives. It is 
widely understood that, if data on a suspicious seismic event could 
be exchanged through international co-operation—in addition to those 
available from national seismic stations of each State—then it would 
be extremely helpful in perfecting the verification of a CTB treaty. 
The Ad Hoc Group of Experts on Seismic Events, which was estab
lished on the basis of the above-mentioned idea, has worked under 
the auspices of the CCD since August 1976 and has studied, 
theoretically as well as empirically, possible methods of international 
co-operation, and is to present its final report to the CCD soon.  ̂ My 
delegation highly appreciates its intensive work and its achievements.

We feel that the prompt exchange of seismic data is essential to veri
fication under a CTB treaty. In this connexion, I would like to recall 
tliat we made it clear in working paper CCD/524 last year that, by 
using the data network of WMO, by which data can be obtained 
promptly and without any substantial and additional costs, the exist
ing main array stations can not only locate but even verify consider
ably small yields of seismic events in a very short period.

My delegation wishes to suggest that this Committee, after consider
ing the final report of the Ad Hoc Group of Experts, should decide on 
the continuation of the work of the Group with a view to conducting 
experimental exercises of those results which the Group has obtained 
through its theoretical and empirical study in line with the proposals 
so far made by my country. If such a decision is taken, my delegation 
wishes further to suggest that an informal technical meeting of experts 
should be held to make the preparations necessary for experimental

3 The report is printed infra.
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exercises. I f positive support is obtained to hold such a meeting for ex
perimental exercises, the Government of Japan is prepared to host 
it in Tokyo at an appropriate time this year.

How to set up and decide upon the membership of an international 
organ for verification such as an international consultative committee 
is another matter. How much competence and what functions should be 
given to such an organ should still be considered carefully and should 
be decided through the deliberations of the CCD following the tri
lateral negotiations by the United States, the United Kingdom and the 
Soviet Union. However, the operation of the technical system of the 
international data exchange to be implemented under such an organ 
can be prepared right now even without such a political decision. My 
delegation wishes to emphasize that if, upon a decision to continue the 
work of the Ad Hoc Group, experimental exercises are conducted in 
parallel with the trilateral negotiations, and if a de facto technical 
system is devised based on the results of these exercises, we will be in a 
position to operate the technical system of data exchanges within the 
framework of the international verification system under the CTB 
whenever and whatever political and legal decisions are made as to its 
functions and competence. In so doing, the CCD will make a great con
tribution in the process of elaborating a CTB treaty text. I would like 
to add that, if the three countries, namely, the United States, the United 
Kingdom and the Soviet Union, indicate to the CCD now how they con
template in their trilateral negotiations the methods of international 
seismological data exchanges, it will greatly facilitate the future work 
of the A d Hoc Group of Experts.

We would also point out that, if the above-mentioned de facto data 
exchange system is set up, it will be useful for the supervision of the 
moratorium which my delegation proposes.

My delegation cannot end this statement without reminding the 
United States and the Soviet Union of the fact that the members of the 
CCD were all disappointed because of their inability to submit joint 
proposals on both CTB and CW, and that the Members of the United 
Nations are paying great critical attention to the activities of this Com
mittee, particularly on the eve of the special session.

Report Submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament by the M  Hoc Group of Scientific Experts To Con
sider International Cooperative Measures To Detect and 
Identify Seismic Events: Summary [Extract], March 8, 1978 ^

On July 22,1976, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
(the CCD) established an A d Hoc Group of Government-appointed 
experts to consider and report on international co-operative measures

^CCD/558, pp. m-x.
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to detect and identify seismic events, so as to facilitate the monitoring 
of a comprehensive test ban.

The CCD decided that the Group was to be guided by the following 
terms of reference:

For the purpose of carrying out this investigation the Group 
should specify the characteristics of an international monitoring 
system inter alia including:

(1) A global network of seismological stations, selected from ex
isting and planned installations ;

(2) Data required from the stations to facilitate the analysis for 
detecting, locating and identifying seismic events;

(3) Transmission facilities for the timely exchange of data be
tween seismological stations and data centers;

(4) Facilities, procedures and related financial implications with 
respect to contributing and receiving centres for detecting, locating 
and identifying seismic events throughout the world and facilitat
ing the collation and dissemination of relevant documentation;

(5) The costs which would be incurred if an international moni
toring system were established.
In addition to the items listed above, the Group would endeavour 
to estimate the detection and identification capability of such an 
international co-operative system. The estimates would be on the 
basis of available data or, where desirable and feasible, also on the 
basis of data obtained from experimental exercises involving the 
whole or part of the specified global network. The Group should 
not, however, assess the adequacy of such a system for verifying a 
comprehensive test ban. Rather it should provide factual results of 
its analysis for the benefit of Governments to assist them in making 
such an assessment and in directing future research. The responsi
bility of the Group would be purely scientific.

The consensus report describes how seismological science can be 
applied in a co-operative international effort to facilitate the verifica
tion of a comprehensive test ban. The co-operative international effort 
would have three elements: a systematic improvement of the obser
vations reported from a network of more than fifty seismological 
observatories around the globe, an international exchange of these 
data over the Global Telecommunications System of the World 
Meteorological Organization, and processing of the data at special 
international data centers for the use of participant States. The report 
also considers some steps, such as an experimental exercise, which 
could be taken initially to assist the establishment of such a co
operative data exchange system.

The report of the Ad Hoc group has nine chapters, written in a 
generally non-technical language in order to facilitate its reading by 
non-specialists in the field of seismology. Technical and detailed mate
rial is presented in separate appendices. A glossary and an extensive 
bibliography of the special topics under study have also been pro
vided. The report was largely built on more than a hundred informal
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working papers contributed by the participants. These papers were 
deposited with and can be obtained from the CCD secretariat. Some 
of them have been issued also as formal CCD documents or been 
published elsewhere.

This summary has been made extensive enough to be a useful short 
version of the main body of the report and to give some indication 
of what further steps might have to be taken to achieve the co-opera
tive measures envisaged. However, the reader should refer to the main 
body of the repiort if reference is to be made to a specific technical 
point. The report has deliberately been written as a consensus docu
ment. The wide area of consensus reached by the experts after careful 
considerations and discussions can be adequately seen only by reading 
the full report. Supporting details and additional viewpoints may be 
found in the informal working papers contributed by experts and 
groups of experts during the preparation of this report, in working 
papers presented to the CCD from time to time, and in the open 
scientific literature. The references to many of these are listed in the 
bibliography attached to this report.

This document reports on a study which the Ad Hoc group of 
experts has made on the basis of the latest results of seismological 
science, and which the Group believes will provide most valuable and 
useful guidelines for facilitating co-operative measures to detect and 
identify seismic events.

CJui'pter 1 of this report is an introductory chapter, in which the 
terms of reference of the Ad Hoc group are reproduced, the organi
zation and composition of the group is described and its program and 
method of work are outlined.

Ohapter 2 gives a brief review of earlier studies relevant to the 
detection and identification of seismic events. Substantial progress has 
been made in this field since the nuclear test-ban issue was first raised 
in the middle of the 1950’s. Numerous national research programs as 
well as multinational undertakings have contributed in this respect, 
and the chapter gives a brief review of the most significant develop
ments to date. Further details of a more technical nature including 
a discussion of current research efforts are presented in a separate 
appendix. The review is primarily intended to be a historical survey. 
No attempt has been made to assess the results and conclusions of the 
studies mentioned, and the Ad Hoc group does not necessarily consent 
to the viewpoints given in these earlier studies.

In Chapter S procedures are discussed for extracting and reporting 
data from individual stations in a global co-operative seismic network. 
The main features of the recommended procedures are:

(i) Data are to be reported from each station, in standard form in 
two levels:

— L̂evel 1: Routine reporting, with minimum delay, of basic 
parameters of detected seismic signals.
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—Level 2: Data transmitted as response to requests for addi
tional information, mainly waveforms for events 
of particular interest.

(ii) Compared to current seismological practice, increased em
phasis is laid on parameters relevant to event identification.

(iii) Strict operational requirements are set forth as to scope, 
consistency, reliability and promptness in the reporting.

The procedures to be applied for detection, location, and evaluation 
of magnitude and depth of seismic events would follow practice now 
standard at existing international seismological centres. The A d Hoc 
group considers it outside its mandate to recommend criteria to be 
used for the identification of seismic events.

Chapter  ̂ deals with the selection of seismograph stations for a 
global network. In summary the Ad Hoc group considers that a global 
network should comprise around fifty existing or planned seismic ob
servatories, selected in accordance with seismological requirements. It 
is not known which States would actually make their stations available 
to a global co-operative system. Therefore, the Ad Hoc group has 
chosen to present four exam'ples of possible global networks, each of 
which is based on different assumptions:

—Network I is based on stations for which information was pro
vided to the Ad Hoc group (the group requested such information 
from a number of States)

—Network II includes at least one station from each CCD Member 
State that operates seismograph facilities 

—Network III is selected from among all known existing and 
planned stations according to purely seismological criteria 

—Network III (SRO) is similar to Network III, but with 
each station hypothetically equipped with high-quality 
instrumentation.

Maps showing the location of the stations in the networks are given 
in Figures 4.1 and 4.3.

Chapter 5 is on the estimated capability of the specified global sys
tem. The expected capabilities of Networks I, II, III and III (SRO) 
defined in Chapter 4 have been estimated on a theoretical basis.

The networks have a significantly greater sensitivity in the northern 
than in the southern hemisphere with regard to detection and location 
of seismic events as well as obtaining identification parameters. The 
estimated capabilities are presented in the form of contoured world 
maps, in Figures 5.1 to 5.5. These estimates depend on the confidence 
level at which a seismic event is considered to be satisfactorily de
tected and located. The results for the network with the highest 
capabilities (Network III (SRO)) are summarized by the following 
examples:
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—Network detection capdbUity for P-waves: A 90% chance of de
tecting (at at least four stations) an event of 3.8 to 4.2 (or 
greater) in the northern hemisphere and of 4.0 to 4.6 (or 
greater) in the southern hemisphere.

—Network location capability: For a surface event of mj,=5.0, a 
95% chance of locating the event epicenter by at least four sta
tions with an error not exceeding 10-20 km in most of the northern 
hemisphere, and not exceeding 20-50 km in the southern 
hemisphere.

—Network detection capability for surface waves: A 90% chance 
of detecting (at at least four stations) surface waves from an 
event of 3.0 to 3.4 (or greater) in the northern hemisphere and 
of 3.4 to 3.8 (or greater) in the southern hemisphere.

The estimates for the four networks presented in this chapter are 
based on a number of explicitly stated, idealized conditions and as
sumptions: they can only be verified by performing an experiment 
with actual data over an extended period of time.

No attempt has been made in this study to incorporate probabilistic 
models for seismic identification based upon a number of signal charac
teristics. Also, no attempt has been made to assess the effectiveness of 
individual identification parameters.

The estimated capabilities are based on existing or planned seismo- 
graphic installations, or as in the case of Network III (SEO), on the 
hypothetical modernization of the equipment at these installations. 
These estimated capabilities assume that the data from each station of 
each network considered are rigorously and diligently analyzed ac
cording to procedures not all of which are found in common practice 
at seismographic installations today. It should be noted, however, that 
improved capabilities in some areas could be achieved (given adequate 
funds and data analysis) by a network extensively employing proven 
state-of-the-art seismic array and communications technology. The 
evaluations should be viewed as an illustration of the possibilities, 
based on the method of calculation used. Further improvements in 
seismic networks or methods of identification will improve the capa
bilities of the networks presented in this report.

Chapter 6 is on data exchange between selected stations and data 
centers. The Ad Hoc group has reviewed and assessed several possible 
media for seismic data exchange at Levels 1 and 2 (defined in Chapter 
3). The consensus of the Group is :

—For Level 1 data (basic signal parameters) usage of the Global 
Telecommunication System (GTS) of the World Meteorological 
Organization (WMO) is recommended because of its global 
availability, proven operation and low cost.

—For Level 2 data (requested waveforms) which are generally more 
voluminous and not so critically dependent on fast communication, 
several solutions might be employed. Digital transmission (e.g.,
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via WMO/GTS) should be used when possible; otherwise, tele
copying of seismograms is recommended in preference to using 
mail services.

Consideration has also been given to the time delays that would be 
involved in the data exchange. The Ad Hoc group considers that real
istic goals in this respect are:

—Maximum 3-5 days delay in the reporting and processing of Level 
1 data.

—^Maximum ^ 6  weeks delay (after request) in obtaining Level 2 
data. As operational experience is gained, this delay should be 
considerably reduced.

The use of the GTS for transmission of seismic data in general, 
has already been authorized by the WMO. According to information 
available to the Ad Hoc group, the excess capacity of the GTS is suffi
cient to handle the expected load from the proposed data exchange.

In order to use the WMO/GTS for data exchange within the global 
network it will be necessary to obtain an official agreement through the 
appropriate international organizations.

In Chapter 7 international centers for collection, processing and ex
change of seismic data are considered. In summary, the Ad Hoc group 
considers that international data centers should be established for the 
global network. In order to achieve a reliability acceptable to all, it 
is proposed that more than one standardized international center be 
established, thereby following practice established inter alia by the 
World Meteorological Organization (WMO), having communication 
centers in Moscow, Washington, D.C., and Melbourne. In connection 
with the use of WMO/GTS for data exchange it is desirable, for tech
nical and other reasons, to locate International Data Centers in the 
places where main WMO communications centers are situated, such 
as in Moscow (USSE) and Washington, D.C. (USA). The Group 
recognizes that it would be desirable and technically feasible to estab
lish International Data Centers in other places as well, e.g. in the 
southern hemisphere.

The main tasks of the international centers will be:

(i) to receive data of Levels 1 and 2 from the world network of 
seismic stations via the authorized Government facility of each 
State

(ii) to apply agreed analysis procedures to available data for the 
estimation of the origin time, location, magnitude and depth of 
seismic events

(iii) to associate reported identification parameters with these 
events

(iv) to distribute, in accordance with defined procedures and 
without interpretation of identification parameters, compilations of 
the complete results of these analyses
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(v) to act as an archive for reported data and results of analysis 
on those data.

The international centers should be equipped with equivalent hard
ware and software. Each center would perform equivalent processing 
of all Level 1 data. If requested, the centers would ask for and for
ward Level 2 data.

Chapter 8 is about equipment and estimated costs to establish and 
operate the specified system. The three major components of the pro
posed co-operative system are (i) the seismograph stations, (ii) the 
data communications facilities and (iii) the international data centers:

(i) For the equipment at seismograph stations^ two degrees of 
sophistication have been considered:

—The minimum equipment required for participation com
prises standard instrumentation that is already available at 
most stations under consideration 

—The desirable equipment at each station would be modern, 
high-quality instrumentation which would ensure data acqui
sition in numerical form.

(ii) The requirements for data communications consist of a telex 
terminal and communication lines to interface the World Meteoro
logical Organization (WMO) network and of equipment for ex
changing seismograms.

(iii) The requirements at an international data center consist of 
a modern, medium-size computer facility with associated equip
ment, including two small special purpose commuters for data com
munications. Special software for the communications and data 
analysis tasks will be needed.

The expected cost and manpower to establish and operate the sys
tem cannot be given in detail, due in part to the great variations of 
cost levels between countries. Order of magnitude estimates are in
cluded for purposes of illustration, and are summarized in Table 8.2. 

Chapter 9 contains a proposal for an experimental exercise.
The international co-operative measures described in this document 

contain a number of elements that are new and unproven relative to 
past and current seismological practice. The Ad Hoc group therefore 
sees a need for an experimental exercise in order to :

— t̂est the overall functioning of the proposed system 
—determine experimentally the operating efficiency and any pos

sible deficiencies of the specified system, including its capabilities 
in the southern hemisphere 

— t̂est the telecommunications and data exchange procedures in a 
practical situation 

—obtain practical experience and thereby shorten the lead time 
necessary for the implementation of a procedure for international 
exchange of seismic data should this later be decided.
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The experimental exercise would address the main elements of the 
international co-operative measures described in this document. A 
time period of at least six months would be required for the planning 
and co-ordination of such an exercise. An additional period of approx
imately one year would be required for the execution and evaluation 
of the experimental exercise.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Neutron Bomb, 
March 9, 1978^

Among the questions which are at the centre of attention in the 
Committee on Disarmament, the important problem of the halting of 
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament holds a special place. 
And this is not by mere chance. It is precisely this type of weapon of 
mass destruction, which has already had numerous victims, that is 
the most dangerous. As a consistent advocate, in a number of interna
tional forums and in the Committee on Disarmament in particular, 
of the curbing of the arms race and of disarmament, the Soviet Union 
has proposed and now proposes that radical and far-reaching measures 
should be taken in the field of nuclear disarmament.

First agreements have been reached in recent years which block some 
channels of the arms race, and of the nuclear arms race in particular. 
This has contributed to the confirmation of international detente and 
to the strengthening of the security of peoples.

Under present conditions it has become necessary that all States 
reach agreement on a simultaneous halt in the production of nuclear 
weapons of any kind. Moreover, what has to be achieved is that the 
nuclear Powers should, at the same time, undertake to start on the 
gradual reduction of existing stockpiles of such weapons and so con
tinue until their complete destruction.

At present, however, persistent attempts are being made to impose 
on the world a new means of warfare— t̂he nuclear neutron weapon, 
a neutron bomb which is on a par with such cruel and barbaric weapon 
types as the bacteriological and chemical weapons.

Those who created this new kind of nuclear weapon are trying by 
different arguments to cover up the true nature of the nuclear neutron 
weapon and thus have a good chance of legalizing it.

The world is already well enough informed of the destructive nature 
of this sophisticated weapon, which is designed, first and foremost, for 
killing people; and there is no need for us to go into detail on the sub
ject. At the same time, we would like to dwell in this connexion on just 
a few of the arguments that are being used by the advocates of this 
weapon in their attempts to delude the peoples and open the way to the 
neutron bomb.

' CCD/PV.778, pp. 21-25.
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They are trying to suggest, for example, that the neutron bomb is an 
ordinary nuclear weapon which only has an enhanced neutron radia
tion yield accompanied by a reduced shock-wave effect. They are trying 
to pass off almost as a virtue the fact that its effect is directed mainly 
towards the annihilation of people, with relatively lesser damage to 
equipment and buildings. It must be stated quite definitely, however, 
that the nuclear neutron weapon is a qualitatively new kind of nuclear 
weapon which combines the properties peculiar to such weapons with 
those of radiological weapons. The main carrier of lethal energy in a 
neutron bomb explosion is of course the powerful flow of neutrons, 
which is dozens of times greater than the neutron flow from an ordi
nary nuclear weapon explosion of the same yield. At the same time, the 
biological effect of neutrons on a living organism is ten or even more 
times greater than the effect of other radioactive emanations from a 
nuclear weapon explosion. Thus, from the point of view of its de
structive radiation effect on the human organism, the explosion of a 
single neutron device is equivalent to that of some tens of traditional 
nuclear devices of similar yield. Nor should the destructive genetic con
sequences of the use of neutron weapons be forgotten. Scientists believe 
that practically all those who happen to be in the zone of influence of 
the neutron flow from the explosion of a neutron weapon will suffer 
long-term, sometimes fatal, biological damage from the neutron radi
ation. Depending on the radiation doses, the effects of the radiation will 
be felt by the survivors for hours, days, weeks, years or decades. The 
children of people injured by the radiation will be defective or simply 
deformed.

Some people assert that the nuclear neutron weapon is a “clean” 
weapon on the grounds that it does not contaminate the area so much by 
radioactive materials. They make no mention, however, of the fact that 
the powerful flow of neutrons which is formed when a neutron charge 
explodes may be used for producing powerful induced radioactivity, 
including the long-term type, on the ground, in equipment and in 
buildings.

They say that the nuclear neutron weapon is a tactical weapon of 
relatively small power and of limited range. But the world is well 
aware of the logic of the nuclear arms race, which began in 1945, when 
the first nuclear bombs—of a small yield by modern ideas— ŵere 
dropped at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. It took less than ten years for 
thermonuclear bombs to appear whose yield exceeded the yield of the 
first nuclear bombs by tens and hundreds of times. As to range, they 
may talk today about using neutron weapons with limited-range car
riers, but nothing will prevent the possessor of this weapon from using 
it tomorrow with carriers of greater range.

Attempts to present the neutron weapon as a tactical one are also 
particularly dangerous because in this way what they are trying to do is 
to erase the distinction between conventional and nuclear arms, to make

317-783 0 80 10
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unnoticeable, as it were, the transition to a nuclear war, with all the 
ensuing consequences for mankind.

What it amounts to, therefore, is this: if the production and deploy
ment of the neutron weapon are permitted, the world will be threatened 
by the use of still another variety of weapon of mass destruction, and 
the nuclear arms race will be given yet another direction in which to 
spread, with all the ensuing dangerous consequences. That in itself will 
strike a heavy blow to the peoples’ hopes for the removal of the threat 
of nuclear war. The arms race has never ensured and does not ensure 
now the security of any State whatsoever, because with every step in 
the development and deployment of new types of weapons there comes 
a dangerous stage of uncertainty, and peace becomes ever more fragile 
and unstable. For the fact is that the emergence of any new weapon 
and its adoption in some countries inevitably triggers retaliatory meas
ures in other countries against which that weapon is aimed. As for the 
Soviet Union, it is resolutely opposed to the development of the neu
tron weapon. At the same time, those who advocate the production and 
deployment of the neutron weapon should clearly realize that if that 
weapon is adopted, which means that it will be directed against the So
viet Union, a fact which nobody conceals, our country will be con
fronted with the need to answer the challenge in order to ensure its 
security and the security of its allies. Consequently, the level of mili
tary confrontation will not sink, but rise.

It should also be taken into account that the development and pro
liferation of the nuclear neutron weapon, unless a reliable barrier is 
put in the way of that process now, would undermine mutual trust 
between States both on the European continent and in international 
affairs in general. Such a course of events would also seriously under
mine the belief of the peoples in the possibility of solving the prob
lem of disarmament, and in the success of the current negotiations. 
For joint attempts to find common approaches to the solution of such 
delicate problems as the problems of disarmament, connected as they 
are with the task of ensuring the security of the sides, are undertaken 
in the world which really exists, and not in a political vacuum.

Besides, history proves that it is much easier to prevent the emer
gence and proliferation of any new weapon when it is not yet in the 
arsenals of States than to prohibit it after it has already been pro
duced and adopted as a weapon. It is therefore in the interests of all 
the peoples that a reliable barrier should be placed in the way of the 
development of the nuclear neutron weapon before it is too late.

It should be realized that the adoption of a decision to start the 
production and deployment of the neutron weapon would be compar
able, by reason of its significance and far-reaching consequences, to 
the decision taken in the past to develop the hydrogen bomb after the 
atomic bomb.

It is widely known that the plans to start the production and deploy
ment of the neutron weapon have caused a storm of protest throughout
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the world. The prohibition of this weapon is advocated by many Gov
ernments, political parties, world public and organizations of people 
of different political and social convictions.

One might cite numerous facts in this connexion, but it will suffice 
to refer to the latest one, the recent International NGO Conference on 
Disarmament, at Geneva, In the message to the General Assembly 
adopted by this representative forum, in the work of which 78 inter
national and 185 national organizations from 46 countries took part, 
it is stated that:

Immediate and urgent steps should be taken to prevent develop
ment, production and deployment of any new varieties of nuclear 
weapons, such as neutron bombs, which, by lowering the nuclear 
threshold, increase considerably the danger of escalation of any con
flict into a full-scale nuclear conflagration and constitute an im
portant factor in the intensification of the arms race. It is urged that 
a convention be entered into prohibiting the production or deploy
ment of any such new weapons.

The position of the Soviet Union on this question is well known. It 
has been clearly expressed by Mr. L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary 
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, and Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR:

We propose that agreement should be reached on mutual renun
ciation of the production of the neutron bomb so as to save the world 
from the emergence of this new weapon of mass destruction. This is 
our sincere desire, our proposal to the Western powers.^

This initiative, as well as other concrete proposals by the Soviet Union 
aimed at ending the dangerous arms race and at disarmament, meets 
the innermost aspirations of all the peoples. That is why it has met 
with a broad response and enthusiastic support throughout the world. 
It is gratifying that in the Committee on Disarmament, too, a number 
of delegations supported this proposal by the USSR. They pointed out 
that such an authoritative organ as is the Committee on Disarmament 
cannot ignore this important and topical disarmament question.

Seeking to contribute to the halting of the arms race, particularly 
in the field of means of mass destruction, and realizing the danger to 
peace and security, represented by the nuclear neutron weapon, the 
socialist countries members of the Committee on Disarmament, name
ly, the People’s Republic of Bulgaria, the Czechoslovak Socialist Re
public, the German Democratic Republic, the Hungarian People’s 
Republic, the Mongolian People’s Republic, the Polish People’s 
Republic, the Socialist Republic of Romania, and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics present today for consideration by the Committee 
on Disarmament a draft convention on the prohibition of the produc
tion, stockpiling, deplojonent and use of nuclear neutron weapons.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1977, p. 876. Brezhnev made the proposal earlier 
in an address to the Central Committee of the OPSU, see ibid., p. 680.
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We propose that all the States parties to this convention undertake 
not to produce, stockpile, deploy anywhere or use nuclear neutron 
weapons. Control over compliance with the convention would be 
exercised by the States parties, using the national technical means of 
verification which are at their disposal in a manner conforming to the 
universally recognized rules of international law. Furthermore, the 
States parties to the convention would undertake to consult one an
other and to co-operate by means including also the use of the appro
priate international procedures within the framework of the United 
Nations and in accordance with its 'Charter, in solving any problems 
which may arise in relation to the objectives of, or in application of the 
provisions of, the convention. There is also a provision to the elffect that 
any State party to the proposed convention may lodge a complaint 
with the Security Council of the United Nations if it considers that 
any other State party may be acting in breach of the obligations as
sumed under that instrument of international law. The parties to the 
convention would undertake to co-operate in carrying out any investi
gation which the Security Council might initiate, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations on the basis of the 
complaint received by it. The Security Council would inform all the 
States parties to the convention of the results of such an investigation.

The above-stated provisions are contained in document CCD/559, 
in the first two articles of the draft convention. The remaining articles 
of the draft are of a general legal nature.^

In submitting the draft convention on the prohibition of the nuclear 
neutron weapon, we call upon the members of the Committee to support 
it, so that already in the immediate future joint work could be started 
on the preparation of an agreed text of a new convention in the field of 
disarmament. There is no doubt that, given a constructive approach 
and good will on the part of all the members of the Committee on Dis
armament, agreement could be successfully reached, without delay, on 
the text of this important document of international law. This would 
certainly be another real major contribution towards the limitation of 
nuclear armaments, towards saving mankind from the threat of 
nuclear war. Agreement on such a text is necessary, it would be in 
accordance with the spirit of the times, and would serve to consolidate 
peace and detente.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament: Enhanced Radiation/ 
Reduced Blast Weapon, March 9, 1978^

The introduction today by the Soviet delegation of a draft treaty 
designed to outlaw the reduced-blast enhanced-radiation weapon,

 ̂Post, pp. 167-168.
 ̂CCD/PV. 778, pp. 26-30.
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which they call the neutron bomb,  ̂requires some plain talk about the 
nature and effects of nuclear weapons and the military confrontation 
in the world today.

This plain talk will not be pleasant talk. We are talking about 
weapons, particularly nuclear weapons, that are designed to kill and 
destroy. We live with the awesome realization that the face of war is 
the face of death; in the case of nuclear war, death on a massive scale. 
No amount of circumlocution can hide this fact. When talking of 
deaths and casualties, both military and civilian, destruction of cities 
and farmlands, we do so because this is the only realistic way we can 
describe the danger with which we all are faced.

It is the conviction of the United States that the Soviet Union, by 
engaging in a one-sided propaganda exercise against what they call 
the neutron bomb, is diverting attention from serious attempts to de
velop arms control agreements that would contribute to international 
security.

The United States delegation believes this to be the case because this 
propaganda campaign focuses on only one aspect of a dangerous con
frontation of conventional forces and nuclear weapons deployed by 
both sides in Europe. The Soviet proposal does not deal with the major 
aspects of the danger caused by this confrontation.

The specific weapon we are discussing should be described accurately 
as the reduced-blast, enhanced-radiation weapon. I intend to indicate 
why I believe this to be the case, but before I do, I would like to make it 
clear that the United States does not believe that this weapon is a 
benign or harmless device. It is a nuclear weapon designed to kill. The 
United States fervently hopes, as it does with respect to all nuclear 
weapons, that it will never be employed.

This weapon differs somewhat in its effects from other nuclear weap
ons, and these differences must be discussed candidly. All nuclear 
weapons produce blast, heat, radiation and fall-out. So does the 
reduced-blast, enhanced-radiation weapon, but in comparison to cur
rent tactical nuclear warheads, it emits a greater proportion of its 
total energy as radiation, in the form of neutrons, rather than as blast 
and heat. Neither the scientific principles underlying enhanced- 
radiation weapons, nor the concepts for their application, are new. 
They have been in the public domain of discussion in the United States 
for at least fifteen years.

I  would like to illustrate the military implications of these technical 
facts. Here again, plain talk will not be pleasant talk.

This Committee understands the importance of armoured vehicles, 
particularly tanks, in the European theatre. I am sure the Committee 
also understands the three-to-one tank advantage which the Warsaw 
Pact forces have in Central Europe, an advantage which exists with
out even taking into account the very large number of tanks that could 
be brought from the Soviet Union on short notice. It is natural that 
NATO should consider defences against these forces. In this considera-

® See supra and post, pp. 167-168.
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tion, it has become evident that tactical nuclear weapons offer one of 
the possible ways to halt a massive tank attack. Tanks and their crews 
are more vulnerable to neutron radiation than to blast and heat. How
ever, the use of tactical nuclear weapons currently in the NATO inven
tory in anti-armour role might involve substantial collateral damage 
from blast and heat outside of the target area. This area of collateral 
damage would be much less in the case of an enhanced-radiation/ 
reduced-blast weapon because the proportion of energy released as 
blast and heat is significantly reduced while the proportion of energy 
released as neutron radiation is increased.

Let me give a precise example:
A hypothetical one-kiloton reduced-blast, enhanced-radiation weap

on would produce roughly the same prompt radiation, and have the 
same anti-tank capability as a ten-kiloton standard fission warhead. 
Neutrons effectively penetrate the tank armour and would be lethal 
against the soldiers in enemy tanks and other persons over an area 
with a radius of about one-kilometre. In the case of the reduced-blast 
weapon, the lethal area of collateral damage produced by blast or heat 
would not be substantially greater than one kilometre in radius. In the 
case of the standard ten-kiloton weapon, however, this area of lethal 
damage would be ten times greater. A one-kiloton reduced-blast 
enhanced-radiation weapon would have the same anti-tank capability 
as a ten-kiloton fission warhead but would reduce, by 90 per cent, the 
damage to nearby civilians and urban and rural areas. The risk from 
fall-out would also be similarly reduced.

We have heard, especially from Soviet and Eastern European quar
ters, that this weapon is “inhuman” and “barbaric”. I would accept 
these terms, but apply them to all devices designed to extinguish hu
man life, particularly nuclear weapons. I f it were to turn out that we 
were unable to conduct the business of this world without resorting to 
these horrible nuclear arsenals, would not we, rather than the weap
ons we employed, be barbaric ?

It cannot be denied that the reduced-blast, enhanced-radiation weap
on would kill in horrible ways and carry the risk of genetic damage 
for those who survived exposure. But so would all nuclear weapons, 
some of them far more massive and indiscriminate than the reduced- 
blast, enhanced-radiation weapon. We have heard the Soviet repre
sentative and some other representatives speak of the inhumanity and 
barbarity of the “neutron bomb”. But I fear that we would wait in 
vain to hear them speak of the inhumanity and barbarity of the nu
clear weapons in the Soviet arsenal, some of which are as much as 
20,000 times—I repeat 20,000 times—more powerful.

In some of the statements that have been made concerning the 
reduced-blast, enhanced-radiation weapon, the argument has been ad
vanced that somehow its deployment would make it easier to cross the 
threshold into nuclear war. The United States rejects this argument 
categorically.
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While the reduced-blast, enhanced-radiation warhead is a more dis
criminating nuclear weapon, it is still a nuclear weapon. The President 
of the United States has made clear that the decision to use the 
reduced-blast, enhanced-radiation weapon to defend United States 
forces or territory, or to defend the forces or territory of our allies 
would be no easier to make than the decision to use any other nuclear 
weapons. That decision would remain the most agonizing one a political 
leader could face. The possibility of indiscriminately destructive re
sponses from the other side would remain high, as would the potential 
for nuclear escalation.

As the distinguished delegates in this Committee are aware, deci
sions about the production and deployment of the reduced-blast, 
enhanced-radiation weapon have not yet been made. Full and deliberate 
consultations between the United States and its NATO Allies are now 
going on about possible deployment of that weapon, and I have in
dicated some of the considerations that are being taken into account in 
these consultations. The United States is not prepared to prejudge this 
issue on the basis of the one-sided propagandistic arguments presented 
in support of the Soviet proposal.

The Soviet draft convention is a rather curious proposition. It pro
poses prohibition of a single type of nuclear weapon which may be de
ployed in the European theatre while ignoring the many other theatre 
nuclear weapons already deployed there or now being deployed. The 
statements about the neutron bomb made by the representatives of the 
Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Re
public, Hungary, Mongolia and Poland, not surprisingly, have said 
nothing about the SS-20, a new, mobile, multi-warhead theatre missile 
which is capable of striking any target in Europe with great accuracy 
and enormous destructive power, and which is now being deployed 
in large numbers in the Soviet Union. Again, not surprisingly, the 
Soviet proposal has nothing to say about another new weapons sys
tem of devastating capability now being deployed in the European 
theatre: the powerful, nuclear-capable supersonic Backfire bomber.

I am aware that what is behind the concern of many people about 
the reduced-blast, enhanced-radiation weapon is a more general con
cern that we are piling up weapons system after weapons system in the 
mad momentum of the arms race, when our efforts should be directed 
at ridding the world of weapons systems. This is a concern that the 
United States shares.

Commenting to the Press in Warsaw on 30 December on Mr. Brezh
nev’s proposal, President Carter expressed his hope that “as a result 
of the SALT II talks, we might agree with the Soviets to start address
ing the question of the so-called tactical (or theatre) nuclear weapons, 
of which the enhanced-radiation or neutron bomb would be one.” * 
Another, he went on, would be the SS-20, which is much more destruc-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament11911 ̂ pp. 877-878.
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tive than any weapon possessed by the Western European members of 
the North Atlantic Alliance—a weapon much more destabilizing, he 
noted, than the so-called neutron bomb. Summarizing the problem, 
President Carter stated, “there are now several thousand tactical nu
clear weapons already deployed on both sides in the European theatre, 
and the whole matter must be addressed in its entirety rather than one 
weapon at a time”.

The United States is committed to seeking balanced arrangements 
aimed at reducing the arms race, especially the competition in the field 
of nuclear weapons. The United States is continuing to press forward 
toward the objective of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. The United 
States is making strenuous efforts to bring the current strategic arms 
limitation talks to a successful conclusion. Over the longer term, the 
United States will seek reciprocal reductions in the number of nuclear 
weapons, with the goal of eventually eliminating all nuclear weapons 
from the arsenals of States.

The United States reaffirms its belief that this Committee has a 
major role in the development of disarmament measures that would 
truly contribute to international security. The United States rejects 
any attempt to convert the Committee into a propaganda forum and 
thus divert it from its important task. In the view of the United 
States, the proposal introduced today is such an attempt.

Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1978, March 10, 1978 ^

A n  A ct

Mar. 10, 1978 »po provide for more efficient and effective control over the 
proliferation of nuclear explosive capability.

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representa
tives of the United States of America in Congress 
assembled^ That this Act may be cited as the “Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978”.

STATEMENT OF POLICY

Sec. 2. The Congress finds and declares that the pro
liferation of nuclear explosive devices or of the direct 
capability to manufacture or otherwise acquire such de
vices poses a grave threat to the security interests of the 
United States and to continued international progress 
toward world peace and development. Recent events

^P.L. 95-242, 92 Stat. 120-152. For President Carter’s statement upon sub
mitting the legislation, see Documents on Disarmament, 1971f, pp. 274-275. For 
Administration testimony thereon, see iMd., pp. 339-344, 345-356. For the House 
International Relations Committee report thereon, see iMd., pp. 484-486. For 
the President’s statement on signing the act, see infra.

[H.R. 8638]
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emphasize the urgency of this threat and the imperative 
need to increase the effectiveness of international safe
guards and controls on peaceful nuclear activities to pre
vent proliferation. Accordingly, it is the policy of the 
United States to—

(a) actively pursue through international initiatives 
mechanisms for fuel supply assurances and the estab
lishment of more effective international controls over 
the transfer and use of nuclear materials and equip
ment and nuclear technology for peaceful purposes in 
order to prevent proliferation, including the estab
lishment of common international sanctions;

(b) take such actions as are required to confirm the 
reliability of the United States in meeting its com
mitments to supply nuclear reactors and fuel to na
tions which adhere to effective non-proliferation 
policies by establishing procedures to facilitate the 
timely processing of requests for subsequent arrange
ments and export licenses;

(c) strongly encourage nations which have not rati
fied the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons  ̂ to do so at the earliest possible date; and

(d) cooperate with foreign nations in identifying 
and adapting suitable technologies for energy produc
tion and, in particular, to identify alternative options 
to nuclear power in aiding such nations to meet their 
energy needs, consistent with the economic and material 
resources of those nations and environmental 
protection.

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Sec. 3. It is the purpose of this Act to promote the 
policies set forth above by—

(a) establishing a more effective framework for in
ternational cooperation to meet the energy needs of 
all nations and to ensure that the worldwide develop
ment of peaceful nuclear activities and the export by 
any nation of nuclear materials and equipment and 
nuclear technology intended for use in peaceful nu
clear activities do not contribute to proliferation;

(b) authorizing the United States to take such ac
tions as are required to ensure that it will act reliably 
in meeting its commitment to supply nuclear reactors

22 u s e  3202.

►1 ^ 5  treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp.
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and fuel to nations which adhere to effective non
proliferation policies;

(c) providing incentives to the other nations of the 
world to join in such international cooperative efforts 
and to ratify the Treaty; and

(d) ensuring effective controls by the United States 
over its exports of nuclear materials and equipment and 
of nuclear technology.

DEFIN m O N S

Sec. 4. (a) As used in this Act, the term—

(1) ‘‘Commission” means the Nuclear Regulatory 
Conmiission;

(2) “Director” means the Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency;

(3) ‘‘IAEA” means International Atomic Energy 
Agency;

(4) “nuclear materials and equipment” means source 
material, special nuclear material, production facili
ties, utilization facilities, and components, items or 
substances determined to have significance for nuclear 
explosive purposes pursuant to subsection 109 b. of 
the 1954 Act;

(5) “physical security measures” means measures to 
reasonably ensure that source or special nuclear 
material will only be used for authorized purposes 
and to prevent theft and sabotage;

(6) “sensitive nuclear technology” means any in
formation (including information incorporated in a 
production or utilization facility or important com
ponent part thereof) which is not available to the pub
lic and which is important to the design, construction, 
fabrication, operation or maintenance of a uranium 
enrichment or nuclear fuel reprocessing facility or a 
facility for the production of heavy water, but shall 
not include Restricted Data controlled pureuant to 
chapter 12 of the 1954 A ct;

(7) “1954 Act” means the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended; and

(8) “the Treaty” means the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

(b) All other terms used in this Act not defined in this 
section shall have the meanings ascribed to them by the 
1954 Act, the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, and 
the Treaty.
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TITLE I—UNITED STATES INITIATIVES TO 
PROVIDE ADEQUATE NUCLEAR FUEL 
SUPPLY

POLICY

Sec. 101. The United States, as a matter of national pol
icy, shall take such actions and institute such measures 
as may be necessary and feasible to assure other nations 
and groups of nations that may seek to utilize the benefits 
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes that it will pro
vide a reliable supply of nuclear fuel to those nations and 
groups of nations which adhere to policies designed to 
prevent proliferation. Such nuclear fuel shall be pro
vided under agreements entered into pursuant to section 
161 of the 1954 Act or as otherwise authorized by law. 
The United States shall ensure that it will have available 
the capacity on a long-term basis to enter into new fuel 
supply commitments consistent with its non-prolifera- 
tion policies and domestic energy needs. The Commission 
shall, on a timely basis, authorize the export of nuclear 
materials and equipment when all the applicable statu
tory requirements are met.

URANIUM ENRICHMENT CAPACITY

Sec. 102. The Secretary of Energy is directed to ini
tiate construction planning and design, construction, and 
operation activities for expansion of uranium enrichment 
capacity, as elsewhere provided by law. Further the Sec
retary as well as the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
the Secretary of State, and the Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency are directed to estab
lish and implement procedures which will ensure to the 
maximum extent feasible, consistent with this Act, or
derly processing of subsequent arrangements and export 
licenses with minimum time delay.

REPORT

Sec. 103. The President shall promptly undertake a 
study to determine the need for additional United States 
enrichment capacity to meet domestic and foreign needs 
and to promote United States nonproliferation objectives 
abroad. The President shall report to the Congress on the 
results of this study within 12 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act.

INTERNATIONAL UNDERTAKINGS

Sec 104. (a) Consistent with section 105 of this Act, the 
President shall institute prompt discussions with other

22 u s e  3221.
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nations and groups of nations, including both supplier 
and recipient nations, to develop international approach
es for meeting future worldwide nuclear fuel needs. In 
particular, the President is authorized and urged to seek 
to negotiate as soon as practicable with nations possess
ing nuclear fuel production facilities or source material, 
and such other nations and groups of nations, such as the 
IAEA, as may be deemed appropriate, with a view to
ward the timely establishment of binding international 
undertakings providing for—

(1) the establishment of an international nuclear 
fuel authority (INFA) with responsibility for provid
ing agreed upon fuel services and allocating agreed 
upon quantities of fuel resources to ensure fuel supply 
on reasonable terms in accordance with agreements be
tween INFA and supplier and recipient nations;

(2) a set of conditions consistent with subsection (d) 
under which international fuel assurances under 
INFA auspices will be provided to recipient nations, 
including conditions which will ensure that the trans
ferred materials will not be used for nuclear explosive 
devices;

(3) devising, consistent with the policy goals set 
forth in section 403 of this Act, feasible and environ
mentally sound approaches for the siting, develop
ment, and management under effective international 
auspices and inspection of facilities for the provision 
of nuclear fuel services, including the storage of spe
cial nuclear material;

(4) the establishment of repositories for the storage 
of spent nuclear reactor fuel under effective interna
tional auspices and inspection;

(5) the establishment of arrangements under which 
nations placing spent fuel in such repositories would 
receive appropriate compensation for the energy con
tent of such spent fuel if recovery of the energy con
tent is deemed necessary or desirable; and

(6) sanctions for violation of the provisions of or for 
abrogation of such binding international undertakings.

(b) The President shall submit to Congress not later 
than six months after the date of enactment of this Act 
proposals for initial fuel assurances, including creation 
of an interim stockpile of uranium enriched to less than 
20 percent in the uranium isotope 235 (low-enriched 
uranium) to be available for transfer pursuant to a sales 
arrangement to nations which adhere to strict policies 
designed to prevent proliferation when and if necessary
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to ensure continuity of nuclear fuel supply to such na
tions. Such submission shall include proposals for the 
transfer of low-enriched uranium up to an amount suf
ficient to produce 100,000 MWe years of power from 
light water nuclear reactors, and shall also include pro
posals for seeking contributions from other supplier na
tions to such an interim stockpile pending the establish
ment of INF A.

(c) The President shall, in the report required by sec
tion 103, also address the desirability of and options for 
foreign participation, including investment, in new 
United States uranium enrichment facilities. This re
port shall also address the arrangements that would be 
required to implement such participation and the com
mitments that would be required as a condition of such 
participation. This report shall be accompanied by any 
proposed legislation to implement these arrangements.

(d) The fuel assurances contemplated by this section 
shall be for the benefit of nations that adhere to policies 
designed to prevent proliferation. In negotiating the 
binding international undertakings called for in this sec
tion, the President shall, in particular, seek to ensure 
that the benefits of such undertakings are available to 
non-nuclear-weapon states only if such states accept 
IAEA safeguards on all their peaceful nuclear activities, 
do not manufacture or otherwise acquire any nuclear ex
plosive device, do not establish any new enrichment or 
reprocessing facilities under their de facto or de jure 
control, and place any such existing facilities under ef
fective international auspices and inspection.

(e) The report required by section 601 shall include 
information on the progress made in any negotiations 
pursuant to this section.

(f) (1) The President may not enter into any binding 
international undertaking negotiated pursuant to sub
section (a) which is not a treaty until such time as such 
proposed undertaking has been submitted to the Con
gress and has been approved by concurrent resolution.

(2) The proposals prepared pursuant to subsection
(b) shall 'be submitted to the Congress as part of an an
nual authorization Act for the Department of Energy.

REEVALUATION OF NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE

Sec. 105. The President shall take immediate initiatives 
to invite all nuclear supplier and recipient nations to re
evaluate all aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle, with em
phasis on alternatives to an economy based on the separa
tion of pure plutonium or the presence of high enriched
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legislation.

22 u s e  3224.



124 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

uranium, methods to deal with spent fuel storage, and 
methods to improve the safeguards for existing nuclear 
technology. The President shall, in the first report re
quired by section 601, detail the progress of such inter
national reevaluation.

TITLE II—UNITED STATES INITIATIVES TO 
STRENGTHEN THE INTERNATIONAL SAFE
GUARDS SYSTEM

POMCT

Sec. 201. The United States is committed to continued 
strong support for the principles of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to a strengthened 
and more effective International Atomic Energy Agency 
and to a comprehensive safeguards system administered 
by the Agency to deter proliferation. Accordingly, the 
United States shall seek to act with other nations to—

(a) continue to strengthen the safeguards program 
of the IAEA and, in order to implement this section, 
contribute funds, technical resources, and other sup
port to assist the IAEA in effectively implementing 
safeguards;

(b) ensure that the IAEA has the resources to 
carry out the provisions of Article X II of the Statute 
of the IA E A ;

(c) improve the IAEA safeguards system (includ
ing accountaibility) to ensure—

(1) the timely detection of a possible diversion of 
source or special nuclear materials which could be 
used for nuclear explosive devices;

(2) the timely dissemination of information re
garding such diversion; and

(3) the timely implementation of internationally 
agreed procedures in the event of such diversion;

(d) ensure that the IAEA receives on a timely basis 
the data needed for it to administer an effective and 
comprehensive international safeguards program and 
that the IAEA provides timely notice to the world 
community of any evidence of a violation of any safe
guards agreement to which it is a party; and

(e) encourage the IAEA, to the maximum degree 
consistent with the Statute, to provide nations which 
supply nuclear materials and equipment with the data 
needed to assure such nations of adherence to bilateral 
commitments applicable to such supply.
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TRAINING PROGRAM

Sec. 202. The Department of Energy, in consultation 
with the Commission, shall establish and operate a safe
guards and physical security training program to be 
made availajble to persons from nations and groups of 
nations which have developed or acquired, or may be ex
pected to develop or acquire, nuclear materials and equip
ment for use for peaceful purposes. Any such program 
shall include training in the most advanced safeguards 
and physical security techniques and technology, con
sistent with the national security interests of the United 
States.

NEGOTIATIONS

Sec. 203. The United States shall seek to negotiate with 
other nations and groups of nations to—

(1) adopt general principles and procedures, in
cluding common international sanctions, to be fol
lowed in the event that a nation violates any material 
obligation with respect to the peaceful use of nuclear 
materials and equipment or nuclear technology, or in 
the event that any nation violates the principles of the 
Treaty, including the detonation by a non-nuclear- 
weapon state of a nuclear explosive device; and

(2) establish international procedures to be fol
lowed in the event of diversion, theft, or sabotage of 
nuclear materials or sabotage of nuclear facilities, and 
for recovering nuclear materials that have been lost or 
stolen, or obtained or used by a nation or by any per
son or group in contravention of the principles of the 
Treaty.

TITLE III—EXPORT ORGANIZATION AND 
CRITERIA

GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT TRANSFERS

Sec. 301. (a) Section 54 of the 1954 Act is amended 
by adding a new subsection d. thereof as follows;

“d. The authority to distribute special nuclear ma
terial under this section other than under an export 
license granted by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
shall extend only to the following small quantities of 
special nuclear material (in no event more than five hun
dred grams per year of the uranium isotope 233, the

22 use 3242.
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uranium isotope 235, or plutonium contained in special 
nuclear material to any recipient) :

“ (1) which are contained in laboratory samples, 
medical devices, or monitoring or other instruments; 
or

“ (2) the distribution of which is needed to deal 
with an emergency situation in which time is of the 
essence.”.

(b) Section 64 of the 1954 Act is amended by inserting 
the following immediately after the second sentence 
thereof: “The authority to distribute source material 
under this section other than under an export license 
granted by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission shall 
in no case extend to quantities of source material in 
excess of three metric tons per year per recipient.”.

(c) Chapter 10 of the 1954 Act is amended by adding 
a new section 111 as follows:

“Sec. 111. a. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is 
authorized to license the distribution of special nuclear 
material, source material, and byproduct material by 
the Department of Energy pursuant to sections 54, 64, 
and 82 of this Act, respectively, in accordance with the 
same procedures established by law for the export 
licensing of such material by any person: Provided^ 
That nothing in this section shall require the licensing 
of the distribution of byproduct material by the Depart
ment of Energy under section 82 of this Act.

“b. The Department of Energy shall not distribute any 
special nuclear material or source material under section 
54 or 64 of this Act other than under an export license 
issued by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission until (1) 
the Department has obtained the concurrence of the De
partment of State and has consulted with the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, and the Department of Defense under mu
tually agreed procedures which shall be established 
within not more than ninety days after the date of enact
ment of this provision and (2) the Department finds 
based on a reasonable judgment of the assurances pro
vided and the information available to the United States 
Government, that the criteria in section 127 of this Act or 
their equivalent and any applicable criteria in subsection 
128 are met, and that the proposed distribution would 
not be inimical to the common defense and security.”.
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Sec. 302. Subsection 57 b. of the 1954 Act is amended to 
read as follows:

“b. It shall be unlawful for any person to directly or 
indirectly engage in the production of any special nu
clear material outside of the United States except (1) las 
specifically authorized under an agreement for coopera
tion made pursuant to section 123, including a specific 
authorization in a subsequent arrangement under section 
131 of this Act, or (2) upon authoriziation by the Secre
tary of Energy after a determination that such activity 
will not be inimical to the interest of the United States: 
Provided^ That any such idetermination by the Secretary 
of Energy shall be made only with the concurrence of 
the Department of State and lafter consultation with the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, the Department of Commerce, 
and the Department of Defense. The Secretary of En
ergy shall, within ninety days after the enactment of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, establish orderly 
and expeditious procedures, including provision for nec
essary administrative actions and inter-agency memo
randa of understanding, which are mutually agreeable to 
the Secretaries of State, Defense, land Commerce, the Di
rector of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the con
sideration of requests for authorization under this sub
section. Such procedures shall include, at a minimum, 
explicit direction on the handling of such requests, ex
press deadlines for the solicitation and collection of the 
views of the consulted agencies (with identified oflŜ cials 
responsible for meeting such deadlines), an inter-agency 
coordinating authority to monitor the processing of such 
requests, predetermined procedures for the expeditious 
handling of intra-agency and inter-agency disagreements 
and appeals to higher authorities, frequent meetings of 
inter-agency administrative coordinators to review the 
status of all pending requests, and similar administra
tive mechanisms. To the extent practicable, an applicant 
should be advised of all the information required of the 
applicant for the entire process for every agency’s needs 
at the beginning of the process. Potentially controversial 
requests should be identified as quickly as possible so that 
any required policy decisions or diplomatic consultations 
can be initiated in a timely manner. An immediate effort 
should be undertaken to establish quickly any necessary 
standards and criteria, including the nature of any re
quired assurances or evidentiary showings, for the deci
sion required under this subsection. The processing of
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any request proposed and filed as of the date of enact
ment of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 shall 
not be delayed pending the development and establish
ment of procedures to implement the requirements of 
this subsection. Any trade secrets or proprietary infor
mation submitted by any person seeking an authoriza
tion under this subsection shall be afforded the maximum 
degree of protection allowable by law : Provided further^ 
That the export of component parts as defined in sub
section 11 V. (2) or 11 cc. (2) shall be governed by sec
tions 109 and 126 of this Act: Provided further^ That 
notwithstanding subsection 402(d) of the Department of 
Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95-91), the Sec
retary of Energy and not the Federal Energy Eegula- 
tory Commission, shall have sole jurisdiction within the 
Department of Energy over any matter arising from any 
function of the Secretary of Energy in this section, sec
tion 54 d., section 64, or section 111 b.”.

SUBSEQUENT ARRANGEMENTS

Sec. 303. (a) Chapter 11 of the 1954 Act, as amended 
by sections 304,305, 306,307, and 308, is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following:

“Sec. 131. Subsequent Arrangements.—
“a. (1) Prior to entering into any proposed subsequent 

arrangement under an agreement for cooperation (other 
than an agreement for cooperation arranged pursuant to 
subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c. of this A ct), the Secre
tary of Energy shall obtain the concurrence of the Sec
retary of State and shall consult with the Director, the 
Commission, and the Secretary of Defense: Provided^ 
That the Secretary of State shall have the leading role 
in any negotiations of a policy nature pertaining to any 
proposed subsequent arrangement regarding arrange
ments for the storage or disposition of irradiated fuel 
elements or approvals for the transfer, for which prior 
approval is required under an agreement for cooperation, 
by a recipient of source or special nuclear material, pro
duction or utilization facilities, or nuclear technology. 
Notice of any proposed subsequent arrangement shall be 
published in the Federal Register, together with the 
written determination of the Secretary of Energy that 
such arrangement will not be inimical to the common 
defense and security, and such proposed subsequent ar
rangement shall not take effect before fifteen days af
ter publication. Whenever the Director declares that he
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intends to prepare a Nuclear Proliferation Assessment 
Statement pursuant to paragraph (2) of this subsection, 
notice of the proposed subsequent arrangement which is 
the subject of the Director’s declaration shall not be pub
lished until after the receipt by the Secretary of Energy 
of such Statement or the expiration of the time author
ized by subsection c. for the preparation of such State
ment, whichever occurs jfirst.

“ (2) If in the Director’s view a proposed subsequent 
arrangement might significantly contribute to prolifera
tion, he may prepare an unclassified Nuclear Prolifera
tion Assessment Statement with regard to such proposed 
subsequent arrangement regarding the adequacy of the 
safeguards and other control mechanisms and the appli
cation of the peaceful use assurances of the relevant 
agreement to ensure that assistance to be furnished pur
suant to the subsequent arranagement will not be used 
to further any military or nuclear explosive purpose. For 
the purposes of this section, the term ^subsequent arrange
ments’ means arrangements entered into by any agency 
or department of the United States Government witii 
respect to cooperation with any nation or group of na
tions (but not purely private or domestic arrangements) 
involving—

“(A) contracts for the furnishing of nuclear mate
rials and equipment;

“ (B) approvals for the transfer, for which prior ap
proval is required under an agreement for cooperation, 
by a recipient of any source or special nuclear mate
rial, production or utilization facility, or nuclear 
teclmology;

“ (C) authorization for the distribution of nuclear 
materials and equipment pursuant to this Act which 
is not subject to the procedures set forth in section 111 
b., section 126, or section 109 b.;

“ (D) arrangements for physical security;
“ (E) arrangements for the storage or disposition of 

irradiated fuel elements;
“ (F) arrangements for the application of safe

guards with respect to nuclear materials and equip
ment; or

“(G) any other arrangement which the President 
finds to be important from the standpoint of prevent
ing proliferation.

“(3) The United States will give timely consideration 
to all requests for prior approval, when required by this
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Act, for the reprocessing of material proposed to be 
exported, previously exported and subject to the appli
cable agreement for cooperation, or special nuclear ma
terial produced through the use of such material or a 
production or utilization facility transferred pursuant 
to such agreement for cooperation, or to the altering of 
irradiated fuel elements containing such material, and 
additionally, to the maximum extent feasible, will at
tempt to expedite such consideration when the terms and 
conditions for such actions are set forth in such agree
ment for cooperation or in some other international 
agreement executed by the United States and subject to 
congressional review procedures comparable to those set 
forth in section 123 of this Act.

“ (4) All other statutory requirements under other sec
tions of this Act for the approval or conduct of any 
arrangement subject to this subsection shall continue to 
apply and any other such requirements for prior ap
proval or conditions for entering such arrangements shall 
also be satisjfied before the arrangement takes effect pur
suant to subsection a. (1).

“b. With regard to any special nuclear material ex
ported by the United States or produced through the 
use of any nuclear materials and equipment or sensitive 
nuclear technology exported by the United States—

“(1) the Secretary of Energy may not enter into 
any subsequent arrangement for the retransfer of any 
such material to a third country for reprocessing, for 
the reprocessing of any such material, or for the subse
quent retransfer of any plutonium in quantities greater 
than 500 grams resulting from the reprocessing of any 
such material, until he has provided the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate with a report containing his reasons for enter
ing into such arrangement and a period of 15 days of 
continuous session (as defined in subsection 130 g. of 
this Act) has elapsed: Provided^ however^ That if in 
the view of the President an emergency exists due to 
unforeseen circumstances requiring immediate entry 
into a subsequent arrangement, such period shall con
sist of fifteen calendar days;
“ (2) the Secretary of Energy may not enter into any 
subsequent arrangement for the reprocessing of any 
such material in a facility which has not processed 
power reactor fuel assemblies or been the subject of a 
subsequent arrangement therefor prior to the date of



NONPROLIFERATION ACT, MARCH 10 131

enactment of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 
1978 or for subsequent retransfer to a non-nuclear- 
weapon state of any plutonium in quantities greater 
than 500 grams resulting from such reprocessing, un
less in his judgment, and that of the Secretary of 
State, such reprocessing or retransfer will not result 
in a significant increase of the risk of proliferation be
yond that which exists at the time that approval is 
requested. Among all the factors in making this judg
ment, foremost consideration will be given to whether 
or not the reprocessing or retransfer will take place 
under conditions that will ensure timely warning to 
the United States of any diversion well in advance of 
the time at which the non-nuclear-weapon state could 
transform the diverted material into a nuclear explo
sive device; and 

“(3) the Secretary of Energy shall attempt to en
sure, in entering into any subsequent arrangement for 
the reprocessing of any such material in any facility 
that has processed power reactor fuel assemblies or 
been the subject of a subsequent arrangement therefor 
prior to the date of enactment of the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978, or for the subsequent re
transfer to any non-nuclear-weapon state of any 
plutonium in quantities greater than 500 grams result
ing from such reprocessing, that such reprocessing or 
retransfer shall take place under conditions compar
able to those which in his view, and that of the Secre
tary of State, satisfy the standards set forth in para
graph (2).
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“c. The Secretary of Energy shall, within ninety days 
after the enactment of this section, establish orderly and 
expeditious procedures, including provision for neces
sary administrative actions and inter-agency memoranda 
of understanding, which are mutually agreeable to the 
Secretaries of State, Defense, and Commerce, the Direc
tor of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and 
the Nuclear Eegulatory Commission for the considera
tion of requests for subsequent arrangements under this 
section. Such procedures shall include, at a minimum, 
explicit direction on the handling of such requests, ex
press deadlines for the solicitation and collection of the 
views of the consulted agencies (with identified officials 
responsible for meeting such deadlines), an inter-agency 
coordinating authority to monitor the processing of 
such requests, predetermined procedures for the expedi
tious handling of intra-agency and inter-agency dis-
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agreements and appeals to higher authorities, frequent 
meetings of inter-agency administrative coordinators to 
review the status of all pending requests, and similar 
administrative mechanisms. To the extent practicable, 
an applicant should be advised of all the information 
required of the applicant for the entire process for every 
agency’s needs at the beginning of the process. Poten
tially controversial requests should be identified as 
quickly as possible so that any required policy decisions 
or diplomatic consultations can be initiated in a timely 
manner. An immediate effort should be undertaken to 
establish quickly any necessary standards and criteria, 
including the nature of any required assurance or evi
dentiary showings, for the decisions required under this 
section. Further, such procedures shall specify that if 
he intends to prepare a Nuclear Proliferation Assess
ment Statement, the Director shall so declare in his re
sponse to the Department of Energy. If the Director 
declares that he intends to prepare such a Statement, he 
shall do so within sixty days of his receipt of a copy of 
the proposed subsequent arrangement (during which 
time the Secretary of Energy may not enter into the sub
sequent arrangement), unless pursuant to the Director’s 
request, the President waives the sixty-day requirement 
and notifies the Committee on International Eelations 
of the House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Eelations of the Senate of such waiver and the 
justification therefor. The processing of any subsequent 
arrangement proposed and filed as of the date of enact
ment of this section shall not be delayed pending the 
development and establishment of procedures to imple
ment the requirements of this section.

“d. Nothing in this section is intended to prohibit, 
permanently or unconditionally, the reprocessing of 
spent fuel owned by a foreign nation which fuel has been 
supplied by the United States, to preclude the United 
States from full participation in the International Nu
clear Fuel Cycle Evaluation provided for in section 105 
of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978; to in any 
way limit the presentation or consideration in that evalu
ation of any nuclear fuel cycle by the United States or 
any other participation; nor to prejudice open and 
objective consideration of the results of the evaluation.

“e. Notwithstanding subsection 402(d) of the Depart
ment of Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95-91), 
the Secretary of Energy, and not the Federal Energy 
Eegulatory Commission, shall have sole jurisdiction 
within the Department of Energy over any matter aris
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ing from any function of the Secretary of Energy in this 
section.

“f. (1) With regard to any subsequent arrangement 
under subsection a. (2) (E) (for the storage or disposi
tion of irradiated fuel elements), where such arrange
ment involves a direct or indirect commitment of the 
United States for the storage or other disposition, in
terim or permanent, of any foreign spent nuclear fuel in 
the United States, the Secretary of Energy may not enter 
into any such subsequent arrangement, unless:

“(A) (i) Such commitment of the United States has 
been submitted to the Congress for a period of sixty 
days of continuous session (as defined in subsection 130 
g. of this Act) and has been referred to the Committee 
on International Eelations of the House of Eepresenta- 
tives and the Committee on Foreign Eelations of the 
Senate, but any such commitment shall not become 
effective if during such sixty-day period the Congress 
adopts a concurrent resolution stating in substance that 
it does not favor the commitment, any such commit
ment to be considered pursuant to the procedures set 
forth in section 130 of this Act for the consideration of 
Presidential submissions; or (ii) if the President has 
submitted a detailed generic plan for such disposition 
or storage in the United States to the 'Congress for a 
period of sixty days of continuous session (as defined 
in subsection 130 g. of this A ct), which plan has been 
referred to the Committee on International Eelations 
of the House of Eepresentatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Eelations of the Senate and has not been dis
approved during such sixty-day period by the adoption 
of a concurrent resolution stating in substance that 
Congress does not favor the plan; and the commitment 
is subject to the terms of an effective plan. Any such 
plan shall be considered pursuant to the procedures set 
forth in section 130 of this Act for the consideration of 
Presidential submissions;

“ (B) The Secretary of Energy has complied with 
subsection a.; and

“(C) The Secretary of Energy has complied, or in 
the arrangement will comply with all other statutory 
requirements of this Act, under sections 54 and 55 and 
any other applicable sections, and any other require
ments of law.

“ (2) Subsection (1) shall not apply to the storage or 
other disposition in the United States of limited quanti
ties of foreign spent nuclear fuel if the President deter
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mines that (A) a commitment under section 54 or 55 of 
this Act of the United States for storage or other dispo
sition of such limited quantities in the United States is 
required by an emergency situation, (B) it is in the na
tional interest to take such immediate action, and (C) 
he notifies the Committees on International Relations 
and Science and Technology of the House of Representa
tives and the Committees on Foreign Relations and 
Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate of the de
termination and action, with a detailed explanation and 
justification thereof, as soon as possible.

‘‘(3) Any plan submitted by the President under sub
section f. (1) shall include a detailed discussion, with 
detailed information, and any supporting documenta
tion thereof, relating to policy objectives, technical des
cription, geographic information, cost data and 
justifications, legal and regulatory considerations, en
vironmental impact information and any related inter
national agreements, arrangements or understandings.

“ (4) For the purposes of this subsection, the term 
^foreign spent nuclear fuel’ shall include any nuclear 
fuel irradiated in any nuclear power reactor located out
side of the United States and operated by any foreign 
legal entity, government or nongovernment, regardless of 
the legal ownership or other control of the fuel or the 
reactor and regardless of the origin or licensing of the 
fuel or reactor, but not including fuel irradiated in a re
search reactor.”.

(b) (1) Section 54 of the 1954 Act is amended by add
ing new subsection e. as follows,

“e. The authority in this section to commit United 
States funds for any activities pursuant to any subse
quent arrangement under section 131 a. (2) (E) shall be 
subject to the requirements of section 131.”

(2) Section 55 of the 1954 Act is amended by adding a 
proviso at the end of the section as follows, ‘̂ Prcyvidmg  ̂
That the authority in this section to commit United 
States funds for any activities pursuant to any subse
quent arrangement under section 131 a. (2) (E) shall be 
subject to the requirements of section 131.”.

EXPORT LICENSING PROCEDURES

Sec. 304. (a) Chapter 11 of the 1954 Act is amended by 
adding a new section 126 as follows:

‘‘Sec. 126. Export Licensing Procedures.—
“a. No license may be issued by the Nuclear Regula

tory Commission (the ‘Commission’) for the export of 
any production or utilization facility, or any source ma



NONPROLIFERATION ACT, MARCH 10 136

terial or special nuclear material, including distribu
tions of any material by the Department of Energy un
der section 54, 64, or 82, for which a license is required or 
requested, and no exemption from any requirement for 
such an export license may be granted by the Commis
sion, as the case may be, until—

“ (1) the Commission has been notified by the Secre
tary of State that it is the judgment of the executive 
branch that the proposed export or exemption will not 
be inimical to the common defense and security, or 
that any export in the category to which the proposed 
export belongs would not be inimical to the common 
defense and security because it lacks significance for 
nuclear explosive purposes. The Secretary of State 
shall, within ninety days after the enactment of this 
section, establish orderly and expeditious procedures, 
including provision for necessary administrative ac
tions and inter-agency memoranda of understanding, 
which are mutually agreeable to the Secretaries of 
Energy, Defense, and Commerce, the Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Nu
clear Eegulatory Commission for the preparation of 
the executive branch judgment on export applications 
under this section. Such procedures shall include, at a 
minimum, explicit direction on the handling of such 
applications, express deadlines for the solicitation and 
collection of the views of the consulted agencies (with 
identified officials responsible for meeting such dead
lines) , an inter-agency coordinating authority to moni
tor the processing of such applications, predetermined 
procedures for the expeditious handling of intra
agency and inter-agency disagreements and appeals 
to higher authorities, frequent meetings of inter-agency 
administrative coordinators to review the status of all 
pending applications, and similar administrative 
mechanisms. To the extent practicable, an applicant 
should be advised of all the information required of 
the applicant for the entire process for every agency’s 
needs at the beginning of the process. Potentially con
troversial applications should be identified as quickly 
as possible so that any required policy decisions or 
diplomatic consultations can be initiated in a timely 
manner. An immediate effort should be undertaken to 
establish quickly any necessary standards and criteria, 
including the nature of any required assurances or 
evidentiary showings, for the decisions required under 
this section. The processing of any export application
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proposed and filed as of the date of enactment of this 
section shall not be delayed pending the development 
and establishment of procedures to implement the re
quirements of this section. The executive branch judg
ment shall be completed in not more than sixty days 
from receipt of the application or request, unless the 
Secretary of State in his discretion specifically au
thorizes additional time for consideration of the appli
cation or request because it is in the national interest 
to allow such additional time. The Secretary shall 
notify the Committee on Foreign Kelations of the 
Senate and the Committee on International Relations 
of the House of Representatives of any such authoriza
tion. In submitting any such judgment, the Secretary 
of State shall specifically address the extent to which 
the export criteria then in effect are met and the extent 
to which the cooperating party has adhered to the 
provisions of the applicable agreement for cooperation. 
In the event he considers it warranted, the Secretary 
may also address the following additional factors, 
among others:

“ (A) whether issuing the license or granting the 
exemption will materially advance the non-prolifera
tion policy of the United States by encouraging the 
recipient nation to adhere to the Treaty, or to partici
pate in the undertakings contemplated by section 403 
or 404(a) of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 
1978;

“(B) whether failure to issue the license or grant the 
exemption would otherwise be seriously prejudicial to 
the non-proliferation objectives of the United States; 
and

‘̂ (C) whether the recipient nation or group of na
tions has agreed that conditions substantially identical 
to the export criteria set forth in section 127 of this Act 
will be applied by another nuclear supplier nation or 
group of nations to the proposed United States export, 
and whether in the Secretary’s judgment those condi
tions will be implemented in a manner acceptable to the 
United States.

The Secretary of State shall provide appropriate data 
and recommendations, subject to requests for additional 
data and recommendations, as required by the Commis
sion or the Secretary of Energy, as the case may be; and

“ (2) the Commission finds, based on a reasonable 
judgment of the assurances provided and other 
information available to the Federal Government,
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including the Commission, that the criteria in section 
127 of this Act or their equivalent, and any other 
applicable statutory requirements, are met: Provided^ 
That continued cooperation under an agreement for 
cooperation as authorized in accordance with section 
124 of this Act shall not be prevented by failure to meet 
the provisions of paragraph (4) or (5) of section 127 
for a period of thirty days after enactment of this sec
tion, and for a period of twenty-three months there
after if the Secretary of State notifies the 'Commission 
that the nation or group of nations bound by the rele
vant agreement has agreed to negotiations as called for 
in section 404(a) of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Act of 1978; however, nothing in this subsection shall 
be deemed to relinquish any rights which the United 
States may have under agreements for cooperation in 
force on the date of enactment of this section: Provided 
further^ That if, upon the expiration of such twenty- 
four month period, the President determines that fail
ure to continue cooperation with any group of nations 
which has been exempted pursuant to the above proviso 
from the provisions of paragraph (4) or (5) of sec
tion 127 of this Act, but which has not yet agreed to 
comply with those provisions would be seriously prej
udicial to the achievement of United States non
proliferation objectives or otherwise jeopardize the 
common defense and security, he may, after notify
ing the Congress of his determination, extend h j 
Executive order the duration of the above proviso for 
a period of twelve months, and may further extend the 
duration of such proviso by one year increments an
nually thereafter if he again makes such determination 
and so notifies the 'Congress. In the event that the Com
mittee on International Relations of the House of 
Representatives or the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate reports a joint resolution to take any 
action with respect to any such extension, such joint 
resolution will be considered in the House or Senate, as 
the case may be, under procedures identical to those 
provided for the consideration of resolutions pursuant 
to section 130 of this A ct: And additionally provided^ 
That the Commission is authorized to (A) make a 
single finding under this subsection for more than a 
single application or request, where the applications or 
requests involve exports to the same country, in the 
same general time frame, of similar significance for 
nuclear explosive purposes and under reasonably 
similar circumstances and (B) make a finding under
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this subsection that there is no material changed 
circumstance associated with a new application or re
quest from those existing at the time of the last appli
cation or request for an export to the same country, 
where the prior application or request was approved 
by the Commission using all applicable procedures of 
this section, and such finding of no material changed 
circumstance shall be deemed to satisfy the require
ment of this paragraph for findings of the Commission. 
The decision not to make any such finding in lieu of the 
findings which would otherwise be required to be made 
under this paragraph shall not be subject to judicial 
review: And provided further^ That nothing contained 
in this section is intended to require the Commission 
independently to conduct or prohibit the Commission 
from independently conducting country or site specific 
visitations in the Commission’s consideration of the 
application of IAEA safeguards.

“b. (1) Timely consideration shall be given by the 
Commission to requests for export licenses and exemp
tions and such requests shall be granted upon a deter
mination that all applicable statutory requirements have 
been met.

“ (2) If, after receiving the executive branch judg
ment that the issuance of a proposed export license will 
not be inimical to the common defense and security, the 
Commission does not issue the proposed license on a 
timely basis because it is unable to make the statutory 
determinations required under this Act, the Commis
sion shall publicly issue its decision to that effect, and 
shall submit the license application to the President. The 
Commission’s decision shall include an explanation of 
the basis for the decision and any dissenting or separate 
views. If, after receiving the proposed license applica
tion and reviewing the Commission’s decision, the Presi
dent determines that withholding the proposed export 
would be seriously prejudicial to the achievement of 
United States non-proliferation objectives, or would 
otherwise jeopardize the common defense and security, 
the proposed export may be authorized by Executive 
order: Provided^ That prior to any such export, the 
President shall submit the Executive order, together with 
his explanation of why, in light of the Commission’s de
cision, the export should nevertheless be made, to the 
Congress for a period of sixty days of continuous session 
(as defined in subsection 130 g.) and shall be referred to 
the Committee on International Relations of the House
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of Eepresentatives and the Committee on Foreign Eela- 
tions of the Senate, but any such proposed export shall 
not occur if during such sixty-day period the Congress 
adopts a concurrent resolution stating in substance that 
it does not favor the proposed export. Any such Execu
tive order shall be considered pursuant to the procedures 
set forth in section 130 of this Act for the consideration 
of Presidential submissions: And provided further^ That 
the procedures established pursuant to subsection (b) of 
section 304 of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 
1978 shall provide that the Commission shall immedi
ately initiate review of any application for a license 
under this section and to the maximum extent feasible 
shall expeditiously process the application concurrently 
with the executive branch review, while awaiting the 
final executive branch judgment. In initiating its re
view, the Commission may identify a set of concerns 
and requests for information associated with the pro
jected issuance of such license and shall transmit such 
concerns and requests to the executive branch which shall 
address such concerns and requests in its written com
munications with the Commission. Such procedures shall 
also provide that if the Commission has not completed 
action on the application within sixty days after the re
ceipt of an executive branch judgment that the proposed 
export or exemption is not inimical to the common de
fense and security or that any export in the category to 
which the proposed export belongs would not be inimi
cal to the common defense and security because it lacks 
significance for nuclear explosive purposes, the Commis
sion shall inform the applicant in writing of the reason 
for delay and provide follow-up reports as appropriate. 
If the Commission has not completed action by the end 
of an additional sixty days (a total of one hundred and 
twenty days from receipt of the executive branch judg
ment), the President may authorize the proposed export 
by Executive order, upon a finding that further delay 
would be excessive and upon making the findings re
quired for such Presidential authorizations under this 
subsection, and subject to the Congressional review pro
cedures set forth herein. However, if the Commission 
has commenced procedures for public participation re
garding the proposed export under regulations promul
gated pursuant to subsection (b) of section 304 of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, or—within sixty 
days after receipt of the executive branch judgment on 
the proposed export—the Commission has identified and 
transmitted to the executive branch a set of additional
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concerns or requests for information, the President may 
not authorize the proposed export until sixty days after 
public proceedings are completed or sixty days after a 
full executive branch response to the Commission’s addi
tional concerns or requests has been made consistent with 
subsection a. (1) of this section: Provided further^ That 
nothing in this section shall affect the right of the Com
mission to obtain data and recommendations from the 
Secretary of State at any time as provided in subsection 
a. (1) of this section.

“c. In the event that the House of Eepresentatives or 
the Senate passes a joint resolution which would adopt 
one or more additional export criteria, or would modify 
any existing export criteria under this Act, any such 
joint resolution shall be referred in the other House to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate or the 
Committee on International Relations of the House of 
Representatives, as the case may be, and shall be consid
ered by the other House under applicable procedures 
provided for the consideration of resolutions pursuant to 
section 130 of this Act.”.

(b) Within one hundred and twenty days of the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Commission shall, after 
consultations with the Secretary of State, promulgate 
regulations establishing procedures (1) for the granting, 
suspending, revoking, or amending of any nuclear export 
license or exemption pursuant to its statutory authority;
(2) for public participation in nuclear licensing proceed
ings when the Commission finds that such participation 
will be in the public interest and will assist the Commis
sion in making the statutory determinations required by 
the 1954 Act, including such public hearings and access 
to information as the Commission deems appropriate: 
Provided^ That judicial review as to any such finding 
shall be limited to the determination of whether such 
finding was arbitrary and capricious; (3) for a public 
written Commission opinion accompanied by the dis
senting or separate views of any Commissioner, in those 
proceedings where one or more Commissioners have dis
senting or separate views on the issuance of an export 
license; and (4) for public notice of Commission pro
ceedings and decisions, and for recording of minutes and 
votes of the Commission: Provided further^ That until 
the regulations required by this subsection have been 
promulgated, the Commission shall implement the pro
visions of this Act under temporary procedures estab
lished by the Commission.
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(c) The procedures to be established pursuant to sub
section (b) shall constitute the exclusive basis for hear
ings in nuclear export licensing proceedings before the 
Commission and, notwithstanding section 189 a. of the 
1954 Act, shall not require the Commission to grant any 
person an on-the-record hearing in such a proceeding.

(d) Within sixty days of the date of enax t̂ment of this 
Act, the Commission shall, in consultation with the Sec
retary of State, the Secretary of Energy, the Secretary 
of Defense, and the Director, promulgate (and may from 
time to time amend) regulations establishing the levels 
of physical security which in its judgment are no less 
strict than those established by any international guide
lines to which the United States subscribes and which in 
its judgment will provide adequate protection for facili
ties and material referred to in paragraph (3) of section 
127 of the 1954 Act taking into consideration variations 
in risks to security as appropriate.

CRITERIA GOVERNING UNITED STATES NUCLEAR EXPORTS

Sec. 305. Chapter 11 of the 1954 Act, as amended by 
section 304, is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following:

“Sec. 127. Criteria Governing United States Nuclear 
Exports.—

“The United States adopts the following criteria 
which, in addition to other requirements of law, will 
govern exports for peaceful nuclear uses from the United 
States of source material, special nuclear material, pro
duction or utilization facilities, and any sensitive nu
clear technology:

“ (1) IAEA safeguards as required by Article III
(2) of the Treaty will be applied with respect to any 
such material or facilities proposed to be exported, to 
any such material or facilities previously exported and 
subject to the applicable agreement for cooperation, 
and to any special nuclear material used in or produced 
through the use thereof.

“(2) No such material, facilities, or sensitive nuclear 
technology proposed to be exported or previously ex
ported and subject to the applicable agreement for co
operation, and no special nuclear material produced 
through the use of such materials, facilities, or sensi
tive nuclear technology, will be used for any nuclear 
explosive device or for research on or development of 
any nuclear explosive device.
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“ (3) Adequate physical security measures will be 
maintained with respect to such material or facilities 
proposed to be exported and to any special nuclear ma
terial used in or produced through the use thereof. 
Following the effective date of any regulations promul
gated by the Commission pursuant to section 304(d) 
of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, physical 
security measures shall be deemed adequate if such 
measures provide a level of protection equivalent to 
that required by the applicable regulations.

“(4) No such materials, facilities, or sensitive nu
clear technology proposed to be exported, and no spe
cial nuclear material produced through the use of such 
material, will be retransferred to the jurisdiction of 
any other nation or group of nations unless the prior 
approval of the United States is obtained for such 
retransfer. In addition to other requirements of law, 
the United States may approve such retransfer only if  
the nation or group of nations designated to receive 
such retransfer agrees that it shall be subject to the 
conditions required by this section.

“ (5) No such material proposed to be exported and 
no special nuclear material produced through the use 
of such material will be reprocessed, and no irradiated 
fuel elements containing such material removed from 
a reactor shall be altered in form or content, unless the 
prior approval of the United States is obtained for 
such reprocessing or alteration.

“ (6) No such sensitive nuclear technology shall be 
exported unless the foregoing conditions shall be ap
plied to any nuclear material or equipment which is 
produced or constructed under the jurisdiction of the 
recipient nation or group of nations by or through the 
use of any such exported sensitive nuclear technology.”.

ADDITIONAL EXPORT CRITERION AND PROCEDURES

Sec. 306. Chapter 11 of the 1954 Act, as amended by 
sections 304 and 305, is further amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following:

“Sec. 128. Additional Export Criterion and Proce
dures.—

“a. (1) As a condition of continued United States ex
port of source material, special nuclear material, pro
duction or utilization facilities, and any sensitive nuclear 
technology to non-nuclear-weapon states, no such export 
shall be made unless IAEA safeguards are maintained 
with respect to all peaceful nuclear activities in, under
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the jurisdiction of, or carried out under the control of 
such state at the time of the export.

“ (2) The President shall seek to achieve adherence to 
the foregoing criterion by recipient non-nuclear-weapon 
states.

“b. The criterion set forth in subsection a. shall be ap
plied as an export criterion with respect to any applica
tion for the export of materials, facilities, or technology 
specified in subsection a. which is filed after eighteen 
months from the date of enactment of this section, or for 
any such application under which the first export would 
occur at least twenty-four months after the date of en
actment of this section, except as provided in the fol
lowing paragraphs:

“(1) If the Commission or the Department of En
ergy, as the case may be, is notified that the Presi
dent has determined that failure to approve an export 
to which this subsection applies because such criterion 
has not yet been met would be seriously prejudicial to 
the achievement of United States non-proliferation o*b- 
jectives or otherwise jeopardize the common defense 
and security, the license or authorization may be issued 
subject to other applicable requirements of law : Pro
vided^ That no such export of any production or uti
lization facility or of any source or special nuclear ma
terial (intended for use as fuel in any production or 
utilization facility) which has been licensed or author
ized pursuant to this subsection shall be made to any 
non-nuclear-weapon state which has failed to meet 
such criterion until the first such license or authoriza
tion with respect to such state is submitted to the Con
gress (together with a detailed assessment of the rea
sons underlying the President’s determination, the 
judgment of the executive branch required under sec
tion 126 of this Act, and any Commission opinion and 
views) for a period of sixty days of continuous session 
(as defined in subsection 130 g. of this Act) and re
ferred to the Committee on International Relations of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate, but such export shall 
not occur if during such sixty-day period the Congress 
adopts a concurrent resolution stating in substance that 
the Congress does not favor the proposed export. Any 
such license or authorization shall be considered pur
suant to the procedures set forth in section 130 of this 
Act for the consideration of Presidential submissions.
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“(2) If the Congress adopts a resolution of disap
proval pursuant to paragraph (1), no further export 
of materials, facilities, or technology specified in sub
section a. shall be permitted for the remainder of that 
Congress, unless such state meets the criterion or the 
President notifies the Congress that he has determined 
that significant progress has been made in achieving 
adherence to such criterion by such state or that United 
States foreign policy interests dictate reconsideration 
and the Congress, pursuant to the procedure of para
graph (1), does not adopt a concurrent resolution stat
ing in sulDstance that it disagrees with the President’s 
determination.

“(3) If the Congress does not adopt a resolution of 
disapproval with respect to a license or authorization 
submitted pursuant to paragraph (1), the criterion set 
forth in subsection a. shall not be applied as an export 
criterion with respect to exports of materials, facili
ties and technology specified in subsection a. to that 
state: Provided^ That the first license or authorization 
with respect to that state which is issued pursuant to 
this paragraph after twelve months from the elapse of 
the sixty-day period specified in paragraph (1), and 
the first such license or authorization which is issued 
after each twelve-month period thereafter, shall be 
submitted to the Congress for review pursuant to the 
procedures specificed in paragraph (1) : Provided fur
ther  ̂That if the Congress adopts a resolution of disap
proval during any review period provided for by this 
paragraph, the provisions of paragraph (2) shall 
apply with respect to further exports to such state.”.

Export
terminations,
criterion.
42 u s e  2158.

COISTDUCT RESULTING IN  TERMINATION OF NUCLEAR EXPORTS

Sec. 307. Chapter 11 of the 1954 Act, as amended by 
sections 304, 305, and 306, is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof:

‘‘Sec. 129. Conduct Resulting in Termination of Nu
clear Exports.—

“No nuclear materials and equipment or sensitive nu
clear technology shall be exported to—

“ (1) any non-nuclear-weapon state that is found by 
the President to have, at any time after the effective 
date of this section,

“ (A) detonated a nuclear explosive device; or 
“ (B) terminated or abrogated IAEA safeguards;

or
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“ (C) materially violated an IAEA safeguards 
agreement; or 

“(D) engaged in activities involving source or 
special nuclear material and having direct signifi
cance for the manufacture or acquisition of nuclear 
explosive devices, and has failed to take steps which, 
in the President’s judgment, represent sufficient 
progress toward terminating such activities; or

“ (2) any nation or group of nations that is found by 
the President to have, at any time after the effective 
date of this section,

“ (A) materially violated an agreement for coop
eration with the United States, or, with respect to 
material or equipment not supplied under an agree
ment for cooperation, materially violated the terms 
under which such material or equipment was sup
plied or the terms of any commitments obtained 
with respect thereto pursuant to section 402(a) of 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978; or 

“(B) assisted, encouraged, or induced any non
nuclear-weapon state to engage in activities involv
ing source or special nuclear material and having 
direct significance for the manufacture or acquisi
tion of nuclear explosive devices, and has failed to 
take steps which, in the President’s judgment, repre
sent sufficient progress toward terminating such as
sistance, encouragement, or inducement; or 

“(C) entered into an arrangement after the date 
of enactment of this section for the transfer of re
processing equipment, materials, or technology to 
the sovereign control of a nonnuclear-weapon state 
except in connection with an international fuel cycle 
evaluation in which the United States is a partici
pant or pursuant to a subsequent international agree
ment or understanding to which the United States 
subscribes;

unless the President determines that cessation of such 
exports would be seriously prejudicial to the achievement 
of United States non-proliferation objectives or other
wise jeopardize the common defense and security: Pro- 
mded^ That prior to the effective date of any such deter
mination, the President’s determination, together with a 
report containing the reasons for his determination, shall 
be submitted to the Congress and referred to the Com
mittee on International Kelations of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign Relations of

Report to 
Congress.
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the Senate for a period of sixty days of continuous ses
sion (as defined in subsection 130 g. of this A ct), but any 
such determination shall not become effective if  during 
such sixty-day period the Congress adopts a concurrent 
resolution stating in substance that it does not favor 
the determination. Any such determination shall be con
sidered pursuant to the procedures set forth in section 
130 of this Act for the consideration of Presidential 
submissions.”-

CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW PROCEDURES

Sec. 308. Chapter 11 of the 1954 Act, as amended by 
sections 304,305,306, and 307, is further amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following:

“Sec. 130. Congressional Keview Procedures.—
“a. Not later than forty-five days of continuous session 

of Congress after the date of transmittal to the Congress 
of any submission of the President required by subsec
tion 123 d., 126 a. (2), 126 b. (2), 128 b., 129,131 a. (3), 
or 131 f. (1) (A) of this Act, the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee on Interna
tional Relations of the House of Representatives, and in 
addition, in the case of a proposed agreement for coop
eration arranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 
144 c., the Committee on Armed Services of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Armed Services 
of the Senate, shall each submit a report to its respective 
House on its views and recommendations respecting such 
Presidential submission together with a resolution, as 
defined in subsection f., stating in substance that the Con
gress approves or disapproves such submission, as the 
case may be: Provided^ That if  any such committee has 
not reported such a resolution at the end of such forty- 
five day period, such committee shall be deemed to be 
discharged from further consideration of such submis
sion and if, in the case of a proposed agreement for co
operation arranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., 
or 144 c. of this Act, the other relevant committee of that 
House has reported such a resolution, such committee 
shall be deemed discharged from further consideration 
of that resolution. I f no such resolution has been reported 
at the end of such period, the first resolution, as defined 
in subsection f., which is introduced within five days 
thereafter within such House shall be placed on the ap
propriate calendar of such House.

“b. When the relevant committee or committees have 
reported such a resolution (or have been discharged
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from further consideration of such a resolution pursuant 
to subsection a.) or when a resolution has been introduced 
and placed on the appropriate calendar pursuant to sub
section a., as the case may be, it is at any time thereafter 
in order (even though a previous motion to the same 
effect has been disagreed to) for any Member of the 
respective House to move to proceed to the consideration 
of the resolution. The motion is highly privileged and is 
not debatable. The motion shall not be subject to amend
ment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a motion to pro
ceed to the consideration of other business. A motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion is agreed to or 
disagreed to shall not be in order. I f a motion to proceed 
to the consideration of the resolution is agreed to, the 
resolution shall remain the unfinished business of the 
respective House until disposed of.

“c. Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable 
motions and appeals in connection therewith, shall be 
limited to not more than ten hours, which shall be divided 
equally between individuals favoring and individuals 
opposing the resolution. A motion further to limit debate 
is in order and not debatable. An amendment to a motion 
to postpone, or a motion to recommit the resolution, or a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of other business 
is not in order. A motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the resolution is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in 
order. No amendment to any concurrent resolution pur
suant to the procedures of this section is in order except 
as provided in subsection d.

“d. Immediately following (1) the conclusion of the 
debate on such concurrent resolution, (2) a single quorum 
call at the conclusion of debate if requested in accordance 
with the rules of the appropriate House, and (3) the con
sideration of an amendment introduced by the Majority 
Leader or his designee to insert the phrase, ‘does not’ in 
lieu of the word ‘does’ if the resolution under considera
tion is a concurrent resolution of approval, the vote on 
final approval of the resolution shall occur.

“e. Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating 
to the application of the rules of the Senate or the House 
of Eepresentatives, as the case may be, to the procedure 
relating to such a resolution shall be decided without 
debate.

“f. For the purposes of subsections a. through e. of this 
section, the term ‘resolution’ means a concurrent resolu
tion of the Congress, the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: ‘That the Congress (does or does

‘'Resolution/*
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not) favor the transmitted to the Con
gress by the President on ,
the blank spaces therein to be appropriately filled, and 
the affirmative or negative phrase within the parentheti
cal to be appropriately selected.

“g. For the purposes of this section—

“(1) continuity of session is broken only by an ad
journment of Congress sine die; and 

“(2) the days on which either House is not in ses
sion because of an adjournment of more than three 
days to a day certain are excluded in the computation 
of any period of time in which Congress is in con
tinuous session.
“h. This section is enacted by Congress—

“ (1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, respectively, 
and as such they are deemed a part of the rules of each 
House, respectively, but applicable only with respect 
to the procedure to be followed in that House in the 
case of resolutions described by subsection f. of this 
section; and they supersede other rules only to the 
extent that they are inconsistent therewith; and 

“(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right 
of either House to change the rules (so far as relating 
to the procedure of that House) at any time, in the 
same manner and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House.”.

COMPONENT AND OTHER PARTS OF FACILITIES

Sec. 309. (a) Section 109 of the 1954 Act is amended 
to read as follows:

“Sec. 109. Component and Other Parts of Facilities.— 
“a. With respect to those utilization and production 

facilities which are so determined by the Commission 
pursuant to subsection 11 v. (2) or 11 cc. (2) the Com
mission may issue general licenses for domestic activities 
required to be licensed under section 101, if the Commis
sion determines in writing that such general licensing 
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to the common 
defense and security.

“b. After consulting with the Secretaries of State, ^n- 
ergy, and Commerce and the Director, the Commission 
is authorized and directed to determine which component 
parts as defined in subsection 11 v. (2) or 11 cc. (2) and 
which other items or substances are especially relevant 
from the standpoint of export control because of their 
significance for nuclear explosive purposes. Except as
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provided in section 126 b. (2), no such component, sub
stance, or item which is so determined by the Commis
sion shall be exported unless the Commission issues a 
general or specific license for its export after finding, 
based on a reasonable judgment of the assurances pro- 
vided and other information available to the Federal 
Government, including the Commission, that the follow
ing criteria or their equivalent are met: (1) IAEA safe
guards as required by Article III (2) of the Treaty will 
be applied with respect to such component, substance, or 
item; (2) no such component, substance, or item will be 
used for any nuclear explosive device or for research on 
or development of any nuclear explosive device; and (3) 
no such component, substance, or item will be retrans
ferred to the jurisdiction of any other nation or group of 
nations unless the prior consent of the United States is 
obtained for such retransfer; and after determining in 
writing that the issuance of each such general or specific 
license or category of licenses will not be inimical to the 
common defense and security: Provided^ That a specific 
license shall not be required for an export pursuant to 
this section if the component, item or substance is covered 
by a facility license issued pursuant to section 126 of this 
Act.

“c. The Commission shall not issue an export license 
under the authority of subsection b. if it is advised by the 
executive branch, in accordance with the procedures es
tablished under subsection 126 a., that the export would 
be inimical to the common defense and security of the 
United States.”.

(b) The Commission, not later than one hundred and 
twenty days after the date of the enactment of this Act,
shall publish regulations to implement the provisions of 42 ̂ uŝ ĉ 2i39a 
subsections b. and c. of section 109 of the 1954 Act. Among 
other things, these regulations shall provide for the prior 
consultation by the Commission with the Department of 
State, the Department of Energy, the Department of 
Defense, the Department of Commerce, and the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency.

(c) The President, within not more than one hundred Export control
DPOGGOUFGS

and twenty days after the date of enactment of this Act, Presidential 

shall publish procedures regarding the control by the 42**us1:̂ 2ia9a. 
Department of Commerce over all export items, other 
than those licensed by the Commission, which could be, 
if used for purposes other than those for which the ex
port is intended, of significance for nuclear explosive 
purposes. Among other things, these procedures shall pro
vide for prior consultations, as required, by the Depart
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ment of Commerce with the Department of State, the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the Commis
sion, the Department of Energy, and the Department of 
Defense.

(d) The amendments to section 109 of the 1954 Act 
made by this section shall not affect the approval of 
exports contracted for prior to November 1, 1977, which 
are made within one year of the date of enactment of such 
amendments.

TITLE IV—NEGOTIATION OF FUETHER  
EXPORT CONTROLS

COOPERATION WITH OTHER NATIONS

Sec. 401. Section 123 of the 1954 Act is amended to 
read as follows:

“Sec. 123. Cooperation With Other Nations.—
“No cooperation with any nation, group of nations or 

regional defense organization pursuant to section 53, 54 
a., 57, 64, 82, 91, 103, 104, or 144 shall be undertaken 
until—

“a. the proposed agreement for cooperation has been 
submitted to the President, which proposed agreement 
shall include the terms, conditions, duration, nature, 
and scope of the cooperation; and shall include the 
following requirements:

“(1) a guaranty by the cooperating party that 
safeguards as set forth in the agreement for coop
eration will be maintained with respect to all nuclear 
materials and equipment transferred pursuant there
to, and with respect to all special nuclear material 
used in or produced through the use of such nuclear 
materials and equipment, so long as the material or 
equipment remains under the jurisdiction or control 
of the cooperating party, irrespective of the dura
tion of other provisions in the agreement or whether 
the agreement is terminated or suspended for any 
reason;

“(2) in the case of non-nuclear-weapon states, a 
requirement, as a condition of continued United 
States nuclear supply under the agreement for coop
eration, that IAEA safeguards be maintained with 
respect to all nuclear materials in all peaceful nu
clear activities within the territory of such state, 
under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its con
trol anywhere;
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“(3) except in the case of those agreements for 
cooperation arranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 
a guaranty by the cooperating party that no nuclear 
materials and equipment or sensitive nuclear tech
nology to be transferred pursuant to such agree
ment, and no special nuclear material produced 
through the use of any nuclear materials and equip
ment or sensitive nuclear technology transferred 
pursuant to such agreement, will be used for any 
nuclear explosive device, or for research on or de
velopment of any nuclear explosive device, or for 
any other military purpose;

“ (4) except in the case of those agreements for 
cooperation arranged pursuant to subsection 91 c. 
and agreements for cooperation with nuclear- 
weapon states, a stipulation that the United States 
shall have the right to require the return of any nu
clear materials and equipment transferred pursuant 
thereto and any special nuclear material produced 
through the use thereof if the cooperating party 
detonates a nuclear explosive device or terminates or 
abrogates an agreement providing for IAEA safe
guards;

“ (5) a guaranty by the cooperating party that any 
material or any Kestricted Data transferred pur
suant to the agreement for cooperation and, except 
in the case of agreements arranged pursuant to sub
section 91 c., 144 b. or 144 c., any production or 
utilization facility transferred pursuant to the 
agreement for cooperation or any special nuclear 
material produced through the use of any such fa
cility or through the use of any material transferred 
pursuant to the agreement, will not be transferred 
to unauthorized persons or beyond the jurisdiction 
or control of the cooperating party without the con
sent of the United States;

“ (6) a guaranty by the cooperating party that 
adequate physical security will be maintained with 
respect to any nuclear material transferred pursuant 
to such agreement and with respect to any special 
nuclear material used in or produced through the 
use of any material, production facility, or utiliza
tion facility transferred pursuant to such agree
ment;

“(7) except in the case of agreements for coopera
tion arranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 
144 c., a guaranty by the cooperating party that no - 
material transferred pursuant to the agreement for
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cooperation and no material used in or produced 
through the use of any material, production facil
ity, or utilization facility transferred pursuant to 
the agreement for cooperation will be reprocessed, 
enriched or (in the case of plutonium, uranium 233, 
or uranium enriched to greater than twenty percent 
in the isotope 235, or other nuclear materials which 
have been.irradiated) otherwise altered in form or 
content without the prior approval of the United 
States;

“ (8) except in the case of agreements for coopera
tion arranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 
144 c., a guaranty by the cooperating party that no 
plutonium, no uranium 233, and no uranium en
riched to greater than twenty percent in the isotope 
235, transferred pursuant to the agreement for co- 
operation, or recovered from any source or special 
nuclear material so transferred or from any source 
or special nuclear material used in any production 
facility or utilization facility transferred pursuant 
to the agreement for cooperation, will be stored in 
any facility that has not been approved in advance 
by the United States; and 

‘‘(9) except in the case of agreements for coopera
tion arranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 144 b. or 
144 c., a guaranty by the cooperating party that any 
special nuclear material, production facility, or 
utilization facility produced or constructed under 
the jurisdiction of the cooperating party by or 
through the use of any sensitive nuclear technology 
transferred pursuant to such agreement for coop
eration will be subject to all the requirements speci
fied in this subsection.

“The President may exempt a proposed agreement 
for cooperation (except an agreement arranged pur
suant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c.) from any 
of the requirements of the foregoing sentence if he 
determines that inclusion of any such requirement 
would be seriously prejudicial to the achievement of 
United States non-proliferation objectives or other
wise jeopardize the common defense and security. Ex
cept in the case of those agreements for cooperation 
arranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c., 
any proposed agreement for cooperation shall be nego
tiated by the Secretary of State, with the technical as
sistance and concurrence of the Secretary of Energy 
and in consultation with the Director of the Arms
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Control and Disarmament Agency (‘the Director’) ; 
and after consultation with, the Commission shall be 
submitted to the President jointly by the Secretary of 
State and the Secretary of Energy accompanied by 
the views and recommendations of the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Energy, the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission, and the Director, who shall also 
provide to the President an unclassified Nuclear Pro
liferation Assessment Statement regarding the ade
quacy of the safeguards and other control mechanisms 
and the peaceful use assurances contained in the agree
ment for cooperation to ensure that any assistance 
furnished thereunder will not be used to further any 
military or nuclear explosive purpose. In the case of 
those agreements for cooperation arranged pursuant 
to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c., any proposed 
agreement for cooperation shall be submitted to the 
President by the Secretary of Energy or, in the case 
of those agreements for cooperation arranged pursu
ant to subsection 91 c. or 144 b. which are to be imple
mented by the Department of Defense, by the Secre
tary of Defense;

“b. the President has approved and authorized the 
execution of the proposed agreement for cooperation 
and has made a determination in writing that the per
formance of the proposed agreement will promote, and 
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to, the com
mon defense and security;

“c. the proposed agreement for cooperation (if not 
an agreement subject to subsection d.), together with 
the approval and determination of the President, has 
been submitted to the Committee on International Re
lations of the House of Representatives and the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate for a period 
of thirty days of continuous session (as defined in sub
section 130 g.) : Provided^ however^ That these com
mittees, after having received such agreement for coop
eration, may by resolution in writing waive the con
ditions of all or any portion of such thirty-day period; 
and

“d. the proposed agreement for cooperation (if ar
ranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c., 
or if entailing implementation of section 53, 54a., 103, 
or 104 in relation to a reactor that may be capable of 
producing more than five thermal megawatts or spe
cial nuclear material for use in connection therewith) 
has been submitted to the Congress, together with the
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approval and determination of the President, for a pe
riod of sixty days of continuous session (as defined in 
subsection 130 g. of this Act) and referred to the Com
mittee on International Relations of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate, and in addition, in the case of a pro
posed agreement for cooperation arranged pursuant 
to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c., the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate, but 
such proposed agreement for cooperation shall not 
become effective if during such sixty-day period the 
Congress adopts a concurrent resolution stating in sub
stance that the Congress does not favor the proposed 
agreement for coopersition: Provided^ That the sixty- 
day period shall not begin until a Nuclear Prolifera
tion Assessment Statement prepared by the Director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, when re
quired by subsection 123 a., has been submitted to the 
Congress. Any such proposed agreement for coopera
tion shall be considered pursuant to the procedures set 
forth in section 130 of this Act for the consideration 
of Presidential submissions.

“Following submission of a proposed agreement for 
cooperation (except an agreement for cooperation ar
ranged pursuant to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c.) to 
the Committee on International Relations of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
the Department of State, the Department of Energy, the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the De
partment of Defense shall, upon the request of either 
of those committees, promptly furnish to those commit
tees theit views as to whether the safeguards and other 
controls contained therein provide an adequate frame
work to ensure that any exports as contemplated by such 
agreement will not be inimical to or constitute an unrea
sonable risk to the common defense and security.

‘‘If, after the date of enactment of the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978, the Congress fails to disap
prove a proposed agreement for cooperation which 
exempts the recipient nation from the requirement set 
forth in subsection 123 a. (2), such failure to act shall 
constitute a failure to adopt a resolution of disapproval 
pursuant to subsection 128 b. (3) for purposes of the 
Commission’s consideration of applications and requests 
under section 126 a. (2) and there shall be no congres
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sional review pursuant to section 128 of any subsequent 
license or authorization with respect to that state until 
the first such license or authorization which is issued 
after twelve months from the elapse of the sixty-day 
period in which the agreement for cooperation in ques
tion is reviewed by the Congress.”.

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS

Sec. 402. (a) Except as specifically provided in any 
agreement for cooperation, no source or special nuclear 
material hereafter exported from the United States may 
be enriched after export without the prior approval of 
the United States for such enrichment: Provided^ That 
the procedures governing such approvals shall be identi
cal to those set forth for the approval of proposed sub
sequent arrangements under section 131 of the 1954 Act, 
and any commitments from the recipient which the Sec
retary of Energy and the Secretary of State deem neces
sary to ensure that such approval will be obtained prior 
to such enrichment shall be. obtained prior to the sub
mission of the executive branch judgment regarding the 
export in question and shall be set forth in such sub
mission : And provided further^ That no source or special 
nuclear material shall be exported for the purpose of 
enrichment or reactor fueling to any nation or group of 
nations which has, after the date of enactment of this 
Act, entered into a new or amended agreement for 
cooperation with the United States, except pursuant to 
such agreement.

(b) In addition to other requirements of law, no major 
critical component of any uranium enrichment, nuclear 
fuel reprocessing, or heavy water production facility 
shall be exported under any agreement for cooperation 
(except an agreement for cooperation pursuant to sub
section 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c. of the 1954 Act) unless such 
agreement for cooperation specifically designates such 
components as items to be exported pursuant to the 
agreement for cooperation. For purposes of this subsec
tion, the term “major critical component” means any 
component part or group of component parts which the 
President determines to be essential to the operation of 
a complete uranium enrichment, nuclear fuel reprocess
ing, or heavy water production facility.

PEACEFUL NUCLEAR ACTIVITIES

Sec. 403. The President shall take immediate and 
vigorous steps to seek agreement from all nations and
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groups of nations to commit themselves to adhere to the 
following export policies with respect to their peaceful 
nuclear activities and their participation in international 
nuclear trade:

(a) No nuclear materials and equipment and no 
sensitive nuclear technology within the territory of any 
nation or group of nations, under its jurisdiction, or 
under its control anywhere will be transferred to the 
jurisdiction of any other nation or group of nations 
unless the nation or group of nations receiving such 
transfer commits itself to strict undertakings includ
ing, but not limited to, provisions sufficient to ensure 
that—

(1) no nuclear materials and equipment and no 
nuclear technology in, under the jurisdiction of, or 
under the control of any non-nuclear-weapon state, 
shall be used for nuclear explosive devices for any 
purpose or for research on or development of nuclear 
explosive devices for any purpose, except as per
mitted by Article V, the Treaty;

(2) IAEA safeguards will be applied to all peace
ful nuclear activities in, under the jurisdiction of, or 
under the control of any non-nuclear-weapon state;

(3) adequate physical security measures will he 
established and maintained by any nation or group 
of nations on all of its nuclear activities;

(4) no nuclear materials and equipment and no 
nuclear technology intended for peaceful purposes 
in, under the jurisdiction of, or under the control of 
any nation or group of nations shall be transferred 
to the jurisdiction of any other nation or group of 
nations which does not agree to stringent under
takings meeting the objectives of this section; and

(5) no nation or group of nations will assist, en
courage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon state to 
manufacture or otherwise acquire any nuclear ex
plosive device.

(b) (1) No source or special nuclear material within 
the territory of any nation or group of nations, under 
its jurisdiction, or under its control anywhere will be 
enriched (as described in paragraph aa. (2) of section 
11 of the 1954 Act) or reprocessed, no irradiated fuel 
elements containing such material which are to be re
moved from a reactor will be altered in form or con
tent, and no fabrication or stockpiling involving plu
tonium, uranium 233, or uranium enriched to greater
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than 20 percent in the isotope 235 shall be performed 
except in a facility under effective international aus
pices and inspection, and any such irradiated fuel ele
ments shall be transferred to such a facility as soon as 
practicable after removal from a reactor consistent 
with safety requirements. Such facilities shall be 
limited in number to the greatest extent feasible and 
shall be carefully sited and managed so as to minimize 
the proliferation and environmental risks associated 
with such facilities. In addition, there shall be condi
tions to limit the access of non-nuclear-weapon states 
other than the host country to sensitive nuclear tech
nology associated with such facilities.

(2) Any facilities within the territory of any nation 
or group of nations, under its jurisdiction, or imder its 
control anywhere for the necessary short-term storage 
of fuel elements containing plutonium, uranium 233, 
or uranium enriched to greater than 20 percent in the 
isotope 235 prior to placement in a reactor or of ir
radiated fuel elements prior to transfer as required in 
subparagraph (1) shall be placed under effective in
ternational auspices and inspection.

(c) Adequate physical security measures will be es
tablished and maintained with respect to all nuclear 
activities within the territory of each nation and group 
of nations, under its jurisdiction, or under its control 
anywhere, and with respect to any international ship
ment of significant quantities of source or special nu
clear material or irradiated source or special nuclear 
material, which shall also be conducted under interna
tional safeguards.

(d) Nothing in this section shall be interpreted to re
quire international control or supervision of any United 
States military activities.

RENEGOTIATION OF AGREEMENTS FOR COOPERATION

Sec. 404. (a) The President shall initiate a program 
immediately to renegotiate agreements for cooperation in 
effect on the date of enactment of this Act, or otherwise 
to obtain the agreement of parties to such agreements for 
cooperation to the undertakings that would be required 
for new agreements under the 1954 Act. To the extent 
that an agreement for cooperation in effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act with a cooperating party con
tains provisions equivalent to any or all of the criteria 
set forth in section 127 of the 1954 Act with respect to 
materials and equipment transferred pursuant thereto
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or with respect to any special nuclear material used in or 
produced through the use of any such material or equip
ment, any renegotiated agreement with that cooperating 
party shall continue to contain an equivalent provision 
with respect to such transferred materials and equipment 
and such special nuclear material. To the extent that an 
agreement for cooperation in effect on the date of enact
ment of this Act with a cooperating party does not con
tain provisions with respect to any nuclear materials and 
equipment which have previously been transferred under 
an agreement for cooperation with the United States and 
which are under the jurisdiction or control of the co
operating party and with respect to any special nuclear 
material which is used in or produced through the use 
thereof and which is under the jurisdiction or control of 
the cooperating party, which are equivalent to any or all 
of those required for new and amended agreements for 
cooperation under section 123 a. of the 1954 Act, the 
President shall vigorously seek to obtain the application 
of such provisions with respect to such nuclear materials 
and equipment and such special nuclear material. Noth
ing in this Act or in the 1954 Act shall be deemed to re
linquish any rights which the United States may have 
under any agreement for cooperation in force on the date 
of enactment of this Act.

(b) The President shall annually review each of re
quirements (1) through (9) set forth for inclusion in 
agreements for cooperation under section 123 a. of the 
1954 Act and the export policy goals set forth in section 
401 to determine whether it is in the interest of United 
States non-proliferation objectives for any such require
ments or export policies which are not already being ap
plied as export criteria to be enacted as additional export 
criteria.

(c) I f  the President proposes enactment of any such 
requirements or export policies as additional export 
criteria or to take any other action with respect to such 
requirements or export policy goals for the purpose of 
encouraging adherence by nations and groups of nations 
to such requirements and policies, he shall submit such 
a proposal together with an explanation thereof to the 
Congress.

(d) I f  the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate or the Committee on International Relations of 
the House of Representatives, after reviewing the Presi
dent’s annual report or any proposed legislation, deter
mines that it is in the interest of United States non
proliferation objectives to take any action with respect to
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such requirements or export policy goals, it shall report 
a joint resolution to implement such determination. Any 
joint resolution so reported shall be considered in the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, respectively, 
under applicable procedures provided for the considera
tion of resolutions pursuant to subsection 130 b. through 
g. of the 1954 Act.

AtJTHORITY TO CONTINUE AGREEMENTS

Sec. 405. (a) The amendments to section 123 of the 1954 
Act made by this Act shall not affect the authority to 
continue cooperation pursuant to agreements for coopera
tion entered into prior to the date of enactment of this 
Act.

(b) Nothing in this Act shall affect the authority to 
include dispute settlement provisions, including arbitra
tion, in any agreement made pursuant to an Agreement 
for Cooperation.

REVIEW

Sec. 406. No court or regulatory body shall have any 
jurisdiction under any law to compel the performance 
of or to review the adequacy of the performance of any 
Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement called for 
in this Act or in the 1954 Act.

PROTECTION OP THE ENVIRONMENT

Sec. 407. The President shall endeavor to provide in 
any agreement entered into pursuant to section 123 of the 
1954 Act for cooperation between the parties in protect
ing the international environment from radioactive, 
chemical or thermal contamination arising from peace
ful nuclear activities.

TITLE V—UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE TO 
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

p o l i c y ; r e po r t

Sec. 501. The United States shall endeavor to coop
erate with other nations, international institutions, and 
private organizations in establishing programs to assist 
in the development of non-nuclear energy resources, to 
cooperate with both developing and industrialized na
tions in protecting the international environment from 
contamination arising from both nuclear and non-nuclear 
energy activities, and shall seek to cooperate with and 
aid developing countries in meeting their energy needs
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through the development of such resources and the appli
cation of non-nuclear technologies consistent with the eco
nomic factors, the material resources of those countries, 
and environmental protection. The United States shall 
additionally seek to encourage other industrialized na
tions and groups of nations to make commitments for 
similar cooperation and aid to developing countries. The 
President shall report annually to Congress on the level 
of other nations’ and groups of nations’ commitments 
under such program and the relation of any such com
mitments to United States efforts under this title. In 
cooperating with and providing such assistance to devel
oping countries, the United States shall give priority to 
parties to the Treaty.

PROGRAMS

Sec. 502. (a) The United States shall initiate a pro
gram, consistent with the aims of section 501, to cooperate 
with developing countries for the purpose of—

(1) meeting the energy needs required for the devel
opment of such countries;

(2) reducing the dependence of such countries on 
petroleum fuels, with emphasis given to utilizing solar 
and other renewable energy resources; and

(3) expanding the energy alternatives available to 
such countries.

(b) Such program shall include cooperation in evalu
ating the energy alternatives of developing countries, 
facilitating international trade in energy commodities, 
developing energy resources, and applying suitable 
energy technologies. The program shall include both gen
eral and country-specific energy assessments and coopera
tive projects in resource exploration and production, 
training, research and development.

(c) As an integral part of such program, the Depart
ment of Energy, under the general policy guidance of 
the Department of State and in cooperation with the 
Agency for International Development and other Fed
eral agencies as appropriate, shall initiate, as soon as 
practicable, a program for the exchange of United States 
scientists, technicians, and energy experts with those of 
developing countries to implement the purposes of this 
section.

(d) For the purposes of carrying out this section, 
there is authorized to be appropriated such sums as are 
contained in annual authorization Acts for the Depart
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ment of Energy, including such sums which have been 
authorized for such purposes under previous legislation.

(e) Under the direction of the President, the Secre
tary of State shall ensure the coordination of the activi
ties authorized by this title with other related activities 
of the United States conducted abroad, including the 
programs authorized by sections 103(c), 106(a) (2), and 
119 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

REPORT

Sec. 503. Not later than twelve months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the President shall report to 
the Congress on the feasibility of expanding the coop
erative activities established pursuant to section 502(c) 
into an international cooperative effort to include a sci
entific peace corps designed to encourage large numbers 
of technically trained volunteers to live and work in 
developing countries for varying periods of time for the 
purpose of engaging in projects to aid in meeting the 
energy needs of such countries through the search for 
and utilization of indigenous energy resources and the 
application of suitable technology, including the wide
spread utilization of renewable and unconventional 
energy technologies. Such report shall also include a dis
cussion of other mechanisms to conduct a coordinated 
international effort to develop, demonstrate, and encour
age the utilization of such technologies in developing 
countries.

TITLE VI—EXECUTIVE EEPOETING

REPORTS OF THE PRESIDENT

Sec. 601. (a) The President shall review all activities 
of Government departments and agencies relating to pre
venting proliferation and shall make a report to Con
gress in January of 1979 and annually in January of 
each year thereafter on the Government’s efforts to pre
vent proliferation. This report shall include but not be 
limited to—

(1) a description of the progress made toward—

(A) negotiating the initiatives contemplated in 
sections 104 and 105 of this A ct;

(B) negotiating the international arrangements 
or other mutual undertakings contemplated in sec
tion 403 of this A ct;
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(C) encouraging non-nuclear-weapon states that 
are not party to the Treaty to adhere to the Treaty 
or, pending such adherence, to enter into comparable 
agreements with respect to safeguards and to fore
swear the development of any nuclear explosive de
vices, and discouraging nuclear exports to non- 
nuclear-weapon states which have not taken such 
steps;

(D) strengthening the safeguards of the IAEA as 
contemplated in section 201 of this A ct; and

(E) renegotiating agreements for cooperation as 
contemplated in section 404(a) of this Act;

(2) an assessment of the impact of the progress de
scribed in paragraph (1) on the non-proliferation pol
icy of the United States; an explanation of the precise 
reasons why progress has not been made on any par
ticular point and recommendations with respect to ap
propriate measures to encourage progress; and a state
ment of what legislative modifications, if any, are nec
essary in his judgment to achieve the non-proliferation 
policy of the United States;

(3) a determination as to which non-nuclear-weapon 
states with which the United States has an agreement 
for cooperation in effect or under negotiation, if any, 
have—

. (A) detonated a nuclear device; or
(B ) refused to accept the safeguards of the IAEA  

on all of their peaceful nuclear activities; or
(C) refused to give specific assurances that they 

will not manufacture or otherwise acquire any nu
clear explosive device; or

(D) engaged in activities involving source or spe
cial nuclear material and having direct significance 
for the manufacture or acquisition of nuclear explo
sive devices;

(4) an assessment of whether any of the policies set 
forth in this Act have, on balance, been counterproduc
tive from the standpoint of preventing proliferation; 
and

(5) a description of the progress made toward estab
lishing procedures to facilitate the timely processing 
of requests for subsequent arrangements and export 
licenses in order to enhance the reliability of the 
United States in meeting its commitments to supply 
nuclear reactors and fuel to nations which adhere to 
effective non-proliferation policies.
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(b) In the first report required by this section, the 
President shall analyze each civil agreement for coopera
tion negotiated pursuant to section 123 of the 1954 Act, 
and shall discuss the scope and adequacy of the require
ments and obligations relating to safeguards and other 
controls therein.

Current civil
agreements,
analysis.

ADDITIONAL REPORTS

Sec. 602. (a) The annual reports to the Congress by the 
Commission and the Department of Energy which are 
otherwise required by law shall also include views and 
recommendations regarding the policies and actions of 
the United States to prevent proliferation which are the 
statutory responsibility of those agencies. The Depart
ment’s report shall include a detailed analysis of the pro
liferation implications of advanced enrichment and re
processing techniques, advanced reactors, and alternative 
nuclear fuel cycles. This part of the report shall include 
a comprehensive version which includes any relevant 
classified information and a summary unclassified 
version.

(b) The reporting requirements of this title are in ad
dition to and not in lieu of any other reporting require
ments under applicable law.

(c) The Department of State, the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, the Department of Commerce, the 
Department of Energy, and the Commission shall keep 
the Committees on Foreign Kelations and Governmental 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on Interna
tional Eelations of the House of Eepresentatives fully 
and currently informed with respect to their activities to 
carry out the purposes and policies of this Act and to 
otherwise prevent proliferation, and with respect to the 
current activities of foreign nations which are of signifi
cance from the proliferation standpoint.

(d) Any classified portions of the reports required by 
this Act shall be submitted to the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee and the House International Eelations 
Committee.

(e) Three years after enactment of this Act, the Comp
troller General shall complete a study and report to the 
Congress on the implementation and impact of this Act 
on the nuclear non-proliferation policies, purposes, and 
objectives of this Act. The Secretaries of State, Energy, 
Defense, and Commerce and the Commission and the Di
rector shall cooperate with the Comptroller General in 
the conduct of the study. The report shall contain such

Reports to 
Congress. 
€k>vemmental 
nuclear non
proliferation 
activities.
22 u s e  3282.

Report to 
Congress. 
Nuclear non
proliferation 
policies, study.



164 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

recommendations as the Comptroller General deems nec
essary to support the nuclear non-proliferation policies, 
purposes, and objectives of this Act.

42 use 2153f.
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SAVING CLAUSE

Sec. 603. (a) All orders, determinations, rules, regula
tions, permits, contracts, agreements, certificates, licenses, 
and privileges—

(1) which have been issued, made, granted, or 
allowed to become ejffective in the exercise of functions 
which are the subject of this Act, by (i) any agency or 
officer, or part thereof, in exercising the functions 
which are affected by this Act, or (ii) any court of 
competent jurisdiction, and

(2) which are in effect at the time this Act takes 
effect, shall continue in effect according to their terms 
until modified, terminated, superseded, set aside, or re
pealed as the case may be, by the parties thereto or by 
any court of competent jurisdiction.

(b) Nothing in this Act shall affect the procedures or 
requirements applicable to agreements for cooperation 
entered into pursuant to sections 91 c., 144 b., or 144c. of 
the 1954 Act or arrangements pursuant thereto as it was 
in effect immediately prior to the date of enactment of 
this Act.

(c) Except where otherwise provided, the provisions of 
this Act shall take effect immediately upon enactment re
gardless of any requirement for the promulgation of 
regulations to implement such provisions.

Approved March 10,1978.

Legislative History:

House Report No. 95-587 (Comm, on International Relations).
Senate Report No. 95-467 accompanying S. 897 (Comms. on Governmental Affairs, 

Energy and Natural Resources, and Foreign Relations).
Congressional Record:

Vol. 123 (1977) : Aug. 5, S. 897 considered in Senate.
Sept. 22, 28, considered and passed House.
Nov. 2, S. 897 considered in Senate.

Vol. 124 (1978) : Feb. 2, 7, considered and passed Senate, amended, in lieu of 
S. 897.

Feb. 9, House concurred in Senate amendment.
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Statement by President Carter on Signing the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978, March 10/ 1978 ^

I  am pleased to sign into law today H.R. 8638, the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978.2 Enactment of this legislation takes us a 
major step toward fulfillment of an objective which the United States 
shares with other nations—a halt in the spread of nuclear weapons 
capability while preserving the peaceful use of nuclear energy.

The Congress has responded to this challenge with both care and 
courage in establishing a framework for ensuring that we meet these 
objectives. Senators Ribicoff, Glenn, and Percy, Representatives Za- 
blocki, Bingham, and Findley, their colleagues on the committees 
which developed this bill, and their ŝtaffs have my respect and my 
thanks for their leadership on this issue. It has been a privilege for me, 
as it has been for Secretary Vance and other members of my admin
istration, to work with them on the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act 
of 1978.

Our efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons began more 
than 30 years ago, when we went to the United Nations with an offer 
to place certain aspects of nuclear energy under international owner
ship and control. The passage of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and 
the adoption of the Non-Proliferation Treaty by the United Nations 
in 1968  ̂ and now this law, each have moved us further toward at
tainment of our nonproliferation goals.

On April 7 and 27 of last year, I outlined the policies and programs 
which we would implement to diminish proliferation risks.  ̂Today, I 
want to reaffirm this administration’s strong commitment to that pol
icy. We also recognize that nuclear power technologies now in opera
tion, which do not involve nuclear fuel reprocessing, can and must 
provide an important source of energy for our Nation and for their 
\otheT?'\ countries. Our current once-through fuel cycle is and will con
tinue to be a significant contributor to our energy supply. Properly 
managed, itrcan function without increasing the risks of proliferation. 
Our policy takes a responsible course between forgoing the energy 
benefits of nuclear power and becoming committed to commercialized 
use of plutonium before we know that we can deal safely with its 
risks.

I continue to oppose making premature and unnecessary commit
ments to commercialization of the fast breeder reactor and reprocess
ing, as exemplified in the United States by the Clinch River and 
Barnwell projects.

We and the other nations of the world must use the time we now 
have and pause to develop safer technologies, better institutional ar-

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential DocumentSj Mar. IS, 1978, pp. 500-502.
* Bupra,
® For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* See i&id.. 1977, pp. 219-224, 274-279.
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rangements, and improved safeguards which will permit all nations 
to achieve their energy objectives while preventing the spread of nu
clear weapons.

More than 40 nations have already joined with us in an Interna
tional Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation to explore and assess our means 
of meeting these twin goals. During this period of examination, the 
uranium-fueled reactors now in widespread operation can be used with
out incurring new proliferation risks. If our common search for im
proved institutions and technologies is to be successful, however, all 
nations will be required to avoid those steps which prejudice the out
come of the INFCE.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act sets the conditions and criteria 
which will govern U.S. cooperation with other nations in our efforts 
to develop the peaceful use of nuclear energy. The encouragement of 
universal ratification of the Non-Proliferation Treaty is central to 
the act, as is the establishment of a comprehensive set of controls, 
including application of International Atomic Energy Agency safe
guards and provision of a stable framework for international nuclear 
cooperation and commerce. The act will also make our export licensing 
process more predictable.

We also will be using steps to strengthen the safety and security of 
the fuel cycle we now have in operation and to ensure that it con
tinues to be an efficient and reliable source of energy, both domestically 
and abroad.

Over the course of this year, we will develop comprehensive policies 
for management and disposal of radioactive waste, including imple
mentation of the spent fuel storage program announced last October. 
To ensure our ability to continue as a reliable supplier of uranium 
fuel to those who share our nonproliferation objectives, we are moving 
ahead with a new enrichment plant at Portsmouth, Ohio.

Preventing nuclear proliferation will not be easy—some have called 
this task impossible. I believe, however, that halting the spread of 
nuclear weapons is imperative. We must press forward in our efforts. 
Fear of failure cannot be allowed to become a self-fulfilling prophecy.

In our first year, we have made substantial progress. The nuclear- 
supplying countries have agreed upon and published guidelines for 
the export of nuclear fuel and technology. The International Nuclear 
Fuel Cycle Evaluation is underway. As this legislation now becomes 
law, we are establishing clear criteria and incentives for nuclear co
operation, as well as sanctions against violations of safeguards.

Although I still have reservations about the numerous provisions 
in this act which state that Congress may invalidate or approve execu
tive branch action by concurrent resolution, I am signing it because 
of its overwhelming importance to our nonproliferation policy. I do 
wish to make clear, however, that by signing this act, I am not agree
ing that the Congress can overturn authorized executive actions 
through procedures not provided in the Constitution.
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In conclusion, I am persuaded that the new criteria, incentives, and 
procedures in this act will help solve the problems of proliferation. 
They will help to ensure that access to nuclear energy will not be ac
companied by the spread of nuclear explosive capability. While I rec
ognize that some of these provisions may involve adjustments by our 
friends abroad, this more comprehensive policy will greatly increase 
international security. I believe that they will ultimately join us in 
our belief that improved world security justifies the steps which we 
all must take to bring it about. Control over the spread of nuclear 
weapons on our planet is one of the paramount questions of our time.

If the world is to benefit from the great potential of nuclear power, 
we must act now to protect ourselves and future generations from its 
worst dangers. We in the United States will dedicate our expertise 
and technical resources to this task, and we urge other countries to 
do the same. Let us continue to work together to achieve these goals.

Draft Convention Submitted to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament: Prohibition of the Production, Stockpiling, 
Deployment, and Use of Nuclear Neutron Weapons, 
March 10, 1978"

The States Parties to this Convention,
Expressing the profound interest of States and peoples in prevent

ing the use of the achievements of modem science and technology for 
the development and production of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction.

Desiring to contribute to the halting of the arms race, particularly 
in the field of means of mass destruction.

Realizing the danger which nuclear neutron weapons present to the 
peace and security of peoples.

Home agreed as follows:
Article I

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to produce, 
stockpile, deploy anywhere or use nuclear neutron weapons.

Article II

1. Control over compliance with this Convention shall be exercised 
by the States Parties, using the national technical means of verifica
tion which are at their disposal, in a manner conforming to the uni
versally recognized rules of international law.

2. The States Parties to this Convention imdertake to consult one 
another and to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in

 ̂CCD/559. The draft was submitted by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hun
gary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, and the Soviet Union. It had been introduced 
by the Soviet Union on the previous day, pp. 110-114.
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relation to the objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of, 
the Convention. Consultations and co-operation pursuant to this article 
may also be undertaken through appropriate international procedures 
within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with 
its Charter.

3. Any State Party to this Convention which claims that any otheir 
State Party may be acting in breach of the obligations assumed under 
this Convention may lodge a complaint with the Security Council of 
the United Nations.

4. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in 
carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may ini
tiate, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The 
Security Council shall inform the States Parties to the Convention 
of the results of the investigation.

Article I II

This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.

Article IV

This Convention shall be open to all States for signature.

Article Y

1. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the Secre
tary-General of the United Nations who is hereby designated as the 
Depositary.

2. This Convention shall enter into force upon the deposit of instru
ments of ratification by . . . Governments.

Article VI

1. This Convention, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, 
Russian, and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

2. This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary in accord
ance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Interview of ACDA Director Warnke by U.S. News & World 
Report: Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT II), March 13, 
1978"

Mr. Wamke, why would the strategic-arms-limitation treaty you 
are negotiating with the Soviets enhance U.S. security ?

A, Look at the alternative: Either continue under the SALT I

* V,S, News d World Report, Mar. 13,1978, pp. 55-56.
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agreement, or have no arms-control a^eement at all. Now the SALT I 
agreement  ̂gives the Soviets a numerical advantage in missiles which 
the SALT II treaty would eliminate. That in itself is a sufficient rea
son for wanting a SALT II treaty.

Q. And if there were no SALT treaty at all ?

A. That would mean an unrestrained nuclear-arms competition. At 
the present point, the Soviets have a whole fifth generation of strategic 
weapons under development. They unquestionably would go ahead 
and deploy them. Under those circumstances, they would go up to 
something like 3,000 strategic nuclear-delivery vehicles.

Now, we could match that. But some experts have estimated it 
would cost us something like 20 billion dollars additional within the 
next few years to do it.

But, more important than cost, if the nuolear-arms competition con
tinues, strategic stability may be damaged. You could then have a 
situation in which one side or the other could feel that it was in its 
interests—^maybe essential to its interests— t̂o start a nuclear war at a 
time of crisis.

Q. Won’t SALT II allow the U.S.S.R. a great advantage in total 
throw weight of their missiles—and, potentially, in warheads?

A. That is not the result of SALT; that’s the result of decisions 
made in the 1960s by our military planners, who decided to go the 
route of smaller, more-accurate, more-ready solid-fuel missiles. We 
could have built the same throw weight as the Soviet Union, but we 
chose not to do so.

Q. Would SALT II leave the Russians with the capacity to knock 
out our Minuteman missiles in a first strike?

A, That would not be a result of SALT. It’s been quite obvious for 
a considerable period of time that—on paper, at least— l̂and-based 
ICBM’s would become vulnerable. But I frankly think the scenario 
under which the Soviets would be able to plan and coordinate a mas
sive attack on our Minuteman force is totally unrealistic.

Nonetheless, you can hypothesize that this does create a vulner
ability for our land-based missiles. That’s why we developed the 
submarine-launched ballistic missile and have kept our bomber force 
up to date. It’s why we have something like 25 percent of our resources 
in the land-based ICBM’s and 75 percent in the rest.

Actually, SALT II will take a step toward reducing this hypo
thetical threat to Minuteman, and SALT III will move further in 
that direction.

Q. What will SALT II do about that threat ?

^The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, 
pp. 197-204.
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Not only will we have equal aggregates, but we will get a cut of 
approximately 10 percent. Ten percent may not seem very much, but 
if you do it 10 times you get zero.

Also, for the first time we will have qualitative restraints on the 
development of new strategic weapons and improvements in existing 
strategic weapons. It’s those new weapons and those improvements 
that could create the combination of accuracy and yield that would 
lead to this theoretical vulnerability of our land-based ICBM’s.

SALT III will go further with these qualitative restraints.

Q, If Minuteman is becoming vulnerable, does it make sense to 
accept limits on our freedom to develop a replacement— t̂he mobile 
MX missile—in SALT?

A. The limit will not bar anything that we could do with regard to 
MX within the three-year period when such a constraint would apply. 
But it would affect the Soviets during that period of time.

You see, the Soviets have the SS-16. It might be capable of being 
launched on the medium-range mobile SS-20 launcher, which is not 
covered by SALT negotiations. So we are endeavoring to negotiate 
effective restraints on the SS-16 that would eliminate that problem.

Q, Why are we willing to accept limits on our freedom to exploit 
our cruise-missile technology—allegedly at the expense of relations 
with our allies ?

A. I ’ve been in constant consultation with the allies, and I ’ve been 
given no such concerns. I ’ve found nothing but enthusiastic support 
for our efforts. I think that the allies recognize that we view their 
security as being indistinguishable from our own.

Now, as far as cruise-missile technology is concerned, the protocol 
gives us a period of time in which we can explore with our allies 
where the net advantage lies. We can explore with them whether 
they are prepared to have cruise missiles go unrestrained, recognizing 
that if they do, the Soviet Union unquestionably will develop cruise 
missiles, too.

Q. Why are we willing to exempt the Soviet Union’s Backfire 
bomber from formal limits while accepting limits on cruise missiles ?

A, The entire Backfire question is still under negotiation, and I don’t 
think anybody can predict how it’s going to come out. We have to 
satisfy ourselves that it cannot be used as a strategic system. If it 
cannot be used as a strategic system, it’s not necessarily part of SALT. 
If we can establish it is not a strategic system, then some means will 
be developed of a binding nature to insure that it can’t be turned into 
a strategic system.

Q. Speaking of bombers, has the decision to cancel the B-1 weakened 
our bargaining position ?

J.. No, obviously not—because the B-1 decision was not an arms-



WARNKE LETTER, MARCH 13 171

control decision. It was decided upon by the Secretary of Defense and 
the President of the United States on the basis of military advantage. 
Their conclusion was that a B-52 with long-range cruise missiles was 
a more effective penetrating device than a B-1.

So, accordingly, we didn’t give up anything in the way of bargain
ing power.

Letter From ACDA Director Warnke Submitting Fiscal Year 1979 
Arms Control Impact Statements to the Congress, March 13, 
1978"

Hon. T h o m a s  P. 0 ’N e h . l ,  Jr.,
Speaker of the House of Representatwes.
Hon. W a l t e r  F. M o n d a l e ,

President^ Z7./S'. Senate.

Dear Mr. Speaker: The President has asked me to submit the 
administration’s fiscal year 1979 arms control impact statements pur
suant to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act. These ACIS are 
attached (part I),^ along with a list of programs that meet the statu
tory criteria for preparation of arms control impact statements but 
which were excluded for the reasons indicated in the introduction to 
the list (part II).

In analyzing the arms control impact of weapon programs, possible 
consequences are sometimes uncertain. As a result, some of the ACIS 
describe alternative points of view concerning the arms control im
pact of the programs considered. We have sought to address all points 
of view that reasonably could be put forward; the inclusion of a view
point, of course, does not necessarily imply endorsement of its validity. 
In all cases, we believe that the fiscal year 1979 ACIS will be helpful 
to the Congress in setting forth the arms control considerations which, 
along with other factors, must be addressed in making judgments on 
our defense programs.

ACIS necessarily address only part of the national security decision
making process. Specifically, they do not present a complete view of 
how our military programs, foreign policy, arms control policy, and 
assessments of potential threats to U.S. security are combined in the 
creation of overall national security policy. In the administration’s 
view, the fiscal year 1979 defense budget reflects the best possible bal
ance among these factors in providing for future U.S. national security 
needs.

On the basis of these examinations of the potential arms control im
pact of the various defense programs, the administration has con-

 ̂Fiscal Year 1979 Arms Control Impact statements: statements Submitted to 
the Congress by the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control amd 
Disarmament Act (Jt. Com. p r t.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), June 1978, p. xiii.

 ̂Extracts of three of these statements are printed, pp. 172-176.
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eluded that all of the defense programs analyzed are consistent with 
the terms and provisions of existing arms control agreements, and that 
while many of these programs will require continuing review, the 
specific programs planned to be carried out during fiscal year 1979 are 
not inconsistent with U.S. arms control policy or with U.S. positions 
in ongoing arms control negotiations.

Very truly yours,

ACDA Arms Control Impact Statement for Fiscal Year 1979 on 
Minuteman Squadrons [Extract], March 13, 1978^

IV. Conclusions

Improvements in ICBM accuracy and increases in the yield of ICBM 
warheads by either side, such as those incorporated in the MK-12A, 
W78 and NS-20 improvement programs, as well as Soviet SS-17, SS- 
18, and SS-19 programs, would increase the vulnerability of the other 
side’s fixed-silo ICBM force.  ̂ Such a development might itself be 
destabilizin.of, insofar as it may provide incentives for one side or the 
other to strike first in an extreme crisis. This danger should not be 
overstated because the attacker may not have high confidence that such 
an attack would succeed, and, in any case, because other components 
of United States and Soviet strategic forces would continue to provide 
a devastating rataliatory capability. Still, particularly in a crisis, a 
situation in which ICBM’s were vulnerable would be less desirable 
than one in which they were not.

Perceptions of increasing ICBM vulnerability on either side could 
lead to the deployment of land-mobile ICBM’s. Such a reaction might 
increase crisis stability, but, on the other hand, could complicate the 
negotiation and verification of arms control agreements.® Advances by

^Fiscal Year 1979 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements Submitted to 
the Congress ty  the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act (Jt. Com. prt.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), June 1978, pp. 10-11.

 ̂Programed Minuteman improvements would not necessarily degrade the de
structive capability of the surviving (i.e., post attack) Soviet ICBM forces in the 
1980’s, given the projected more numerous warheads per ICBM that the Soviet 
MIRV program is producing and the ongoing Soviet improvements in new ICBM 
throw-weight and accuracy. . . . [Footnote in original.]

* It is possible that verification of land-mobile ICBM’s could be facilitated by 
agreement on onsite inspection or designs that permitted verification by national 
technical means of either side. Some argue that there may also be some positive 
arms control and security effects from deploying land-mobile ICBM’s since their 
increased survivability against attack could result in increased insurance against 
surprise attack. Crisis stability could be increased if neither side felt their ICBM 
retaliatory capability was in question. Verification with confidence of the exact 
number of mobile launchers deployed may indeed be difficult, but the level 
of uncertainty here should not be high enough to create fear of a successful 
counterforce strike. Verification problems may create far greater political prob
lems, however, in getting consensus behind a follow-on SALT agreement. [Foot
note in original.]
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either, or both sides, in time-urgent hard-target-kill capabilities could 
eventually threaten the other side’s silo-based retaliatory capabilities. 
Should this result, it could contribute to a weakening of the funda
mental political stability believed to stem from the maintenance of 
redundant and secure retaliatory capabilities.

The choice posed to the United States is a difficult one. In the ab
sence of significant negotiated quantitative and qualitative constraints 
on the two sides’ strategic forces, it seems likely that improvements 
in the accuracy of Soviet ICBM’s, combined with the number of RV’s 
and yield of the warheads now being deployed by the U.S.S.R., will 
pose a severe threat (subject to the constraints posed by operational 
limitations previously mentioned) against U.S. fixed-silo ICBM’s in 
the 1980’s. I f comparable U.S. ICBM capabilities are not developed, 
and if other programs to boost U.S. hard-target capabilities, such as 
Trident II, are discontinued or do not prove successful, an asymmetry 
would develop in relative time-urgent hard-target-kill capabilities 
which could have adverse military and political consequences. Be
cause the leadtimes between a weapon procurement decision and an 
operational capability are long, a decision may be necessary concern
ing the appropriate U.S. response before the projected asymmetry 
actually develops. The issues are: {a) whether the United States should 
have improved hard-target-kill capabilities in any case because of the 
Soviets’ increasingly hard target structure, (&) what the political con
sequences would be of not responding to improvements in Soviet hard- 
target capabilities at this time, {c) what effects a decision on procur
ing the MK-12A in 1978 would have on the chance of negotiating 
limits on both sides’ hard-target capabilities, and {d )  whether such 
a decision is necessary this year.

The appropriate U.S. response to increasing Soviet hard-target- 
kill capabilities, either this year or at a later time,, may be either or 
both of two directions: {a) to directly reduce the vulnerability of 
U.S. ICBM’s by replacing Minuteman with a more survivable land- 
mobile system or with additional strategic submarines; and/or (&) 
to offset the possible political consequences of Soviet hard-target-kill 
capabilities against U.S. ICBM’s by improving U.S. time-urgent 
hard-target-kill capabilities. A decision to deploy the MK-12A, W-78 
and NS-20 guidance system improvements would commit us now to 
a major step in this latter direction.

The deployment of MK-12A, and W-78 and the installation of the 
NS-20 guidance system improvements are consistent with past SALT 
agreements,  ̂ and with the U.S. proposal for SALT II now the sub
ject of negotiations. However, as a result of the deployment of the 
MK-12A, W-78, and NS-20 improvements, some— încluding Soviet 
leaders— m̂ay question U.S. determination to achieve its stated goal of 
constraining qualitative improvements in ICBM’s, just as Soviet 
ICBM modernization programs raise similar questions in the United

* Printed in Documents on Disa/rmament, 1$72, pp. 197-205.
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States. As these systems enter procurement and installation, they may 
be seen by the Soviets as compelling reasons to avoid restrictions on 
their ability to continue making similar improvements to the ac
curacy, and thus hard-target-kill capabilities of their ICBM’s. Given 
the significant capabilities against U.S. missiles in silos represented 
by the Soviet ICBM’s now being deployed and others being developed, 
further Soviet yield and accuracy improvements would increase their 
threat to Minuteman, even with reduced ICBM force levels.

The negative way that Minuteman modernization could influence 
Soviet strategic force deployment and SALT bargaining positions is 
the most significant arms control implication of these systems. It must 
be weighed against the risks that, even if the United States chose to 
defer procurement and installation of MK-12A, W-78 and NS-20 im
provements, it may not be possible to negotiate constraints on stra
tegic arms sufficient to avoid the Soviet advantage in time-urgent 
hard-target-kill capabilities now projected for the 1980’s, and the 
adverse military and political consequences for the United States 
which might result.

ACDA Arms Control Impact Statement for Fiscal Year 1979 on 
the M-X Program [Extract], March 13, 1978^

IV. C o n c l u s i o n s

The M -X program is designed to provide a mobile ICBM option 
to make possible the deployment of a survivable, large throwweight, 
very accurate, land-mobile ICBM in the mid-to-late 1980’s to offset a 
potential significant improvement in the Soviet Union’s ability to 
destroy U.S. silo-based ICBM’s in the first-strike.

A measured pace of M -X development through the end of this 
decade and into the early 1980’s will make possible a timely M-X  
deployment decision in fiscal year 1983 should that become necessary. 
In the interim, the M -X development program, representing a poten
tial midterm threat to Soviet fixed-silo ICBM’s, may provide addi
tional incentives for the U.S.S.R. to shift a portion of its strategic 
capabilities from potentially vulnerable fixed-silo ICBM’s to more 
survivable systems, thus increasing crisis stability. The M -X develop
ment program also may increase Soviet interest in the SALT process 
if they see a prospect for preventing M -X deployment, as well as 
other benefits, by negotiating a wide-ranging mutual prohibition on

'^Fiscal Year 1979 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements Sul)mitted to 
the Congress hy the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act (Jt. Com. prt.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), June 1978, p. 27.
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the introduction of new types of ICBM’s coupled with significant 
reductions in strategic force levels. On the other hand, some maintain 
that the relationship between U.S. weapon development programs and 
Soviet positions in SALT is weak. They argue that Soviet positions 
depend far more on factors internal to the U.S.S.R. and on other 
political and psychological considerations.

Some maintain that these potentially SALT-supportive effects of 
continued gradual system development may erode as the program 
moves closer to a deployment decision. Indeed, indications of our clear 
resolve to deploy M-X, as may be signaled by flight tests, might 
reinforce Soviet suspicions about what we intend and of the way we 
view the SALT process, at the expense of arms control. Others dis
agree, arguing that the likelihood of U.S. deployment increases the 
Soviet incentive to negotiate seriously.

If it is not possible to negotiate significant verifiable restrictions 
on ICBM modernization and force levels in future arms control agree
ments, the United States would have to carefully evaluate the risks 
and benefits of deploying or not deploying M-X. The factors involved 
would include: trade-offs with other strategic systems that may be 
suggested as possible responses to the Minuteman vulnerability prob
lem; effects on the stability of the strategic balance; the degree of 
increased difficulty of verifying SALT agreements and each side’s 
strategic capabilities when mobile ICBM’s are deployed; effects on 
United States, allies, and other nations’ perceptions of the strategic 
competition, progress in the SALT process and arms control generally, 
and in the adequacy of U.S. strategic capibilities; and Soviet political 
and weapons reactions to the deployment.

Given the present planned pace of the M -X program, the deploy
ment decision point will not be reached for several years. Consequently, 
at present, we can defer final judgments on the issues concerning M -X  
deployment, while the system is developed and the prospects for 
mutual limitations pursued. This assessment will be reviewed in sub
sequent arms control impact statements.

ACDA Arms Control Impact Statement for Fiscal Year 1979 on 
the Enhanced Radiation/Reduced Blast Warhead for the 
Lance Missile [Extract], March 13,1978 ^

IV . C onclusions

In practice, the production and deployment of the Lance WTO Mod 
3 warhead would likely have only slight impact on arms control, in-

 ̂Fiscal Year 1919 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements Submitted 
to the Congress hy the President Pursuant to Section S6 of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act (Jt. Com. prt., 95th Cong., 2d sess.), June 1978, p. 129.

317-783 0 80 14
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eluding the course of ongoing arms control negotiations, deterrence 
and stability in Europe, or the destructiveness of war should it occur. 
There has been considerable public controversy about this and. other 
enhanced radiation weapons, however, in part b^ause of contradictory 
perceptions of the impact of these weapons on the nuclear threshold 
and related arms control concerns.

On the one hand, the prospective introduction of these weapons has 
been perceived by many as representing a potential lowering of the 
nuclear threshold. The greater military utility and lower expected 
collateral damage associated with these weapons, it is argued, would 
contribute marginally—in the event of an extreme crisis or outbreak 
of conventional warfare—to a decision to employ nuclear weapons by 
making such a decision easier. The continued existence of such body of 
significant opinion could have an adverse effect on U.S. efforts toward 
stemming nuclear proliferation. Moreover, if Soviet leaders perceived 
that R B/EE technology made the use of NATO nuclear weapons mar
ginally more plausible, their incentive to make first use of nuclear 
weapons themselves may increase. Any such effects, if they materialize, 
would be adverse from an arms control standpoint.

However, continued U.S. (and Allied) public statements may, over 
time, be able to counteract the factual inaccuracies and Soviet prop
aganda that have created the public controversy and misperceptions of 
RB/ER weapons as fundamentally different from other nuclear weap
ons. As to the effect on the threshold, as the President and U.S. Gov
ernment officials have repeatedly stated, a decision concerning the em
ployment of RB/ER weapons would be treated no less seriously, and 
no differently than that for any other nuclear weapon. Thus, the de
ployment of these weapons would not affect the actual nuclear thresh
old. Moreover, because of the military utility of RB/ER weapons, 
their deployment could enhance deterrence, reduce the risk of war and, 
if war should break out, marginally reduce the prospect for escalation 
and the destructiveness of war.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Hamilton) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Report of the 
Seismic Experts, March 14, 1978 ^

Today the report of the seismological Ad Hoe Group has been 
presented to the CCD, and I will first give our comments on that im
portant document.2 I will then introduce a Swedish working paper, 
CCD/562, which contains draft terms of reference for the continued 
work of the Ad Hoc Group. Finally, I will address the question of data 
centres as important elements of a global monitoring system under a 
CTBT.

 ̂CCD/PV. 779, pp. 8-11.
 ̂The report is printed ante, pp. 103-110.
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The Swedish delegation finds the report of the A d Hoc Group to be 
a most valuable contribution to the elBEorts to establish a monitoring 
system acceptable to all. The report is the result of considerable work 
carried out by scientific experts from a number of countries around the 
world. The Swedish delegation has much appreciated the co-operative 
and constructive way in which the work has been conducted. We feel 
that the open and penetrating technical discussions have considerably 
increased understanding of the verification problems among the coun
tries which have been engaged in this work. Important contributions 
have been made by scientific experts from invited countries non
members of the CCD.

The report presents a consensus view among the experts on interna
tional co-operative measures to be undertaken for the detection and 
identification of seismic events. It states that there are three basic 
elements of such international co-operative measures; first a global 
network of some 50 seismological stations having a suitable geo
graphical coverage. The stations should be equipped with highly 
sensitive instruments and be capable of the routine and rapid reporting 
of data not only for the detection and location but also for the identifi
cation of seismic events. Second, a fast international exchange of these 
data over the global telecommunication system of the World Meteor
ological Organization, and, third, special international data centres 
for the detection and location of seismic events and for the collection 
and compilation of identification data. The general technical recogni
tion of these elements will certainly facilitate the further discussion of 
the establishment of an international monitoring system. Sweden has 
long been advocating the rapid establishment of such a system.

The A d Hoc Group also presents estimates of the capabilities of 
networks of seismological stations to detect and to locate seismic events 
and to obtain identification data. These estimates show that the pres
ent seismological capability is significantly lower in the southern than 
in the northern hemisphere. To obtain a high monitoring capability 
in the southern hemisphere also, further improvements have to be 
made by establishing additional highly sensitive stations in that part 
of the world.

Such estimates contain some elements of uncertainty that can be 
verified only by practical experiment. In our view, however, the re
sults support our earlier conclusions that a monitoring system based 
primarily on presently operating stations would, at least in the north
ern hemisphere, provide a high degree of deterrence against clan
destine explosions and a high ability to counteract unfounded 
suspicion that might be created by natural earthquakes.

The report of the Ad Hoc Group presented to us today is to a con
siderable extent based on theoretical considerations. The next obvious 
step is to obtain practical experience of how components of such a 
system should be arranged in practice. This brings me to the next 
point of my intervention today, the continuation of the A d Hoc Group. 
The need to obtain practical experience through the conduct of an
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experimental exercise is clearly expressed in the report. In this con
nexion, we also take note of the interesting proposal by the Japanese 
delegation on 3 March 1977 to conduct an experimental exercise,  ̂ and 
of the Japanese offer on 2 March 1978 to host an expert meeting as 
part of the preparation for such an experiment.^

We believe it to be a most urgent task to test and to try out in prac
tice a system of international exchange of seismological data. Indeed 
we see this as a natural continuation of the more theoretical work of 
the Ad Hoc Group. The experiences drawn from such experiments will 
certainly be indispensible for the further elaboration of an interna
tional monitoring system under a CTBT. The main purpose with the 
monitoring system is to enable also States which have limited resources 
as regards detection seismology to make an independent assessment 
of globally collected and pre-analysed data. In order to ensure that a 
CTBT will be generally adhered to, it is essential that all parties— 
when the treaty enters into force—are given equal opportunities to 
verify by such means compliance with the treaty. All parties should 
be ensured full access to all relevant data and information supplied 
in the framework of the international seismological monitoring 
system.

It is important that the CCD now take further steps in this matter. 
The Swedish delegation therefore proposes that the CCD decide as 
soon as possible that the Ad Hoc Group should be maintained and 
continue its work under a new mandate. In working paper CCD/562, 
which I will now introduce, Sweden has tabled a draft proposal for 
such a mandate.

The suggested new terms of reference are similar to those which 
guided the earlier work of the Ad Hoc Group. The main difference is 
that the A d Hoc Group in its continued work would study the more 
practical and operative aspects of the implementation of interna
tional co-operative measures. As outlined in the working paper, the 
Ad Hoc Group would study the over-all functioning of a system for 
the exchange and processing of seismic data relevant to test-ban moni
toring between a number of globally distributed stations and seismo
logical data centres. Furthermore, the technical arrangements studied 
during the experiments should not prejudice the final arrans:ements 
for a monitoring svstem, which obviously must be the result of the 
forthcoming multilateral CTB negotiations. The work should be 
purely scientific, and the Group should not assess the adequacy of the 
system for verifying a comprehensive test ban.

The composition of the Ad Hoc Group in its continued work would 
remain unchanged. We hope, however, that experts from additional 
CCD member States would participate. The facilities and data needed 
for the experiments would be contributed by participating countries 
on a voluntary basis, and no international funding is foreseen for this

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1971ft pp. 11^123. 
'Ante, pp. 100-103.
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experiment. The Ad Hoc Group should work as quickly as possible 
and present a report to the CCD not later than during the Spring 
session of 1979. In this context, I must again remind you of the Gen
eral Assembly resolution in which the three nuclear-weapon States 
involved in the trilateral talks regarding the CTB are urged to expe
dite their efforts and to transmit the results to the CCD. In the same 
resolution, the CCD is requested to take up the matter with the utmost 
urgency with a view to the submission of a draft treaty to the special 
session. It is a matter of deep concern to my Government that such 
multilateral negotiations in the CCD have not yet started.

I will now turn to one important component of a global monitor
ing system, namely international data centres, which will be of impor
tance also for practical experiments.

International seismological data centres are principal components 
of the international co-operative measures considered by the A d Hoc 
Group of seismic experts. The essential task of the data centres would 
be to detect and locate seismic events from reported data and to col
lect and compile data for event identification. The final assessment 
of all data relevant to the monitoring of a CTBT should, however, 
be made by the individual States parties to the treaty.

The international data centres would enable States parties to a 
CTBT to get easy access to adequate data and thereby facilitate their 
active participation in the verification of a treaty. It will be essential 
that all parties to a CTBT have full confidence in the impartiality and 
proper functioning of the data centres. Therefore, to ensure a truly 
international nature of the seismological monitoring system, the data 
centres should not be established exclusively by the major nuclear 
countries or their allies.

In a statement earlier in this Spring session, my delegation expressed 
the preparedness of my Government to take measures to finance, to 
establish and to operate an international data centre in Sweden, pro
vided that satisfactory arrangements can be made.® That centre would 
be open to personnel from other States to work at the centre either on a 
permanent basis, as part of the operational staff, or on a temporary 
basis, to conduct research in connexion with the activity of the centre. 
Free and easy access would be given to all facilities at the centre.

For practical experiments, as part of the continued work of the Ad  
Hoc Group, we envisage that at least one data centre would be estab
lished and operated on a temporary basis. During the experiments the 
data centre would process reported data according to procedures 
worked out by the A d Hoc Group and redistribute the results to par
ticipating countries. To facilitate the practical experiment, Sweden is 
prepared to set up and operate a temporary data centre for that pur
pose. We are prepared to put such a temporary data centre into opera
tion in the course of this year, and to carry the associated costs. The

'CCD/PV. 767, p. 46.
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Swedish offer regarding a temporary data centre is of course based 
on the assumption that a CTBT will comprise a monitoring system.

The report of the Ad Hoc Group is the only tangible result that has 
been achieved by the CCD up to this point of the Spring session. We 
hope that a decision on a new mandate for the Group can be taken 
shortly. By taking an active part in the work of the Ad Hoc Group 
and in the multilateral negotiations which we hope will soon come, 
members of the CCD would show that they are prepared to carry their 
responsibilities in the urgent task of achieving the early conclusion of 
a CTBT.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament: Report of the Seismic 
Experts, March 14, 1978^

At the outset of my remarks, I would like to say that I am sorry that 
my plain talk on the nature and effects of nuclear weapons made my 
distinguished Bulgarian colleague feel that he had to characterize it as 
“rough” talk. If this is his opinion, he is entitled to it, but I am not 
required to accept it and I do not; in fact, I reject it categorically. I 
can only repeat what I said last Thursday:

We are talking about weapons, particularly nuclear weapons, that 
are designed to kill and destroy. We live with the awesome realiza
tion that the face of war is the face of death; in the case of nuclear 
war, death on a massive scale. No amount of circumlocution can hide 
this fact.2

I do not intend to engage in such circumlocution.
Today we have before us the report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scienti

fic Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect 
and to Identify Seismic Events.^

This Ad Hoc Group was formed pursuant to the decision of this 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament at its 714th meeting, 
on 22 July 1976.̂  That decision indicated that the Group should seek 
to achieve consensus in its report, but pointed out that, whenever con
sensus could not be achieved, each expert would be entitled to incor
porate his own views. The United States considers it significant that 
the letter of transmittal indicated that there was a consensus and, cor
respondingly, did not contain any expression of separate views.

Any consensus document, of necessity, involves give-and-take on the 
part of those participating in its preparation. It is, therefore, probably 
true that had any individual member of the A d Hoc Group had sole

" CCD/PV. 779, pp. 23-25.
 ̂Ante, p. 115.

® Ante, pp. 103-110.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 484r-485.
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responsibility for the text, it would have read somewhat differently 
from the text we have before us. Nevertheless, we are pleased and en
couraged to note that experts representing various Governments and 
with diverse scientific and practical experience in the complicated field 
of seismology could find the wide area of common opinion described in 
this report. The fact that members of the Ad Hoc Group were able to 
do so reflects the serious and conscientious manner in which they han
dled their task. I am sure that other representatives on this Committee 
will want to join me in commending the Ad Hoc Group for a job well 
done.

The report describes various technical aspects of a co-operative ex
change of seismic data for the purpose of detecting, locating, and 
identifying seismic events. The term “identifying,” of course, means 
discriminating between seismic events which are of natural origin and 
seismic events that are man-made, particularly seismic events pro
duced by nuclear explosions.

This means that the report should be read in the context of a pos
sible comprehensive test ban. This does not mean that the report as
sesses the adequacy of any system of exchanging seismic data for the 
purpose of verifying a comprehensive test ban. The terms of reference 
of the Ad H og Group specifically directed it not to do so. On the other 
hand, the terms of reference also made it clear that the report should 
provide analyses concerning international data exchange which could 
assist Governments in determining whether a comprehensive test ban 
would be in the interests of their over-all national security.

The report describes in detail the technical and procedural elements 
of an international network of stations which would continuously and 
rapidly exchange collected seismic data. It describes new international 
data centres which would analyse data from all national stations and 
provide access to all of their facilities designated as international. The 
role of these centres would be to detect and locate seismic events and 
to associate with these events reported data relevant to their 
identification.

The Group of Experts has provided us with a realistic picture of 
such an international data exchange network by considering existing 
and planned seismographic stations and equipment either available at 
those facilities or which could be provided within current technology. 
A key recommendation of the Group has been the use of the communi
cations capabilities of the World Meteorological Organization.

We must, however, note that the experts caution that implementa
tion of an international data exchange will require changes and im
provements in equipment and procedures that may be expensive, and 
will certainly involve significant modifications to the routine opera
tions executed presently. Further, the capability estimates in the report 
have been made in all cases on the basis of theoretical analyses and 
assumptions. These estimates can only be confirmed by experimental 
studies.
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The Group has recommended that an experimental exercise be con
ducted to test the system it has described. This seems to us, generally, 
to follow a sound scientific method and, specifically, to be supported 
by the facts developed in the report. In general, when a new technical 
concept is introduced it is usually investigated theoretically and the 
possible advantages from it are set down on paper. The report does 
this. Then a model is made or a laboratory experiment conducted to 
see if the theory was correct and to point to any deficiencies in the 
model. Corrective action may be taken before the new concept is put 
into general use. The report recommends this.

There are particular reasons why this generally-accepted scientific 
method should be followed in this case. The report has made an esti
mate of the capability of various networks to detect and identify 
seismic events. It has, however, been a theoretical estimate. The actual 
results to date, based on data obtained from the major international 
seismic centre now existing, the ISC in the United Kingdom, differ ap
proximately one-half magnitude units from the theoretical predictions 
made in this report.

For two underground explosions detonated under similar condi
tions, this difference corresponds to approximately a factor of three in 
yield. This leads to the conclusion that it would be useful to build on 
the theoretical estimates contained in the report of the Ad Hoc Group 
of Experts by conducting an actual experiment involving data ex
change and evaluation of the type that this report envisages. For these 
reasons the United States would be prepared to extend the mandate of 
the A d Hoc Group of Experts and would be prepared to join with 
others in the planning and carrying out of the experimental exercise 
recommended in the report.

Statement by the Acting Assistant Secretary of Energy for De
fense Programs (Kerr) Before a Subcommittee of the House 
Armed Services Committee: Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Reli
ability Under a Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 
[Extracts], March 15, 1978^

Doctor, can you maintain the weapons stockpile without testing?
Z>r. Kerr. It is our belief that in the long run without testing, we 

could not maintain the same confidence in our nuclear weapons stock
pile that we have today, based on test experience.

The Chairman, Well, could you rebuild that stockpile without 
testing ?

 ̂Current Negotiations on the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: EeoHngs Be* 
fore the Intelligence and Military Application of Nuclear Energy 8ul>commiitee 
of the Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth 
Congress, Second Session, (H.A.S.C. 95-62), Mar. 15, 16, 1978, pp. 22-27.
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Br. Kerr. We don’t believe that in the long run you could rebuild 
the stockpile without having access to designers and engineers who 
had experimental verification of their thoughts and design judgment.

So that after a period of time, if you no longer had access to these 
experienced people, we do not believe you could then rebuild the 
current most important systems in our stockpile.

. . . We design every weapons system, we hope, so that we will not 
need to proof test it once it enters stockpile. That has been the philos
ophy from the start. We use the ongoing test program to confirm 
some of the design choices made in stockpile weapons. We reuse some 
of the stockpile technology in new weapons systems. We, from time 
to time, check a stockpile problem by adding on an experiment to a 
Nevada test.

So, the statement is correct that we do routinely sample the stock
pile, and do not routinely do proof tests, but we do require this body 
of knowledge derived from testing to support design judgments for 
stockpiled systems and for systems in production.

Report by Secretary of State Vance to the Congress on Prepara
tions for the U.N. Special Session on Disarmament, March 16, 
1978"

The Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly on Disarmament 
(SSOD) will be the first occasion on which an attempt will be made 
to focus the attention of virtually all states of the world— l̂arge and 
small—on arms control and disarmament since the 1932 General Dis
armament Conference. As a unique event it has generated a high level 
of interest among world leaders, many of whom are planning to attend. 
We expect the SSOD to be a major event for the United Nations, for 
disarmament, and for the United States.

This will be the ninth time the U.N. General Assembly has con
vened a special intersessional meeting on a particular theme. A brief 
2-week special meeting designed to promote independence for Nami
bia (South West Africa) is planned for late April-early May of 1978. 
The sixth and seventh special sessions were devoted to international 
economic questions. Earlier special sessions were devoted to other 
issues of concern to the U.N. majority—such as Palestine, Tunisia, 
and Namibia.

^Department of State Bulletin, May 1978, pp. 29-32. The report was sub
mitted to the Senate Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed Services and 
the House Committees on International Relations and Armed Services pursuant 
to Section 513 of the 1978 Foreign Relations Authorization Act.
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Origins of the S80D

The SSOD has its origins in the dissatisfaction among many of 
the U.N. members with Avhat they regard as slow progress in dis
armament. In addition, reflecting the absence of China and France 
from the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in 
Geneva, many of the United Natiotis began to search for a forum in 
which all states could participate. For more than a decade the Soviet 
Union has pressed for a world disarmament conference, attended by 
plenipotentiary delegates with the authority to negotiate binding de
cisions. China has regarded the Soviet initiative as a propagandistic 
proposal to use the dynamics of large conference diplomacy to build 
up pressure and support for Soviet disarmament positions. The United 
States has taken the position that it is premature at the present stage 
of the disarmament effort to convene a world disarmament conference.

The idea of a special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament evolved over the past few years as a possible alternative 
to a world disarmament conference. Although similar to a world dis
armament conference in some respects, the special session will adopt 
only recommendations and a program of action. Moreover, it has not 
been identified as a superpower initiative. Many countries also favored 
the special session because it was more likely that all of the nuclear- 
weapon states would attend a General Assembly session, whereas a 
world disarmament conference, with possible anti-Chinese undertones, 
would not draw as wide an attendance.

Against this background, at the 30th session of the U.N. General 
Assembly, several nonaligned delegations stated that if progress were 
not made during 1976 toward the convening of a world disarmament 
conference, they would ask the 31st U.N. General Assembly to sched
ule a special session on disarmament. The idea of a special session 
gained substantial support, in part due to vigorous campaigning under 
Yugoslav leadership, culminating in the endorsement of the special 
session by the nonaligned summit conference at Colombo in August 
1976.2 A resolution calling for the convening of the SSOD passed by 
consensus at the 31st General Assembly in 1976.̂

Many of the nonaligned see the SSOD as a forum in which they 
can bring their concerns to the attention of the leaders and peoples 
of the major military powers, particularly the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. One of their interests is a larger role in disarmament and 
arms control forums. Their main concern, however, centers on the need 
for the superpowers to commit themselves more specifically than here
tofore to steps beyond SALT II and comprehensive test ban negotia
tions, halt the buildup of their nuclear arsenals, and begin the process 
of reductions. They also hope to achieve wider acceptance of their 
belief that at least some of the savings resulting from disarmament 
should go to assist the less developed countries.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1976, p. 567.
® Res. 31/189B, Dec. 21,1976. For text, see iMd., pp. 947-948.
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A longer term goal of many is a larger voice for the United Nations 
in disarmament issues. There is consequently considerable support for 
a follow-on SSOD to assess progress on the program of action which 
will be adopted by the upcoming special session. The United States 
has gone on record as prepared to support another SSOD in about 
5 years but is not committed to a series of such sessions at regular 
intervals.

Forum for Discussions

The special General Assembly session provides a welcome oppor
tunity to involve the entire U.N. membership in disarmament discus
sions, to give states more insight into each other’s thinking on these 
questions, and to develop greater consensus on how to deal with them. 
If the participants succeed in avoiding polemics, we think that the 
session can have a significant and positive impact on the arms con
trol and disarmament agenda during the next few years.

At the same time, there are inherent limitations to the treatment 
of disarmament issues in such a large forum. The participants gen
erally recognize that it is not the task of the session to negotiate 
specific agreements. The special session will be too brief (only 5 
weeks, with 2 of those taken up in general debate) to permit more 
than initial consideration of new disarmament proposals. We should 
recognize, in addition, that there are several factors at play which 
could diminish the productivity of the session.

• The inclination to present comprehensive lists of measures cover
ing all known categories of arms control and disarmament issues could 
lead to confusion rather than give direction to future efforts.

• Insistence on sweeping changes in existing disarmament forums 
could reduce efficiency and result in decreasing their usefulness.

Thus the success of the SSOD will depend heavily on the spirit in 
which the participants approach it and the constructive contributions 
which they are willing and able to make. There are wide variations 
among countries and groups of countries in their interest in disarma
ment matters and their capacity to contribute. During the first four 
sessions of the Preparatory Committee, there have been differences of 
views but nevertheless a general effort to avoid polemics. Each of the 
major regional and political groupings in the United Nations have 
established the practice of meeting together to discuss issues before 
the Preparatory Committee. This has facilitated a more informal 
exchange of views among members of these groups and, together with 
the informal discussions among members from each of these groups— 
as well as with certain states not members of any group— ĥas afforded 
opportunities to carry on an active exchange of views beyond that 
which takes place in the formal Preparatory Committee meetings.

The work of the Special Session on Disarmament will be affected
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in part by the nature of the representation. Some countries already 
active in disarmament negotiations in various forums will send spe
cialists in the field to New York. The majority will be represented 
by their permanent U.N. General Assembly delegations concerned 
with the range of political and economic issues which arise in the 
United Nations. As is the case with regular General Assembly sessions, 
much of the significant work will be conducted off the floor in private 
meetings. In fact, this process is already well underway in New York 
where we have been in close contact with the delegations to the Pre
paratory Committee meetings. In addition, bilateral discussions will 
be taking place between now and the opening of the SSOD between 
U.S. representatives and officials of some of the countries which are 
expected to play a significant role in the SSOD.

Developments to Date

Thus far, four Preparatory Committee (PREPCOM) meetings for 
the SSOD have been held. The 54 nations who participate in the 
PREPCOM are broadly representative of the U.N. General Assembly 
itself, assuring the presentation of a nearly full spectrum of views. At 
the end of the third PREPCOM in September, a provisional agenda 
for the special session was adopted. This agenda includes provisions 
for:

• General debate;
• Review and appraisal of the present international situation in 

light of the pressing need to achieve substantial progress in the field of 
disarmament, the continuation of the arms race and the close inter
relationship between disarmament, international peace and security, 
and economic development;

• Adoption of a declaration on disarmament ;
• Adoption of a program of action on disarmament; and
• Review of the role of the United Nations in disarmament and of 

the international machinery for negotiations on disarmament, includ
ing in particular, the question of convening a world disarmament 
conference.

During the fourth Preparatory Committee in February of this year, 
drafts of the declaration on disarmament and a program of action were 
introduced by a large number of states or groups of states. In addition, 
a large number of proposals were submitted concerning the machinery 
for disarmament discussions and negotiations. Also during the Febru
ary meeting, the various proposals on the declaration, the program of 
action, and disarmament machinery were consolidated into one docu
ment for purposes of future consideration. While some limited 
progress was made in consolidating some of the various texts on the 
declaration, the document generally consists of a single text which 
contains the provisions of the various documents submitted earlier by
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various states or groups of states. During March the many alternative 
formulations will be evaluated by governments. At the final PREP- 
•COM session, which is scheduled for April 4-21, an attempt will be 
made to eliminate, to the extent possible, the divergent language prior 
to consideration of the documents by the SSOD itself. However, it is 
highly unlikely that major disagreements on key substantive issues 
will be resolved before the SSOD itself.

Key Issues

Virtually every aspect of arms control will receive attention at the 
SSOD. To date, the key issues appear to be:

• Questions relating to nuclear weapons^ such as calls for early con
clusion of SALT II, a comprehensive test ban, and assurances by 
nuclear-weapons states not to use or threaten to use such weapons 
against non-nuclear states;

• The tension between nonproliferation concerns on the one hand 
and demands for “nondiscriminatory” access to peaceful nuclear 
technology;

• The relationship between disarmament and development^ i.e., 
what—if any—commitments can or should developed countries make 
to channel a portion of the savings realized from arms control measures 
to development assistance;

• Measures to deal with non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction^ 
such as chemical weapons;

• Measures to deal with certain corwentional weapons which may be 
deemed to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects;

• Possible limitations on the production and transfer of conven
tional weapons;

• Regional limitations on certain types of weapons or on force 
levels;

• Elaboration and extension of the concept of confidence-huilding 
measures  ̂such as notifications to neighboring states of scheduled mili
tary maneuvers; and

• Possible modifications to the multilateral mechanisms for dealing 
with disarmament issues  ̂strengthening the role of the United Nations, 
and broadening participation in the multilateral negotiating forum, 
the Conference of the 'Committee on Disarmament.

V.S. Ohjectives

In line with this Administration’s active support for arms control 
and disarmament initiatives and its efforts to strengthen relations with 
the developing countries, the United States has adopted a positive ap
proach to the special session. Oh March 17, in a speech to the United 
Nations, the President stated that the United States . . will make a
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strong and a positive contribution . . to the special session.* This 
position was reiterated in Ambassador Young’s letter of April 22, 
1977® to Secretary General Waldheim responding to a request for 
views of members on the SSOD agenda. Ambassador Young said the 
United States believes that . . the central objective of the session 
should be to give a new impetus to productive negotiations on issues— 
old and new—of pressing concern.” Because this letter set forth the 
basic framework for U.S. preparations for the SSOD, it is attached to 
this report.

We have adopted this positive attitude to the SSOD because we 
believe it holds the potential for making significant contributions to 
the achievement of our arms control and disarmament objectives while 
furthering a more productive North-South relationship.

Our fundamental objectives at the SSOD are these:

• To develop support for the arms control initiatives that this Ad
ministration has undertaken in the last year and a half;

• To work with other countries in developing new and realistic 
arms control proposals; and

• To insure that actions taken at the SSOD are compatible with 
basic U.S. security interests and with effective and practical arms 
control agreements.

Turning first to the disarmament aspect at the special session, we 
propose to work toward:

• Creating a receptive environment and wider support for the key 
arms control agreements which may emerge from negotiations now 
underway on SALT II, the comprehensive test ban, and chemical 
weapons;

• Developing a broad consensus on a realistic agenda for negotia
tions over the next few years;

• Preserving and strengthening existing multilateral negotiating 
forums such as the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
while maintaining flexibility on proposals for procedural change 
which would accommodate the concerns of nations whose active par
ticipation is essential for the realization of general arms control ob
jectives; and

• Encouraging better understanding of and support for our overall 
arms control objectives on the part of our allies, the Warsaw Pact 
countries, and the nonaligned countries. The SSOD will provide an 
unusual opportunity for us to explain our objectives to key countries 
which have previously been skeptical about our intentions.

We see the SSOD as an opportunity for entering into a dialogue 
with certain other countries that have not participated in disarma
ment negotiations thus far. We also view it is an opportunity to gain

1977, pp. 133-135. 
pp. 253-256.
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greater public support, both in the United States and abroad, for our 
goals in the arms control area.

In terms of our relations with the developing world, we believe that 
the SSOD would be able to :

• Contribute to a more fruitful North-South dialogue on disarma
ment. We intend to use the SSOD to foster a more constructive 
dialogue on our policies in two areas of particular interest to us— n̂on- 
proliferation and restraints on the transfer of conventional arms, sub
jects which have been a source of considerable friction in the past and

• Lead to acceptance of the concept that, particularly with regard 
to the spread of military technology and hardware to all regions of the 
globe, arms control and disarmament are common goals for all U.N. 
members and that all nations, including the developing countries, must 
exercise restraint on the acquisition of arms.

U,8, Preparations

U.S. preparations for the special session got underway following 
the approval by the 1976 U.N. General Assembly resolution calling 
for the SSOD. Beginning in early 1977, elements of the Department of 
State and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), 
acting in an informal working group, began developing our general 
approach to the SSOD with a view to establishing the U.S. positions 
for the session on specific issues. In August of 1977, Dr. Lawrence 
Weiler, former Counselor of ACDA and subsequently Associate Di
rector of Stanford University’s Arms Control and Disarmament Pro
gram, was appointed Special Coordinator for the SSOD, with respon
sibility for coordinating preparations for the session. Dr. Weiler has 
also represented the United States at the third and fourth PREPCOM 
sessions.

In February of this year, at the direction of the National Security 
Council, an inter-agency backstopping committee—chaired by Adam 
Yarmolinsky, Counselor of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency—was formed with participation by the National Security 
Council, State, ACDA, Defense, CIA, AID, and other interested 
agencies. The committee will be responsible for providing policy 
guidance to our delegation and reviewing proposals that the United 
States might advance at the SSOD.

The U.S. delegation to the SSOD has not yet been named. Present 
plans are for Ambassador Young to head the delegation assisted by 
Deputy Permanent Representative James Leonard and Ambassador 
Adrian Fisher of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, both 
of whom have exceptional qualifications in the disarmament field.

In addition, we will ask tJiat both Houses of Congress be repre
sented, each by majority and minority members. We also expect addi
tional special congressional advisers will want to joint the delegation 
and contribute to its work, as was the case in the seventh special ses
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sion. Public members who combine a commitment to arms control and 
national security interests with an ability to win support for these 
aims at home and abroad are expected to be added to the delegation. 
Congressional and public members of the delegation can provide an 
essential contribution.

In addition, we have sought the advice and support of nongovern
mental organizations. We have scheduled a 1-day conference of such 
organizations in Washington on March 11 to discuss the SSOD and 
receive suggestions.

Consultations With Other Governments

We have recognized from the outset that consultations with other 
governments must be a key element in the efforts to insure the success 
of the special session.

Over a year ago, we instructed our missions abroad to convey to 
host governments and other delegations to multilateral organizations 
that we intend to take the SSOD seriously as an opportunity for 
progress. We urged them to seek the views of all participants and to 
emphasize our willingness to listen te others as well as contribute 
ourselves.

We have directed special attention to consultations with our West
ern allies and Japan— în NATO, at the United Nations, and through 
bilateral consultations at all levels—in order to insure that our shared 
goals of reduction and control of armaments with undiminished or 
improved security are advanced by the SSOD.

And we have kept in close contact with the Soviet Union, recog
nizing that we have a joint interest in an SSOD outcome which is 
supportive of the bilateral and multilateral negotiations in which we 
are involved.

As the special session approaches, these discussions with other gov
ernments will intensify and escalate in level; we expect that discus
sions between policy-level officials during the SSOD itself can con
tribute as much to a successful session as the public proceedings.

Conchision

In summary, the United States sees the SSOD as a genuine oppor- 
timity. Arms control cannot be an exclusive interest of the few nor 
can it be an obligation only on the major military powers. Even 
though a wider forum increases the difficulties more than proportion
ately and even though the SSOD cannot serve as a forum for actual 
negotiations on specific issues, we believe it can give a new impetus to 
arms control negotiations in a variety of areas and can serve as an 
occasion to stimulate new ideas which could open opportunities for 
further progress in disarmament. With'the active support and advice 
of Congress and the public, the U.S. delegation will work actively 
toward this end.



KERR LETTER, MARCH 16 191

Letter From the Acting Assistant Secretary of Energy for Defense 
Programs (Kerr) to the Chairman of the House Armed Services 
Committee (Price): Need for Nuclear Testing, March 16, 
1978"

The following questions were asked of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
for the record by Mr. Beard at your hearing on March 16,1978. The 
JCS representative deferred to the Department of Energy for answers 
and I am pleased to provide the following on behalf of the 
Department:

Q. By continuing a strong technological capability made possible 
under the constraints of the LTBT  ̂ through the maintenance of a 
viable undergroimd test program, the U.S. has continued the develop
ment of nuclear capabilities which will assist in the fulfillment of 
national policy objectives.

Do you believe that without the present underground testing ca
pability, the U.S. Armed Forces could confidently exploit advanced 
nuclear weapons development technology or nuclear weapons effects 
technology to provide these capabilities; could we assure the relia
bility either of new designs, of older nuclear weapons which have been 
stockpiled over long periods of time, or of replications of older tested 
designs, and do you therefore believe that, for the foreseeable future, 
continued nuclear testing will be necessary ?

A. Design experts from the DOE laboratories believe that current 
and planned U.S. nuclear weapons cannot be indefinitely maintained 
or remanufactured without nuclear tests. Testing could be required 
to recertify changes necessary to correct deficiencies discovered dur
ing stockpile surveillance and to recertify rebuilt warheads as well 
as to meet new weapon system requirements.

In the absence of nuclear testing, the U.S. Armed Forces could 
not confidently exploit advanced nuclear weapons development tech
nology or nuclear weapons effects technology (i.e. survivability). The 
DOE believes that testing of warheads at least to the level necessary 
to observe partial performance would be required for maintenance 
of the stockpile and the associated strategic nuclear force structure.

Q. Is a concern of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the weapon system cost 
implications attendant to a CTB, especially in terms of special nuclear 
materials (SNM) and hardening to the effects of nuclear weapons?

' Current Negotiations on the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Hearings 
Before the Intelligence and Military Application of Nuclear Energy Suhcommit- 
tee of the Committee on Armed Services^ House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth 
Congress, Second Session [H.A.S.C. 95-^2], Mar. 15, 16, 1978, pp. 95-97. The 
letter is not dated.

 ̂The Umited test ban treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 196S, 
pp. 291-293.

317-783 0 80 15
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It is certainly of concern. For many years the U.S. strategic 
systems have depended upon very compact, light, highly sophisticated 
warheads. The potential unavailability of such warheads, appropri
ately optimized for specific delivery systems could result in higher 
system costs or reduced effectiveness. The inability to assess warhead 
resistance to nuclear weapon effects under a CTB is bound to in
crease our uncertainty as to the adequacy of present hardening—and 
hence introduce uncertainties as to system vulnerability.

A shortage of SNM could restrict the deployment of some delivery 
systems below otherwise optimum numbers. These possible conse
quences could create concerns of first rank which would require diffi
cult and expensive compensatory deployments, or could produce sig
nificant reductions to our deterrent capabilities.

Q. I f  nuclear testing is not allowed to confirm the viability of 
specific designs for low SNM usage, particularly for MX, Trident 
II, and cruise missiles, will it be necessary to adapt existing designs 
which use relatively large amounts of SNM ? Is it also true that cur
rently planned availability of SNM would be insufficient to meet 
projected force levels of these and other systems, and a significant 
investment (up to $2 billion) may be required to supply an adequate 
SNM stockpile, provided the technological problems of reactor restart 
are solvable and that satisfactory environment impact statements can 
be quickly approved ?

A. Warhead designs available for deployment on MX, Trident, the 
cruise missile and other strategic delivery systems require SNM. It 
is certainly possible that overall force requirements could exceed the 
available supply.

There are a very few alternative warhead designs requiring sub
stantially less SNM. Not all yields could be provided, and the specific 
configurations could require major delivery system changes.

Reactor start-up to provide more Pu would indeed be expensive and 
require time. The supply of enriched uranium could also be a limiting 
factor in the production of appropriate warheads in sufficient numbers 
for future deployments.

Q, I f  nuclear testing cannot confirm specific weapon system designs 
to harden against the effects of nuclear weapons, do you think de
signers will be extremely conservative and will over-compensate to 
insure an adequate margin of safety ? Do you believe the cost penalties 
associated with this approach could mount rapidly, and system effec
tiveness could be reduced drastically (e.g., increased shielding in a 
reentry vehicle adds to weight and reduces range) ?

A. Conservatism and over-compensation in RV design can help 
reduce the impact of uncertainty about vulnerability but cannot pre
vent unexpected vulnerabilities from occurring. It has been the un
expected weaknesses which have been the most troublesome in the past.
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Their discovery through nuclear testing and the proof of the validity 
of the corrective actions has been and will continue to be the primary 
source of our confidence in system survivability.

The penalties for the loss of the ability to do effects testing will lie 
in the realms of increased cost and decreased performance, and of 
decreased confidence in the survivability and reliability of the delivery 
systems.

I hope this material will be helpful in completing the record for 
the hearings on “Current Negotiations on the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty.”

Tripartite Statement to the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament: Comprehensive Test Ban, March 16, 1978 ^

United Nations General Assembly resolution 32/Y8 of 12 Decem
ber 1977 urges the three nuclear-weapon States to expedite their 
tripartite negotiations with a view to bringing them to a positive con
clusion as soon as possible.  ̂The USSR, the United Kingdom and the 
United States recognize that this resolution reflects the desire of the 
international community to achieve a treaty, and that this task is 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament’s highest priority 
item.

During the eight months since the start of tripartite negotiations, 
the three delegations have held a large number of plenary meetings, 
meetings of working groups and less formal meetings. Substantial 
progress has been made towards agreement on the provisions of a 
treaty prohibiting nuclear-weapon tests and a protocol covering nu
clear explosions for peaceful purposes which would be an integral part 
of the treaty. A number of important points have already been agreed; 
and on some outstanding issues, the differences between the positions 
of the participants have narrowed. The Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament, with its long experience of the complexity of arms 
control negotiations, will understand that any attempt to describe 
these remaining problems at this stage could complicate tripartite 
effort to resolve them.

The USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States share the 
widely-held view that an international exchange of seismic data will 
play a major role in verification of compliance with the treaty. They 
consider that all parties to the treaty should have the right to par
ticipate and to receive seismic data provided by the international ex
change, whether or not they contribute seismic stations to the global 
network. The three negotiating partners have actively participated

 ̂CCD/PV.780, pp. 13-14. The statement was made by U.K. Representative Ashe 
on behalf of the U.S., Soviet, and British delegations.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1977, pp. 828-829.
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in the work of the A d Hoc Group of Seismic Experts of the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament and have carefully studied 
the report,  ̂to which experts from a substantial number of States have 
made valuable contributions. They agree that the guidelines for set
ting up and running the international seismic exchange should be laid 
down in an annex to the treaty, and that the detailed organizational 
and procedural arrangements for implementing the international ex
change should be worked out after the entry into force of the treaty, 
drawing on the recommendations contained in the report of the Ad  
Hoc Group.

The USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States are keenly 
aware of the great importance that the members of the United Nations 
General Assembly and the Conference of the Committee on Disarm
ament attach to the earliest possible conclusion of a treaty and will 
continue their best efforts to complete the tripartite negotiations as 
soon as possible.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Report of the 
Seismic Experts, March 16, 1978^

The report presented by the*. A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, 
on the subject of the elaboration of international co-operative meas
ures to detect and to identify seismic events,  ̂ has been prepared on 
the basis of the latest achievements in seismology, and, as we hope, 
it will be a valuable and useful study.

In the course of their work, the experts have analysed the capabili
ties of the world’s existing and planned seismological stations and, 
proceeding from seismological principles, have selected some 50 of 
the most effective stations for the planned global seismic network.

The technical capabilities of the existing international means of 
communication were studied, and the communication channels of the 
World Meteorological Organization, which ensure the necessary ef
ficiency and reliability and the required volumes of seismic informa
tion for transmission, were recommended as the most acceptable.

On the basis of the analysis of the technical data, and taking into 
account the need for ensuring a high degree of reliability and effi
ciency in the functioning: of the global network, the report recognizes 
the advisability of establishing several international centres, firstly 
in the places where WMO communication centres are situated, Mos
cow and Washington. The wish is expressed that international data 
centres should be established in other places as well, e.g. in the south
ern hemisphere.

 ̂Ante, pp. 103-110.
" COD/PV.780, pp. 1^16.
* The report is printed ante, pp. 103-110.
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The seismic "pâ rameters which have to be transmitted in standard
ized form to the international centres for the collection, processing 
and exchange of seismic data are determined. The procedures to be 
used in the international centres for the detection, location and eval
uation of the magnitude and depth of seismic events should be in 
accordance with standard practice. The centres will also systematize 
the association of identification parameters with the seismic events.

On the basis of clearly specified conditions and assumptions, the 
report provides theoretical probabilistic estimates of the capabilities 
of the global network for the detection and location of seismic events, 
and for obtaining identification parameters. The estimates indicate 
that capabilities for the detection, location and identification of events 
are somewhat lower in the southern hemisphere than in the northern 
hemisphere.

The report also touches on the question of the experimental testing 
of the international seismic data exchange system.

In view of the fact that the estimates of the capabilities of the 
global system are based on theoretical calculations, the Group deems 
it desirable to carry out an experimental exercise for the purpose of 
testing the system with a view to obtaining more accurate data for 
estimates and discovering any possible deficiencies of the system. The 
experimental exercise for the purpose of testing the global system 
should, in the view of the Group, be carried out in two stages. The 
first stage would be devoted to work on questions of science and 
method in relation to the conduct of the experiment. The second stage 
would be that of carrying out and evaluating the experimental exer
cise. The Group considers that the first, the preparatory, stage is a 
very important and crucial element, involving a great deal of work, 
an element on which the success of the whole exercise depends. Accord
ing to the Group, not less than six months, and most likely a good 
deal more than that, will be needed for carrying it out.

When all the members of the Committee have sufiiciently studied 
the Group’s report, the Committee will probably be able to take note 
of it.

Two separate questions still remain to be dealt with, however: the 
conduct of the experimental exercise for the purpose of testing the 
global system and the continuation of the work of the Group of 
Experts.

The Soviet delegation considers it desirable in principle that there 
should be an experimental exercise, as discussed in the report of the 
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts on seismology for the purpose 
of testing the international seismic data exchange system.

It must be remembered in this connexion, however, that the global 
network of seismographic stations is being set up in connexion with the 
tasks of verifying compliance with the treaty on the prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests. It is perfectly obvious, therefore, that until the 
treaty is concluded and until it is known which principal States parties 
will place their seismographic stations at the disposal of the global
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network of seismographic stations is being set up in connexion with the 
Thus, the decision whether or not to carry out an experimental exercise 
for the purpose of testing the future international seismic data ex
change system will be taken by the States parties to the treaty. Besides, 
as was pointed out in today’s tripartite statement to the Committee on 
Disarmament, the guidelines for setting up and running the interna
tional seismic exchange should be laid down in an annex to the treaty, 
and the detailed organizational and procedural arrangements for im
plementing the international exchange should be worked out after the 
entry into force of the treaty, drawing on the recommendations con
tained in the report of the Ad Hoc Group.

At the same time, we believe that it would be useful, even before the 
treaty is concluded, to start the preparatory work for a possible sub
sequent experimental exercise for the purpose of testing the interna
tional system, and in that connexion to work out the principles of 
science and method to be applied in the exercise. In our opinion, this 
task could be undertaken by the ad hoc group we established— t̂he Ad  
Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-opera
tive Measures to Detect and to Identify Seismic Events. With the 
presentation of the final report on its work, the Group of Scientific 
Experts on seismology has completed its task. We might now consider 
the possibility of prolonging the Group’s work and defining its man
date in terms of the establishment of principles of science and method 
for a possible experimental exercise for the purpose of testing the 
international seismic data exchange system.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament: Report of the Seismic 
Experts, March 16, 1978 "

I listened with interest to the statement of the distinguished repre
sentative of the Soviet Union.^ The only reason I am intervening is 
because his statement did contain an implication that the agreed tri
partite statement, read by Ambassador Ashe,  ̂ implied that there had 
been tripartite agreement that the recommendations of the seismic 
experts^ for the execution of a seismic exercise should not now be 
accepted. I  am not in any way disputing his references to the tripartite 
position with respect to the mechanism for the implementation of the 
comprehensive test ban, which we all hope will soon be before us. How
ever, the tripartite agreement does not imply agreement that the 
recommendation of the seismic experts, that there be a mandate for 
them to both plan and execute the exercise they recommended in their

 ̂OCD/PV. 780, p. 20.
* Supra.
" Ante, pp. 193-194.
 ̂Ante, pp. 103-110.
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report, should not now be carried out. As I indicated in my statement 
last Tuesday,®

The United States would be prepared to extend the mandate of the 
Ad Hoc Group of experts and would be prepared to join with others 
in the planning and carrying out of the experimental exercise 
recommended in the report.

That is the position of the United States.

Statement by the British Representative (Ashe) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament: Report of the Seismic 
Experts, March 16, 1978 ^

In order to be quite clear, I  would like to point out that I  am speak
ing now only for the United Kingdom, and not, as earlier, for the 
Soviet Union and the United States as well.

I  shall be very brief. I wish to indicate my delegation’s support for 
the proposal made by the representative of Sweden at our meeting 
on 14 March for the continuation in being of the A d Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures 
to Detect and to Identify Seismic Events. I should at the same time 
like to congratulate the A d Hoc Group very much indeed on the excel
lence of the report which they produced.*̂

We are of the view that an experimental exercise will be necessary to 
validate the report, and that this should logically be planned by the 
group which produced the report.

As you will have noted from the tripartite report which I presented 
in this meeting,® the United Kingdom believes that international ex
change of seismic data will play a major role in verification of com
pliance with a CTB treaty. We are particularly anxious that all par
ties to the treaty should be enabled to participate in verification. The 
work of the Group to date and this proposed extension will play a 
very important part in making that possible.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Neutron Bomb 
[Extract!, March 17,1978"

Q. Mr. President, you talked inside about maintaining a nuclear 
balance with the Soviet Union, and you talked a little bit about the

® Ante, pp. 180-182.
•CCD/PV.780, p. 21.
 ̂The report is printed ante, pp. 103-110.
 ̂Ante, pp. 193-194.
* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 27,1978, p. 536.
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SALT II negotiations going on. How does the Soviet demand that we 
stop production of neutron bombs fit into your wanting to maintain a 
balance?

The President, The neutron bomb is not a strategic weapon; it’s a 
tactical weapon. And it will not change at all the relative balance of 
strategic nuclear power.

The Soviets have used the neutron bomb issue primarily as a propa
ganda item. They are producing new weapons, like the SS-20, for in
stance, which has many, many more times the destructive power than 
any neutron bomb that’s even being contemplated and does indeed dis
turb the balance of tactical forces between Eastern and Western 
Europe.

So the neutron bomb issue has nothing to do with SALT and does 
not change the nuclear balance at all.

Statement by ACDA Director Warnke to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, March 21, 1978^

When I addressed this Committee on 19 July 1977, I gave an ap
praisal of the status of arms control negotiations at that time. I also 
indicated that I hoped to visit the Committee on a regular basis.- 
I am returning to the Committee today to bring my appraisal up to 
date, and to indicate how we believe this forum can be useful as a key 
institution for the negotiation of multilateral arms control agree
ments.

This Committee was advised at its last meeting by Ambassador 
Ashe of the state of the negotiations on the comprehensive test ban. 
Ambassador Ashe read a carefully negotiated tripartite statement, 
acceptable to all three parties, describing the current status of those 
negotiations.® Many of you, upon reading it, might have thought it 
a little bit cautious. You were right; it was. It had to be, because any 
attempt at a more ambitious agreed tripartite statement in a negotia
tion that is at a relatively critical stage could reopen or exacerbate 
questions involved in the negotiation itself and prejudice their solu
tion. For the United States, however, I can say only one thing. We 
are pressing forward in the negotiations for a comprehensive test 
ban as strongly as possible. We believe our negotiating partners are 
doing the same. We hope soon to be in a position where the CCD can 
play an important role in its consideration.

Although the negotiations for a comprehensive test ban are not the 
direct offshoot of the Non-Proliferation Treaty—indeed negotiations

 ̂CCD/PV. 781, pp. 10-13.
 ̂Bocuments on Disarmament^ 1977, pp. 430-434. 
® AntCf pp. 193-194.
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for a comprehensive test ban had be^n 10 years before the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty was signed in 1968— t̂he references to a compre
hensive test ban in the preamble to the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
make it clear that these negotiations must be seen in light of the total 
effort towards a non-proliferation goal.  ̂ It is in this context that I 
would like to refer briefly to some of the other steps that the United 
States is taking, based on its recognition that a comprehensive test 
ban cannot in itself eliminate the perilous situation created by the 
growing availability of fissile material and the associated opportuni
ties for nuclear explosive development.

One such action is the passage of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Act of 1978 which President Carter signed into law on 10 March 
1978.® This Act is an attempt to balance concern over the dangers of 
nuclear proliferation with the important need for nuclear power to 
meet energy demands throughout the world. In this attempt it pro
vides for a system of controls and incentives to give the world time 
to improve and strengthen mechanisms which will safeguard against 
misuse of nuclear energy technology. It does so by emphasizing the 
importance of fuel cycle safeguards as a condition for continued 
United States co-operation with non-nuclear-weapon States. It does 
so, among other things, by exercising positive control—over the long
term—over the retransfer and reprocessing of materials produced 
through any transferred sensitive nuclear exports from the United 
States. An important incentive, not specifically spelled out in this 
Act, but implied by its enactment and by United States policy, is the 
continued and re-emphasized commitment of the United States to 
make every reasonable effort to assure that the benefits of nuclear 
energy are available to all.

You are aware that there are other important arms control nego
tiations under way here in Geneva. A great deal of effort has gone 
into the current SALT negotiations which we hope will lead to the 
successful completion of a balanced SALT II agreement at an early 
date.

The United States and the Soviet Union are also working on a joint 
initiative to present to the CCD which might serve as the basis for 
negotiating a ban on chemical weapons. 'WTiile considerable progress 
has been made, there are major issues which remain to be resolved, 
particularly with respect to verification. We anticipate stepping up 
the pace of this work on a joint initiative later this month.

The United States and the Soviet Union have made considerable 
progress on a joint initiative dealing with radiological weapons, and 
work on this issue is continuing.

It has not interfered with our bilateral efforts on higher priority 
issues, and it need not distract the CCD from higher priority issues 
either. However, the United States believes that it would be worth

* The Nonproliferation Treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, 
pp. 461-465.

^Ante, pp. 118-164.
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while to conclude a multilateral arms control measure prohibiting 
radiological weapons before such weapons are introduced into the 
arsenals of States, and we believe that the negotiation of such an arms 
control agreement would be an appropriate task for the CCD.

For many years the attention of the international community, and 
of this Committee in particular, has been focused primarily on the 
danger posed by nuclear weapons, as well as other weapons of mass 
destruction. In view of the consequences the use of such weapons 
would have for the future of our civilization, this is quite understand
able. However, we must not lose sight of the fact that employment 
of such weapons would most likely result from escalation of a military 
conflict initiated with conventional weapons.

The build-up of conventional forces is fraught with grave danger. 
As we look around the world, we see many countries acquiring in
creasingly sophisticated weaponry in quantities that in many instances 
exceed their legitimate defence needs. This, of course, greatly increases 
the danger of local conflict. The developments we have witnessed in 
various parts of the world, some of them very recently, show that this 
danger is a very real one.

The United States, as a major supplier of conventional arms, has 
taken a strong interest in the problem of restraining the supply of 
conventional weapons in the world. The responsibility for curbing the 
horizontal spread of conventional weapons, however, cannot rest on 
the suppliers alone. It requires a conscious and determined effort on 
the part of the recipients as well. We hear much of the immense 
resources that are squandered by the nuclear-weapon States in the 
nuclear arms race. In our view, much more should be said and done 
about the massive diversion of resources to the accumulation of con
ventional arms—resources which should be used to provide a better 
life for the people of the world.

The United States believes that it is of the utmost importance that 
efforts now being made in the field of nuclear disarmament—efforts 
which the United States is determined to pursue with continued deter
mination—should be placed in the context of a broader disarmament 
effort. The United States believes that this Committee, without de
tracting from its efforts aimed at reducing the danger of nuclear war, 
can and should also devote its energies to solving the problem of 
conventional arms. It clearly has the expertise, and is sufficiently rep
resentative, to consider and develop measures that would increase 
stability in a number of regions of the world through regional arms 
restraint, and thus contribute significantly to the advancement of 
ultimate disarmament objectives.

I am aware that there is impatience among members of this Com
mittee that important matters are being discussed on a trilateral or a 
bilateral basis and have not yet been referred to this Committee. I 
understand this concern, but we all must bear in mind that during its 
existence the CCD has produced five arms control treaties: the Limited
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Test Ban Treaty,® the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Sea-bed Arms 
Control Treaty,  ̂ the Biological Weapons Convention,® and the En
vironmental Modification Convention.® All of these took time and 
required extensive consultation by some of the parties on a bilateral or 
a trilateral basis. For example, the negotiations on a nuclear test ban 
began in 1958, the Limited Test Ban was not negotiated until 1963, and 
a CTB has not yet been completed, although I believe the signs are 
promising. A non-proliferation arrangement has been under discus
sion since 1962, but the Non-Proliferation Treaty was not signed 
until July 1968.

In all of these treaties the role of the CCD was a substantive one, 
as it brought to bear the views of its members on arms control treaties 
in which they had a vital interest.

One final word about the future of CCD, which we know is going 
to be discussed at the special session of the United Nations devoted to 
disarmament. You have already heard the views of the United States 
on this subject, and I will merely reiterate them briefly: the CCD is a 
useful negotiating forum and should be kept as a negotiating forum 
with a size commensurate with its task. As to its organization and 
procedures, the United States believes that the current arrangements 
are operating effectively, but the United States is flexible and would 
be prepared to accept a change in the current structure if it appears 
that a positive advantage would be gained thereby.

Report of the Ad Hoc Group on the Relationship Between Dis
armament and Development [Extract], March 21, 1978 ^

L e t t e r  o f  T r a n s m it t a l

21 March 1978
Sir,
I have the honour to submit herewith the report of the A d Hoc 

Group on the Kelationship between Disarmament and Development, 
which was appointed by you in pursuance of paragraph 2 of General 
Assembly resolution 32/88 A of 12 December 1977.̂

The government experts appointed were the following:

Mr. Tamas Bacskai
Managing Director, National Bank of Hungary 
Budapest, Hungary

® Documents on Disarmament^ 1963, pp. 291-293.
Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.

1972, w - 133-138 
1977,w. 322-326.

"A/S-10/9, Apr. 5, 1978.
 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 856-857.



202 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

Mr. Abdel Halim Badawi 
Ambassador
Deputy Permanent Representative of Egypt to the United 

Nations
Permanent Mission of Egypt to the United Nations 
New York
Mr. Eadomir Gheorghevich Bogdanov 
Deputy Director, USA-Canada Institute 
Academy of Sciences of the USSR  
Moscow, USSR
Mr. Jose A. Encinas del Pando 
Dean, School of Economics 
University of Lima 
Lima, Peru

Mr. Gheorghe Dolgu 
Professor of Economic Studies 
Piata Romana 
Bucharest, Romania
Mr. B. A. Field
Economic Adviser
Ministry of Defence
London, S.W. 1, United Kingdom
Mr. Daniel Gallik
Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
Washington, D.C., United States of America

Mr. Ignac Golob 
Ambassador
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Belgrade, Yugoslavia

Mr. John H. N. Gooneratne 
Counsellor
Permanent Mission of Sri Lanka to the United Nations 
New York
Mr. Carlos Gueron 
Professor, University of Venezuela 
School of International Studies 
Caracas, Venezuela
Mr. Hendrik de Haan 
Professor of International Economics 
University of Groningen 
Groningen, The Netherlands
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Mr. Kikhi Jaipal 
Ambassador
Permanent Representative of India to the United Nations 
New York

Mr. Masayoshi Kakitsubo 
Ambassador
Disarmament Division, United Nations Affairs Bureau 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Tokyo, Japan

Mr. Sten F. Lundbo 
Counsellor
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Oslo, Norway

Mr. Myila Ngonda 
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of Zaire to the United Nations 
New York

Mr. Maciej Perczynski 
Professor
Polish Institute of International Affairs 
Warsaw, Poland

Mr. Placido Garcia Reynoso 
Former Professor of Economics 
Universidad National Autonoma de Mexico 
Mexico City, Mexico

Mr. Anton Rossbach 
Counsellor
Political Department
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Bonn, Federal Republic of Germany

Mr. 'Anire Sagay 
Under-Secretary 
Economic Department 
Federal Cabinet OflS.ce 
Lagos, Nigeria

Mr. Guy Scalabre
Direction des Nations Unies et des organisations intemationales 
Ministere des affaires etrangeres 
Paris, France

Mrs. Inga Thorsson (Chairman of the A d Hoc Group) 
Under-Secretary of State 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Stockholm, Sweden
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Mr. Nicasio G. Valderrama 
Minister
Permanent Mission of the Philippines to the United Nations

The report was prepared between 13 to 21 March 1978, during 
which period the Ad Hoc Group held eight meetings in New York.

The members of the Ad Roc Group wish to express their gratitude 
for the assistance which they received from the members of the Secre
tariat of the United Nations. They wish to convey, in particular, 
their thanks to Mr. Rolf Bjornerstedt, Assistant Secretary-General, 
Centre for Disarmament, who was the representative of the Secretary- 
General in the A d Hoc Group, to Mr. Saad Alfarargi, Consultant of 
the Centre for Disarmament, who served as Secretary of the Ad Hoc 
Group, and to Mr. Ronald Huisken of the Australian National Uni
versity, Canberra, Australia, who served as consultant to the 
Secretariat.

I have been requested by the Ad Hoc Group, as its Chairman, to 
submit to you, on its behalf, this report which was unanimously 
approved.

Accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.
{Signed) I n g a  T h o r s s o n  

Chairman of the 
Ad Hoc Group of Governmental Experts 
on the Relationship between Disarmament 

and Development
His Excellency 
Mr. Kurt Waldheim 
Secretary-General 
United Nations 
Nev/ York

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  Ad Hoc G r o u p  o n  t h e  R e l a t io n s h ip  B e t w e e n  

D i s a r m a m e n t  adstd D e v e l o p m e n t

Proposal on the fmmework and terms of reference for a study on the
relationship between disarmament and development pursuant to
General Assembly resolution S2/8S A of 12 December 1977

I. INTRODUCTION

1. The Ad Hoc Group on the Relationship between Disarmament 
and Development was established pursuant to General Assembly reso
lution 32/88 A, the relevant passage of which requested the Secretary- 
General to appoint an ad hoc group of governmental experts with the 
task of elaborating a possible framework and terms of reference for 
a study on the relationship between disarmament and development. 
Accordingly, a group of 22 governmental experts was appointed. They 
agreed on the following proposals concerning the general guidelines
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and terms of reference for a new and in-depth study on the relation
ship between disarmament and development and on the organizational 
aspects of the work.

n .  GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR THE STUDY

2. The study should be made in the context of the current situation 
in the field of disarmament, the importance of disarmament for 
detente, international peace and security, economic and social develop
ment and the promotion of international co-operation and their re
ciprocal relationships. A real and effective process of disarmament is 
imperative. The study should in this respect advance new arguments 
of an economic and social nature by pursuing the following two main 
objectives:

(a) To serve as a basis for decisions on concrete actions, following 
disarmament measures, to release real resources now being used for 
military purposes to economic and social development in the world, 
particularly for the benefit of the developing countries;

(b) To inform the public on the issues of the relationship between 
disarmament and development.

3. The study should be made in the context of how disarmament can 
contribute to the establishment of a new international economic order. 
The study should take account of the results of various sessions of 
the General Assembly and United Nations conferences held during 
recent years on various topics relating to economic and social develop
ment, which pertain to the establishment of a new international eco
nomic order. These include, inter aliâ  Gteneral Assembly resolutions 
3201 (S-V I) and 3202 (S-ATE) of 1 May 1974, containing the Declara
tion and the Programme of Action on the Establishment of a New 
International Economic Order, 3281 (X X IX ) of 12 December 1974, 
containing the Charter of Economic Eights and Duties of States, and 
3362 (S-V II) of 16 September 1975 on development and international 
economic co-operation, as well as resolution 2626 (XXV) of 24 Octo
ber 1970, containing the International Development Strategy for the 
Second United Nations Development Decade, and resolution 32/174 
of 19 December 1977 on the assessment of progress on the establish
ment of the new international economic order; also, resolutions 
adopted by the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 
at its fourth session and other recent documents.

4. Where appropriate, use should be made of relevant past studies in 
the disarmament area,̂  but to the extent necessary new research lead
ing up to practical results should be undertaken. In this context, the 
construction of a comprehensive and reliable data base will be highly 
desirable.

* For a list of the numerous United Nations resolutions, expert studies and other 
related documents, see appendix II, not printed here.
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5. The study should be forward-looking and policy-oriented and 
place special emphasis on both the desirability of a reallocation, follow
ing disarmament measures, of resources now being used for military 
purposes to economic and social development, particularly for the 
benefit of the developing countries, and the substantive feasibility of 
such a reallocation. A principal aim should be to produce results that 
could effectively guide the formulation of practical measures to re
allocate military resources at the local, national, regional and inter
national levels. To this end the Ad Hoc Group recommends that an 
integrated study programme should be initiated with three broad lines 
of inquiry. The purposes and possible scope of each of these are out
lined below.

III. TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE STUDY

6. The study should be undertaken by a group of governmental 
experts, the composition of which is to be decided by the General 
Assembly at its special session devoted to disarmament. The General 
Assembly, at its special session, should decide on the procedure to be 
followed with regard to the consideration of the report. The Group 
should endeavour to formulate, as a result of the study, a set of con
clusions and recommendations that would assist Governments of 
Member States in deciding upon concrete actions.

7. Bearing in mind the guidelines set out above, the following three 
main areas should be investigated:

(a) Present-day utilization of resources for military purposes;
(b) Economic and social effects of a continuing arms race and of the 

implementation of disarmament measures;
(c) Conversion and redeployment of resources released from mili

tary purposes through disarmament measures to economic and social 
development purposes.

A, Present-day utilization of resources for military purposes

8. The work under this heading would be concerned with assessing 
the total magnitude of the financial resources devoted to military pur
poses and with identifying the extent to which real resources are 
utilized for such purposes. The following is one possible breakdown 
that could be used in estimating the total utilization of real resources 
for military purposes:

(a) Utilization of labour (military, paramilitary and civilian per
sonnel, conscripts) within the military sector as well as within industry 
for the production of weapons systems and military equipment;

(b) Utilization of research and development (E and D) capacity 
(scientists, engineers, technicians, research facilities) for military re
search and development;

(c) Utilization of production facilities in industry, of service in
dustries and of raw materials for the production of military supplies,
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particular attention to be paid to military consumption of non-re
newable resources and scarce raw materials;

(d) Utilization of land and facilities of different kinds for military 
purposes.

9. The aim should be to determine, to the largest extent possible and 
within reasonable intervals, the share of the total real resources avail
able which are now devoted to military purposes nationally, regionally 
and globally. This should be done against the backgroimd of the 
present utilization of resources at the national, regional and global 
levels for development purposes. In addition, the experts conducting 
the study should utilize, to the extent possible, any relevant studies 
carried out by the United Nations or other sources.

10. A particular effort should be made to examine the opportunity 
cost of resources devoted to military purposes. In this context, resource 
requirements arising out of aims related to economic and social de
velopment, particularly in the developing countries, should be given 
special consideration.

B, Economic and social effects of a continuing arms race and of the 
im'plewjentation of disarmament measures

11. Under this heading the study could undertake the analysis of 
the effects of both a continuing arms race and the growth of world 
armaments and of the implementation of a disarmament progranmie 
on economic growth, economic stability and social development. This 
examination could be carried out on the local, national, regional and 
international levels and it may also explore, wherever appropriate, 
how these effects would differ among countries with different economic 
and social systems or of different levels of economic development.

12. Additional important tasks imder the heading armament/dis
armament would be analyses of the following:

(a) Effects on the utilization of limited resources of energy and raw 
materials, and effects on trade relations of changes in the patterns of 
consumption;

(b) Effects on the supply of and demand for E and D capacity and 
on technology transfer between sectors and between countries, particu
larly in light of the technological needs of the developing countries;

(c) Implications for the dynamics and structure of international 
trade and national balances of payments, including the effects of 
changes in the international arms trade;

(d) Effects on employment and production, including the role of 
military industrial complexes in all countries and regions concerned, 
and on the social and industrial infrastructures;

(e) Environmental implications of military activities;
(f) Effects on development programmes for improving well-being 

and living standards as well as for eliminating abject poverty, unem
ployment, disease, hunger and illiteracy.

317-783 0 80 16
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C, Ooimersion and redeployment of resources released for [/r^m] 
military purposes through disarmament measures to economic 
and social development purposes

13. The object of the research under this heading would be to ana
lyse the short- and long-term problems associated with the reallocation 
of real resources to economic and social development, particularly for 
the benefit of the developing countries, and to suggest methods by 
which these problems can be overcome. In the short-term, problems 
of various kinds, for instance with regard to employment, arise when 
resources are to be transferred from one sector to another. Over the 
long-term, the main question will be the relationship between the 
demands of economic and social development and the resources now 
allocated to military purposes.

14. With regard to the problems of redeployment of resources, the 
following factors should, int&r oHiâ  be taken into account:

(a) Eeplacement of military demands by civilian demands for the 
benefit of all countries, particularly the developing countries, and any 
required measures of planning;

(b) Time factors in the process of readjusting production, includ
ing possibilities of co-ordinating disarmament measures and measures 
of economic policy.

15. With respect to the transfer of resources released through dis
armament measures to international economic and social development, 
the study should, inter alia  ̂include the following:

(a) Resource requirements arising out of aims related to the social 
and economic development of all countries and especially the develop
ing countries. Use of the resources released as a result of disarmament 
for acceleration of the economic development of countries, in particu
lar that of the developing countries, in accordance with their plans 
for economic and social development in such fields as agriculture, 
industry, transport, communications and the professional training of 
the labour force, in the use of natural resources, and in other fields 
mentioned in the documents cited in paragraph 3 of the general guide
lines, annex I, or in the other relevant studies;

(b) Possible practical methods for transferring, following disarm
ament measures, the real resources released to economic and social 
development efforts, particularly in the developing countries and in 
accordance with principles complying with the decisions of these 
countries;

(c) Utilization of strategic raw materials no longer needed for mil
itary purposes but of great importance to the exports of developing 
countries;

(d) Global economic and social problems facing the contemporary 
world, such as energy, food and raw material shortages, instability of
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world market conditions, balances of payments and monetary systems, 
and pollution of the environment.

IV. TENTATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE ORGANIZATION OF WORK

16. In view of the broad and complex field to be studied, the Ad Hoc 
Group will have to draw on expert assistance from all over the world. 
This would also meet the interest of securing a broad participation in 
the project.

17. Work should start immediately on the three main areas of 
research outlined above, in three subgroups set up for this purpose. 
These subgroups could call on the assistance of experts selected by the 
Ad Hoc Group. The meetings of these subgroups should not coincide. 
Anyone who so wishes would thus be able to take part in some or all 
of the meetings of the subgroups. The Group should ensure the neces
sary co-ordination between the subgroups, formulate the over-all con
clusions and recommendations of the study and prepare the main 
report with assistance from the Centre for Disarmament. For the 
purpose of the study, it would seem necessary to strengthen the staff 
of the Centre with a number of qualified research consultants.

18. The study would be of a duration of two or, at most, three years. 
The Ad Hoc Group would start its work before the thirty-third regu
lar session of the General Assembly. The final report would be sub
mitted in advance of the thirty-sixth regular session of the General 
Assembly. In view of the importance of informing the public on the 
issues of the relationship between disarmament and development, a 
short and popular version of the main report should be prepared for 
general distribution.

Message by President Carter to the Congress Transmitting the 
Seventeenth Annual Report of the U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, March 22,1978 ^

One year ago, in my inaugural address, I pledged “perseverance 
and wisdom in our efforts to limit the world’s armaments to those 
necessary for each nation’s own domestic safety.” The report which I 
am transmitting is an account of the actions taken in 1977 by the 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency towards the fulfillment 
of that pledge.^

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is the focal point of 
my Administration’s efforts to reach arms control agreements through

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 27, 1978, pp. 549-550. 
' Arms Control, 1911, ACDA pub. 96.
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negotiations and to develop policies which will lead to reduced world
wide reliance on weaponry. This central role was legislated by the 
Congress seventeen years ago, and it is entirely in keeping with my 
concept of how these objectives should be pursued.

The arms control policy and goals set forth in this report reflect 
my own commitment to the achievement of these important objec
tives. In the nuclear age, when war could bring catastrophic conse
quences, our national security policy must include efforts to control 
arms, as well as to provide for our military defense. The two are 
complementary activities^ both necessary to achieve our overall ob
jectives—peace and security for this Nation and the world.

When necessary, we will maintain our security and protect our 
interests by strengthening our military capabilities. Whenever pos
sible, however, we seek to enhance our security through arms control. 
Our security and the security of all nations can be better served 
through equitable and verifiable limits on arms than through un
bridled competition. The United States has chosen arms control as 
an essential means of promoting its security. As we pursue this con
tinuing course, we must convince other nations that arms control 
is in their interest as well. Their cooperation is vital if balanced arms 
control agreements are to be achieved.

Ensuring the stability of the iiuclear relationship between the 
United States and the Soviet Union is the most urgent arms control 
task today. In the longer term, however, I believe that preventing the 
worldwide proliferation of nuclear weapons may be of equal signifi
cance. Other pressing problems, such as the worldwide traffic in vast 
quantities of sophisticated conventional arms and regional arms build
ups, have far-reaching implications for our own peace and security 
and that of the rest of the world. As such, I have taken steps to restrict 
U.S. arms transfers and to gain the cooperation of other suppliers 
in curbing worldwide sales.

The challenge of preventing war—and redirecting resources from 
arsenals of war to human needs—is the greatest challenge confront
ing mankind in this last quarter of the twentieth century. It is a 
challenge I accept.

Executive Order 12049: Defense Economic Adjustmenf’ 
Programs, March 27, 1978^

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Constitu
tion of the United States of America, in order to provide coordi
nated Federal economic adjustment assistance necessitated by changes 
in Department of Defense activities, it is hereby ordered as follows:

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 3, 1978, pp. 593-594.
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Section 1. Functions of the Secretary of Defense.

(a) The Secretary shall, through the Economic Adjustment Com
mittee, design and establish an Economic Adjustment Program to 
assist in the alleviation of serious economic and social impacts that 
result from major Defense realignments. The program shall provide 
for:

1. Identification of Defense-related impact problems of States, met
ropolitan areas, or communities that require assistance.

2. Preparation of development strategies and action plans to co
ordinate Federal, State and local economic adjustment efforts.

3. Strengthened and uniform economic impact analysis and analy
sis of community requirements for Federal economic adjustment re
sources, prior to base realignment action.

4. Timely and earliest possible consultation and cooperation with 
local. State and Federal officials concerning impact problems and 
coordinated interagency and intergovernmental adjustment assistance.

5. A clearinghouse service to exchange information among Federal, 
State and local officials involved in the resolution of community ad
justment problems; e.g., previous studies, technical information, and 
sources of public and private financing.

6. Application of consistent policies, practices, and procedures in 
the administration of Federal programs that are utilized to assist 
Defense impact communities.

7. Encouragement of effective State and regional cooperation and 
concerted involvement of public interest groups and private sector 
organizations in Defense adjustment activities.

8. Development, with representatives of appropriate agencies, of 
uniform criteria for the determination of social economic impact of 
a particular realignment.

9. Identification and strengthening of existing agency mechanisms 
to better coordinate employment opportunities for displaced agency 
personnel.

10. Increased attractiveness to the private sector of interim usage 
of lands and buildings and ways of streamlining property disposal 
procedures to enable impacted communities to acquire base property 
for job-generation purposes as military activities phase down.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that sufficient resources 
and personnel are allocated to carry out these functions.

Sec. 2. Economic Adjustment Committee,
(a) The Economic Adjustment Committee is hereby continued.
(b) The Committee shall be composed of the following, or a prin

cipal deputy, and such others as the President may designate:

(1) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be the Chairman of the 
Conmiittee.
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(2) The Secretary of Agriculture.
(3) The Secretary of Commerce.
(4) The Secretary of Energy.
(5) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
(6) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.
(7) The Secretary of the Interior.
(8) The Secretary of Labor.
(9) The Secretary of Transportation.
(10) The Attorney General.
(11) The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.
(12) The Director of the Office of Management and Budget.
(13) The Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarm

ament Agency.
(14) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.
(15) The Director of the Commimity Services Administration.
(16) '1̂ 'he Administrator of General Services.
(17) The Administrator of the Small Business Administration.
(18) The Chairman of the United States Civil Service Commission.

(c) The Committee shall advise, assist, and support the Secretary 
of Defense’s Economic Adjustment activities.

(d) The Secretary of Defense shall provide all necessary adminis
trative support for the Committee.

Sec. 3. Respomibility of Executive Agencies.
(a) The head of each agency represented on the Economic Adjust

ment Committee shall designate a permanent representative to: (1) 
serve as liaison with the Secretary of Defense’s economic adjustment 
staff, (2) coordinate agency support and participation in assistance 
projects, and (3) assist in resolving community impact problems.

(b) All Executive agencies shall:

(1) Support, to the extent permitted by law, the economic adjust
ment assistance activities of the Secretary of Defense. Such support 
shall include the use and application of personnel, technical expertise, 
legal authorities, and available financial resources to the extent re
quired to provide a coordinated Federal response to the needs of 
individual communities, States, and regions adversely affected by 
necessary Defense changes.

(2) Afford priority consideration to community requests for Fed
eral technical assistance, financial resources, excess or surplus prop- 
ei*ty, or other requirements that are part of a comprehensive plan 
issued by the Economic Adjustment Committee.

Sec. 4. Gomtrmtion. Nothing in this Order shall be construed as 
subjecting any function vested by law in, or assigned pursuant to law 
to, any agency or head thereof to the authority of any other agency 
or officer or as abrogating or restricting any such function in any 
manner.
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Soviet Draff Decision Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: Establishment of an Ad Hoc Group 
of Qualified Governmental Experts To Consider the Question 
of Possible Areas of the Development of New Types and 
Systems of Weapons of Mass Destruction, March 28, 1978 ^

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, taking into 
account the fact that at its thirty-second session the United Nations 
General Assembly urged States to refrain from developing new types 
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons based 
on new scientific principles, and requested the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament to continue negotiations, with the assistance of 
qualified governmental experts, aimed at working out the text 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, decides to establish under its auspices an ad hoc group of 
qualified governmental experts to consider the question of possible 
areas of development of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction to be included in the initial list of the types of such 
weapons to be prohibited under a comi^rehensive agreement.  ̂

Scientific experts appointed by any State member of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament may take part in the work of the 
Ad H og Group. To enable the Group to draw upon the knowledge and 
experience of other States, scientific experts appointed by States Mem
bers of the United Nations not represented in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament may also take part in the A d Hoc Group 
on the invitation of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

The Ad Hoc Group shall hold its first meeting in the week beginning 
7 August 1978. The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
suggests that the Group should present its progress report to the Con
ference before the end of the 1978 summer session.

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament decides that the 
Group shall elect its chairman. It further decides that the Group 
should aim at consensus in its reports, and that in cases where con
sensus cannot be reached, each expert shall be entitled to state his own 
point of view in the reports.

The Group should conduct its work on an informal basis preparing 
unofficial working papers and records where needed. The report to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament shall be prepared as an 
official document.

' CCD/564.
* The G.A. res. referred to here is printed in Documents on Disarmament^ 1977, 

pp. 838-841.
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The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament requests the 
Secretariat to arrange for the Group to be given the necessary 
assistance and services.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Weapons of 
Mass Destruction, March 28, 1978 '

Since the Soviet Union came forward with its initiative concerning 
the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction, the course of events has 
most convincingly confirmed the importance and timeliness of that 
proposal. The arms race is becoming ever more dangerous, and new, 
barbarous means of warfare are emerging. One of the most dangerous 
types of weapons of mass destruction—the nuclear weapon—is being 
perfected. The world has been threatened with the production and 
deployment of a qualitatively new variety of those weapons— n̂uclear 
neutron weapons. The danger of scientific achievements being used 
for the purposes of developing new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion remains and is growing greater.

The delegation of the Soviet Union considers that until agreement 
on the strict prohibition of the development and manufacture of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction is reached, there 
will remain the possibility of, and even scope for, the use of the 
achievements of scientific and technological progress for purposes 
cxactly opposite to the constructive ones—for the development of 
weapons of mass destruction in areas that are basically new. Without 
achieving an agreement, it will obviously be impossible to halt the 
dangerous process of releasing the spring of the arms race; in the 
modern world, one cannot expect that the deployment of any new 
type of weapons by one side will not lead to its appearance on the 
other side also.

Is there a real possibility of saving the world from such a dangerous 
course of events, and can a reliable barrier be erected to the develop
ment of new types and systems of weapons? In connexion with this 
task, we sometimes hear assertions to the effect that to reach agreement 
on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction is difficult because the 
possible areas of the development of such types of weapons cannot 
easily be discovered in advance. We do not accept this view, for the 
idea is precisely to reach agreement in principle—in the form of 
an international instrument—not to develop or manufacture any new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, and, in cases where 
it is considered necessary, to conclude additional special agreements 
on the prohibition of particular specific types and systems.

" CCD/PV.782, pp. 16-21.
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Today no one presumes to call in question the existence of the 
danger of new and even more devastating types and systems of weap
ons of mass destruction being developed, the consequences of whose 
emergence it is now even difficult to foresee, or the resultant urgency 
of the problem of the prohibition of the development, manufacture 
and stockpiling of new types and systems of such weapons.

At its recent, thirty-second session, the United Nations General 
Assembly bore witness to the ever-growing concern in the world over 
the real danger of scientific and technological progress being used 
for purposes of the development of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction and new systems of such weapons. This problem was 
widely discussed both in the plenary meetings of the Assembly and 
in the First Committee. The Assembly adopted two special resolu
tions on this question. One of them—32/84A—contains a direct re
quest to the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotiations, 
with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, aimed at work
ing out the text 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, and, when necessary, specific agree
ments on this subject. At the same time, the General Assembly urged 
all States to refrain from any action which would impede interna
tional 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 and systems of weapons of mass destruction. 
It is clear that all States should give due attention to this call to con
tinue negotiations, to facilitate their conduct and not to impede them."

The other resolution—32/84 B, whose co-sponsors were Belgium, 
the Federal Eepublic of Germany, Denmark, Italy, Canada, New 
Zealand, Norway, the United Kingdom, Sweden and Japan—also 
contains, together with an appeal to States “to refrain from develop
ing new weapons of mass destruction based on new scientific princi
ples” and “to apply scientific discovery for the benefit of mankind”, 
a request to the Committee on Disarmament 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 wea
pons which may be identified.®

These two resolutions show that although some divergencies of 
opinion remain in connexion with the prohibition of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction, those divergencies relate not to whether 
a barrier to the emergence of such types of weapons should be erected, 
but rather to the question of the methods which should be used to 
achieve such a prohibition. The first resolution, which was co-spon
sored by the socialist countries, represents a more active approach to 
the solution of the tasks before us, and in our opinion this approach

* Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 838-840. 
pp. 840-841.
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is the more effective one. But this does not mean that intensive study 
and constant observation of developments in the field of the emergence 
of new types and systems of weapons are thereby excluded. Such 
study and observation would be useful in themselves, and I intend 
to dwell on this aspect in greater detail somewhat later. At the same 
time, it is hardly possible to accept the view that all that is needed 
is to confine ourselves to keeping the development and manufacture 
of new types of weapons under observation, and to studying the 
possibility of their emergence, so that an appropriate agreement can 
be prepared, but only after the danger of the emergence of such a 
weapon becomes obvious and tangible. If the question is put in this 
way, the elaboration of a much-needed agreement might be delayed, 
and this could have far-reaching disastrous consequences.

As everyone knows, the Soviet Union is making great efforts to 
ensure that the idea of prohibiting the development and manufacture 
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction is given 
practical effect. More than two years ago, the USSE submitted to the 
United Nations General Assembly a specific document—a draft inter
national legai agreement on this question.  ̂ The members of the Com
mittee on Disarmament will remember that at the last summer session 
of the Conmiittee the USSE delegation, acting on the instructions of 
its Government, introduced a supplemented draft agreement on the 
prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction 
(CCD/511/Eev. 1) which included provisions resulting from joint 
discussions of this problem here, in the Committee on Disarmament.® 
In particular, we took into account the ideas of a number of members 
of the Committee concerning the definition of the notion of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction. The definition of the 
object of the prohibition which had previously been included in the 
Soviet draft agreement was brought as closely as possible into line 
with the well-known formulation of 1948, on which there is already 
a broad area of agreement.® The Soviet Union actively supported the 
views—quite reasonable, in our opinion—of those members of the 
Committee on Disarmament who spoke in favour of the prohibition 
of particular new types of weapons of mass destruction on the basis 
of specific agreements; and in its supplemented draft it provided for 
the possibility of concluding, together, i.e. parallel, with a compre
hensive agreement, special agreements on the prohibition of the devel
opment and manufacture of particular new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction (article I, paragraph 3, of the draft). 
We believe that the main thing is to achieve a comprehensive solution 
of this problem. And here all ways are good if they lead to this goal. 
In this connexion I would like to remind the distinguished members 
of the Committee that the Soviet Union has not only stated the possi

1975, pp. 479-482.
® lUd., i m ,  pp. 493-496.
® lUd., 19It5-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
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bility of using various methods to achieve the .prohibition of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction, but is taking practical 
steps in this direction. As everyone knows, the Soviet Union has now 
been conducting bilateral negotiations for more than a year with the 
United States 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.

An important initiative in the j&eld of the prohibition of the devel
opment of a new weapon of mass destruction was the submission on 
9 March 1978 by eight socialist countries, including the Soviet Union^ 
of a draft convention, for consideration by the Committee on Dis
armament, on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deploy
ment and use of nuclear neutron weapons.*̂  We are convinced that the 
implementation of this proposal by the socialist countries, which is in 
the spirit of our times and meets the interests of strengthening peace 
and the security of the peoples, would not only be an important factor 
in curbing the nuclear arms race, but would also make a considerable 
contribution to preventing the danger of the use of scientific and tech
nological progress for purposes of the development of new types and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction.

A positive exchange of views has already taken place in the Com
mittee on Disarmament, both at its official meetings and at informal 
meetings with the participation of governmental experts, on the ques
tion of preparing a comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of 
the development and manufacture of new types and systems of weap
ons of mass destruction. A number of delegations, including the repre
sentatives of the socialist countries as well as those of India, Pakistan 
and Egypt, actively supported the proposal on the conclusion of such 
an agreement.

I would like now to touch upon a question to which I referred 
earlier. Current discussions in the Committee show that the main sub
ject we are talking about is the scope of the prohibition, i.e., which 
new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction could be sub
ject to prohibition. The distinguished members of the Committee are 
well aware of the fact that the Soviet Union has spoken and speaks 
now in favour of the proposition that the prohibition of potentially 
dangerous areas of the development of such weapons should have as 
broad a scope as possible. At the same time, we have indicated pre
cisely which such areas may now already be regarded as probable and 
could therefore be prohibited. For this purpose we annexed to our 
supplemented draft comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of 
the development and manufacture of new types and systems of weap
ons of mass destruction an approximate list of types and systems of 
such weapons which could be covered by the agreement. Of course, 
this list make no claim to be exhaustive, and is open for any future 
additions, as the need arises. Several delegations, in particular at

Ante, pp. 167-168.
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informal meetings of the Committee, have already made some valu
able suggestions regarding possible additions to this list, particularly 
of areas which are at the junction between different sciences.

It seems to us that in order to make more purposeful the Commit
tee’s work on establishing the agreed text of a future agreement on the 
prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion—and we take it that the need for a scientific study of every aspect 
of this question is generally recognized—some measures of an organ
izational nature must be adopted.

The USSR delegation considers that a group of governmental ex
perts should be established under the auspices of the Committee to 
consider the question of possible areas of development of new types 
of weapons of mass destruction to be included in the initial list of 
the types of such weapons to be prohibited under a comprehensive 
agreement. In this way we could identify the potentially dangerous 
areas more fully, and, by forestalling the possible development on 
their basis of new weapons of mass destruction, make the necessary 
efforts to secure the prohibition of such types of weapons.

In this connexion the delegation of the Soviet Union submits for 
consideration by the members of the Committee a draft decision on 
the establishment of an ad hoc group of qualified governmental ex
perts to consider the question of possible areas of the development 
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.® We urge 
the distinguished members of the Committee to approve this draft 
decision of the Committee on Disarmament.

We believe that the establishment of such a group of experts would 
meet the wishes expressed by the United Nations General Assembly 
at its thirty-second session, when it requested that negotiations and 
the study of the question should be continued, with a view to the 
conclusion of an agreement on the prohibition of the development and 
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction. We would 
thus ensure a still deeper study of potentially dangerous possible 
areas of development of new types of weapons of mass destruction, 
and no doubt succeed in bringing closer together the points of view 
of the members of the Committee on questions connected with a pre
cise definition of the object of the prohibition.

In submitting for the consideration of the members of the Com
mittee its proposal concerning the establishment of the above-men
tioned group of experts on new types of weapons of mass destruction 
for consideration by the members of the Committee, the Soviet delega
tion also proceeds from its awareness that the Committee on Disarma
ment has already acquired good and useful experience of the work of 
similar ad hoc groups. Take, for example, the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to 
Detect and to Identify Seismic Events. This A d Hoc Group has done

® Supra,
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some useful work, as may be gathered from its final report, submitted 
recently to the Committee.®

We understand, of course, that, apart from the object of the prohibi
tion, the preparation of an agreement on the prohibition of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction involves also other impor
tant questions requiring careful study and solution. This means that, 
side by side with the work of the A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, 
active efforts can and must be continued in the Committee on Disarma
ment to find solutions for other questions, too, connected with this 
agreement.

Joint Communique by the United States and Venezuela 
[Extract], March 29, 1978""

With relation to nuclear non-proliferation the two Presidents took 
note of the necessity for implementing greater safeguards and making 
greater use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes once the risks, not 
yet resolved, are taken care of. The Presidents gave special importance 
to the entry into force of the Treaty of Tlatelolco,^  ̂ and noted with 
satisfaction the progress in the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation.

The Presidents exchanged ideas about arms restraint in Latin 
America. They expressed their disquiet with growing arms purchases 
and in the resurgence of old conflicts. They agreed that it is urgent to 
restrict the transfer of conventional weapons as was envisaged in the 
1974 Ayacucho Declaration.^^

They discussed the United Nations Special Session on Disarmament 
and agreed that the Session should provide a stimulus to further con
crete disarmament efforts.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter in Brasilia: 
Nuclear Energy and Nonproliferation [Extract], March 30, 
1978"

Nuclear Energy and Nonproliferation

Q, Mr. President, now that you have a broad nonproliferation act  ̂
in your hands, do you expect you can persuade Brazil to give up re

Ante, pp. 103-110.
Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 3, 1978, d . 625. The 

communique was issued in Caracas by President Carter and President P^rez 
following meetings Mar. 28-29,1978.

“ The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
1974, pp. 819-822.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 3,1978. pp. 630-631. 
^Ante, pp. 118-164.
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processing and enrichment technology being acquired from 
Germany ? And in that case, what are the carrots you might specifi
cally use to. further the power of your arguments in your meetings 
with President Geisel ?

The President. Well, we strongly favor the right of any country to 
have part of its energy supplies come from nuclear power. As you 
know, our country has been the leader in the evolution of atomic power 
for peaceful uses, and we would do nothing to prevent this trend con
tinuing, both in Brazil and in other countries around the world.

Our own nuclear nonproliferation policy, however, tries to draw a 
distinction between the right and the meeting of need of countries to 
produce energy from atomic power on the one hand, and the right of 
the country to evolve weapons-grade nuclear materials through either 
enrichment processes or through reprocessing.

We have no authority over either West Germany nor Brazil, nor do 
we want any. But as a friend of both countries, we reserve the right to 
express our opinion to them, that it would be very good to have, and 
possible to have, a complete nuclear fuel system throughout a country 
without having the ability to reprocess spent fuel from the power 
reactors. In the United States, for instance, in the last 25 years or so, 
on several occasions major investments, multibillion-dollar investments 
in all, have been made in reprocessing plants. So far as I know, for the 
civilian nuclear technology, all those plants have now been abandoned 
as being noneconomical.

So, this is a difference that does exist between Brazil and the United 
States. The right of Brazil and West Germany to continue with their 
agreement is one that we don’t challenge, but we have reserved the 
right and have used the right to express our concern, both to the 
Brazilian Government and to the West German Government.

I think it’s accurate to say that the European nations have now an
nounced that in the future, they will not make reprocessing plants part 
of their overseas sales inventory. And we are very deeply concerned 
about this. Of course, Brazil has announced that they have no intention 
of producing nuclear explosives. Brazil is a signatory to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco.^ So far, however, Brazil has retained a caveat that it will 
not apply to them until all the other nations sign it. And Argentina, 
Ouba, France, Eussia have not yet signed the Tlatelolco Treaty.

We would hope that every effort would be made by Brazil and other 
countries, as it is on the part of our own country, to prevent the spread 
of nuclear explosive capability to any nation which does not presently 
have it.

Q, Mr. President, what are the carrots ?
The President, Well, we have no specific carrots to offer, except that 

we are making available to countries—and now in a much more pre
dictable way with the new congressional law—enriched uranium.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83:
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which is suitable for production of power but not suitable for ex
plosives, and technological advice and counsel, both in the use of ura
nium, with which Brazil is not blessed as a natural resource, and also 
thorium, which we have in our own country and which Brazil already 
has.

The new thorium technology is a much safer one to provide power 
without going to plutonium. Eecently Brazil—and I think very 
wisely—signed an additional agreement with West Germany which 
would open up advice and technological ability to use thorium. But 
the right of Brazil and the advisability of Brazil to have a very ad
vanced nuclear power capability is one that we don’t dispute, but on 
the other hand, approve.

I might add one other point, and that is that we see a clear need 
for all nations to sign the nonproliferation treaty. We’re signatories 
of i t ; so are the Soviet Union, the Germans, most of the countries in 
the world. And this, combined with International Atomic [Energy] 
Agency safeguards, is a good guarantee within a country and through
out the developed and developing world that there will not be a trend 
in the future toward other nations developing nuclear explosive 
capability.

Joint Communique by the United States and Brazil [Extracts], 
March 30, 1978"

The two Presidents emphasized their concern with the arms race 
and reaffirmed that they strongly favor the adoption of disarmament 
measures under strict and effective international control. Addition
ally, the Presidents expressed their mutual dedication to the positive 
participation of their respective countries in the UN Special Session 
on Disarmament and affirmed their mutual desire that the Special 
Session lead to positive steps towards a reduction and eventual elimi
nation of armaments and the alleviation of international tensions.

President Carter reviewed the global scope of the non-proliferation 
policy of the United States, illustrated the practical implementation 
of this policy within the United States itself, and described the on-go
ing efforts of his Administration to prevent both vertical and hori
zontal proliferation on a worldwide basis. He emphasized that U.S. 
policy is designed to curb the spread of nuclear weapons, while encour
aging international cooperation in the development of the peaceful

^Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 3, 1978, pp. 637-638. 
The communique was issued in BrasiUa during meetings between President 
Carter arid President Geisel, which took place Mar. 29-31, 1978.
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uses of atomic energy. President Geisel noted Brazil’s equal concern 
for non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, both vertical and horizontal. 
In this connection, he stressed that Brazil strongly supports interna
tional efforts towards disarmament; that Brazil’s nuclear program 
has strictly peaceful objectives and is designed to meet her energy 
needs; and that Brazil favors the adoption of the IAEA’s interna
tional non-discriminatory safeguards.

Remarks by President Carter in Lagos: Arms Control in Africa 
[Extract], April 1, 1978"

We are concerned that foreign troops are already planning for mili
tary action inside Ethiopia against the Eritreans, which will result 
in greatly increased bloodshed among those unfortunate peoples. A l
though I will remain careful to see that our friends are not put at a 
disadvantage, I am working to curb our own role as a supplier of 
arms, and we urge others to show similar restraint.

We prefer to seek good relations with African and other nations 
through the works of peace, not war. America’s contribution will be 
to life and development and not to death or destruction.

Plainly, military restraint by outsiders can best be brought about 
if all nations, including those who buy weapons, actively seek that 
constraint. We would welcome and support voluntary regional agree
ments among African leaders to reduce the purchase of weapons as a 
major step towards peace and away from the economic deprivation 
of the poor, when badly needed money that could give them a better 
life goes to purchase weapons to take lives.

Question and Answer Session With ACDA Director Warnke: 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, April 3, 1978^

Q: [Has the neutron bomb issue hampered SALT negotiations?] 
'Warnhe: The answer is that our negotiations are not hampered at 

all by it. The issue has never been raised with me by Soviet nego
tiators, either at SALT or in the comprehensive test ban talks— t̂he 
reason being that it is not a strategic weapon. It belongs in the class of 
tactical nuclear weapons which have not been the subject of any arms

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 10, 1978, p. 650.
 ̂ACDA files. The session foUowed a lecture that Warnke delivered at Columbia 

University (not printed here). Questions appearing in brackets are paraphrased 
because of partially audible recording.
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control efforts up to the present point. If and when we get to the ques
tion of control of our theater nuclear forces, I would anticipate that 
that kind of weapon would be injected into the negotiations.

Q: You mentioned that you don’t see any logic in the notion of 
linkage, and I think that seems to contradict the statements which are 
coming from the National Security Adviser. So I was wondering if 
you could reconcile these two somewhat divergent points of view be
cause he did explicitly say there was a linkage between Soviet activi
ties in Africa and arms control and he also—or the Indian Ocean talks 
I believe were discontinued as a result of that state of linkage.

Warnke: Well, that’s basically two separate questions. The j&rst one 
is : is there a linkage ? As I recall what Mr. Brzezinski said, it was that 
unquestionably the overall state of U.S.-Soviet relations would have 
an impact on the political process and that it could interfere with the 
ratification of any agreement.  ̂Now, that is a different point than the 
point I was making.

The point I was making is that we should not forego the effort 
because of our dissatisfaction with the way in which the Soviet Union 
may be conducting itself elsewhere. And the only people that I have 
seen who have advocated that have been, I believe, that Senator Baker 
made a reference to that effect on one of the Sunday talk programs 
and, more recently, a committee of the Republican National Committee 
suggested that. To me that would be a self-denying ordinance and it 
would be an act which would be inconsistent with our security.

Now certainly, with regard to SALT, there is no logical linkage 
between the SALT talks and what goes on in the Horn of Africa. The 
Indian Ocean situation is a different one. There it would not be an 
artificial linkage, because I submit to you that the waters that wash the 
Horn of Africa are indisputably those of the Indian Ocean. Accord
ingly, you can’t ignore that particular element in those talks. The 
talks have not been suspended. We have not as yet agreed on a further 
date.

Q: Last week, in a Pravda commentary, Georgi Arbatov of the 
USSR’s United States Institute expressed the opinion that the U.S. 
was vacillating at the SALT talks.  ̂How do you respond to that?

Wanike: Since I ’ve just returned from the SALT talks, I can say 
that I was conscious of no unnecessary vibrations on my part. 
{Lofwghter) We are making progress there. Obviously, we don’t give 
in to every suggestion that the Soviet side makes. If that can be called 
vacillation, then let them make the most of it.

Q : Could you elaborate at all about the principles and guidelines for 
SALT THREE?

* New York Times, Mar. 2,1978, p. 6, col. 1.
® Pravday Mar. 28, 1978, pp. 4r-5; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXX, 

no. 12 (Apr. 19,1978), pp. 1-3.
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Wamhe: Yes. What we’re endeavoring to do is to set certain targets 
for SALT THREE. We feel, for example, that the present levels of 
strategic delivery vehicles are much, much too high. They don’t make 
any sense in any terms. Twenty-four hundred strategic nuclear deliv
ery vehicles; 1,320 of them are MIRVed. We have 9,000 individual 
nuclear warheads. The Soviet Union is headed for that total. Now, it 
serves no military purpose; it certainly does not contribute to rela
tions between the two countries. It’s not necessary as a hedge against 
the development of nuclear forces by the People’s Republic of China. 
We think that those levels ought to be very, very significantly reduced 
and that's one of the objectives that we have in SALT THREE.

Another thing that we have in mind is that, as I ’ve mentioned, there 
are worries about the vulnerability of the land-based forces of each 
side. There are suggestions that as the ICBMs of both sides become 
more deadly, they also become more vulnerable. It encourages such 
policies as launch-on-warning. Now, under those circumstances, we 
ought to try and find some way in which we could prevent the tech
nological tyranny that could lead us to adopt destabilizing strategic 
policies. And the way to do that is to ban the development of new types 
of weapons, to ban improvements that would give greater accuracy 
to existing weapons. So, basically, the effort in SALT THREE will 
be to achieve more qualitative and quantitative restraints.

Now, another way to achieve that is by limitations on flight tests. 
If you limit flight tests, you interfere with the development of new 
strategic delivery systems—which again is a desirable thing to try 
and do.

Q, [Concerning limitations on transfer of cruise missile technology 
to NATO Allies]

WamJce: Well, one of the issues, as you are obviously aware, is the 
issue of non-circumvention. And we have made it clear that the United 
States does not enter into international treaties with any purpose of 
circumventing those treaties. Now at the same time, of course, you 
have to take into account the concerns of your allies and what you 
need is the time to think through on a long-range basis what con
tinuing restraints you should have on such things as the cruise missile. 
That’s why there is a protocol. And that’s why it’s suggested that what 
it does is to buy you that time that you need for these deliberations 
before you can reach a final solution.

Q: A. few weeks ago, the Senate, after a massive pressure campaign 
by the Carter Administration, passed the Panama Canal treaties by 
a margin of two votes more than was absolutely necessary for ratifi
cation. Do you think, in view of that and in view of the fact that 
certain hawks such as Senator Jackson from Washington who were 
for the Panama Canal treaties would probably be opposed to any 
SALT treaties, do you believe that, in view of that, any SALT treaties 
would be ratified by the Senate ?
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Wamke: Well, in view of the fact that the Panama Canal treaty got 
nine more votes than I did, I regard it as quite an overwhelming 
victory. {Laughter) But my answer is yes. I think for one thing that 
SALT will not have the emotive connotations of the Panama Canal. 
I think it’s the sort of issue in which the senators would probably be 
regarded by their constituents as in a better position to decide than 
the constituents are. So, as a consequence, I would not anticipate the 
kind of highly passionate campaign that was mounted against the 
Panama Canal treaty.

I think also, as I said duriag my remarks earlier, that the issue at 
that point is going to be a simple one. It’s going to be: is the United 
States better off if I vote for this treaty or if I turn it down ? Well, 
just the fact that it would set equal aggregates is a sufficient reason 
for voting for the treaty. Now a lot of people. I ’m sure, are going to 
say I vote for it reluctantly l)ecause Warnke did a lousy job. I  don’t 
care, as long as they vote for it. I think also that you have to recognize 
that this treaty will, in fact, require that the Soviet Union actually 
dismantle hundreds of its strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. Now, 
are you better off having them destroy some of their strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles, or adding another thousand? So, as I say, I think 
the issue will be a simple one. I think the merits of the agreement are 
going to be sufficient to carry the day.

Q : Mr. Ambassador, do you see a probability or possibility that 
President Carter will call for the deployment of the so-called MX 
missile in light of the fact that the Soviet Union is or will be deploy
ing its SS-20 missiles?

'Wam'ke: Well, they really are not parallel systems. You see, the 
SS-20 is what’s referred to as an IRBM—intermediate range ballistic 
missile system. The MX would be an intercontinental system. Up to 
this point, we have not gotten into [negotiations on] theater nuclear 
systems such as the SS-20. That would have to be a different kind of 
negotiation which would involve our theater nuclear forces as well. 
So I don’t believe that the SS-20 deployment has any connection to a 
decision on MX. It does, of course, have a direct bearing on the theater 
situation and on European security. But it would have to be considered 
in that context.

Q: [Do you consider our tactical nuclear weapons in Europe a 
stabilizing influence on SALT?]

Wamhe: No, I  don’t think that it has a«ny impact on either the 
SALT negotiations or on the strategic balance. You have to recognize 
that there are different kinds of nuclear systems in Europe. You have 
the theater forces, which are sometimes referred to as “gray-area 
systems”— t̂hose of significant range such as the SS-20, such as the 
Backfire bomber, such as our F - l l ls  located in the United Kingdom, 
such as our carrier-based aircraft. And then you have the genuinely 
tactical nuclear weapons which are artillery shells, short-range mis
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siles, etc. Now the tactical missiles, I mean the tactical nuclear sys
tems. are not strateo îc either in purpose or in effect; therefore, they 
do not imbalance SALT. The question of whether you get into the 
gray-area systems in subsequent negotiations remains open.

Q: [Why do the Soviets want a SALT agreement?]
Warnhe: I ’ve speculated about that quite a bit and, first of all, let 

me disavow any expertise as a Kremlinologist. But it seems to me that 
there are very logical reasons why the Soviet Union would want to 
Iiave a SALT agreement. The first, I don’t think the foremost but 
certainly one of the more obvious, is just economic. I mean the Soviet 
Union does not have unlimited resources. It is not free from domestic 
problems. It’s made a mess out of its domestic economy in many re
spects, and as a consequence, it certainly doesn’t need to have a situa
tion in which it has to spend tens, hundreds of billion of dollars more 
in order to retain merely a situation in which there is no strategic 
imbalance.

The second reason, I think, is political. I believe that any political 
leader acquires a stake in the success of the policies that he’s followed. 
The leaders in the United States and the leaders in the Soviet Union 
have for the past nine years espoused a policy of seeking strategic 
arms agreements. If there’s a failure, to some extent that’s Mr. Brezh- 
jiev’s, just as it would be Mr. Carter’s failure. I think also politically 
that the Soviet Union derives some feeling of prestige, being seen to 
be negotiating as an equal with the United States, and that this is 
something which is of political significance too.

But then finally I would say that the military reasons are quite 
sufficient, so that they would want to have a SALT agreement. What’s 
the alternative ? The alternative is that they engage in an unlimited 
competition with the United States. Their resources aren’t as great as 
ours; their technology is not as advanced as ours; and there is no 
chance that under those circumstances the American public would 
allow a situation to develop in which the Soviet Union gained a 
strategic advantage. So the alternative to a SALT agreement is to 
spend more money, get no more securitv, and perhaps lose. So if  I were 
a Soviet planner, I would regard SALT as being a very good deal. Now 
that doesn’t mean that it’s not a good deal for us because, although we 
have certain advantages as compared to them, we also have in many 
instances not the kinds of disadvantages that couldn’t be overcome but 
certainly conflicting considerations. We have better things to do with 
our money than to waste it on a military competition which mierht be 
unnecessary. And certainly we have the common objective with the 
Soviet Union of avoiding proliferation. Now with a SALT agreement, 
we have a very powerful argument against proliferation by other 
countries getting into the nuclear weapons field. I f the competition 
continues unchecked, you can anticipate that, at some point, one, two, 
five—you name it— f̂ifteen countries will say if the United States and 
the Soviet Union appear to put such a great premium on the accumula
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tion of nuclear weapons, why should we accept inferior status ? So there 
are a number of objective reasons, none of which are contrary to our 
interests, which would lead the Soviet Union to seek a strategic arms 
agreement.

^ ; You mentioned in the presentation that the Vladivostok ceilings 
would be reduced during the life of the agreement ? ^

'WamTce: That is correct.

Q :1  wonder if you would elabomte as to how that might work ?
Warnke: Well, the way the.agreement is taking shape, you would 

initially have the Vladivostok ceilings set, but then there would be 
agreement between the parties within a certain date prior to the 
expiration of the treaty, well prior to the expiration of the treaty, that 
those ceilings would be reduced. Now there is no agreement as yet as to 
the exact amount of those reductions; that’s one of the issues which is 
still being negotiated. There is agreement in principle on reductions 
and the parties are not very, very far apart.

Q : Do you think there is a connection between the opposition you 
faced in your nomination fight and the prospects for SAJLT 
ratification ?

WamJce: I really have always had great difficulty accepting any kind 
of a demon theory of international affairs. I don’t regard those who 
opposed my nomination, my confirmation as being necessarily bad men. 
I think they’re obviously men of poor judgment. (Laughter) But 
everybody has a temporary aberration every once in awhile.

No, I  think there are a number of schools of thought in this country, 
and people who hold differing views very sincerely. One of them is 
that because of the fact that we have superior technology that we 
ought to utilize it in an unrestrained fashion and that that would put 
us at some point at a military advantage over the Soviet Union. Since 
I  regard strategic superiority as being an illusion, I  can’t agree with 
that. There are others who feel that because of decisions made in the 
past that our force structure is asymmetrical to our disadvantage and 
therefore before signing a SALT treaty we ought to correct that. 
Again, as I ’ve indicated, I  don’t agree with them just on the facts. I 
don’t question their motivation, I don’t think that it’s any sort of a vast 
military industrial complex campaign against the treaty. I  have found 
for example that our military, by and large, support the objective. 
Obviously, they are reluctant to give up some programs but that’s their 
business. So I don’t think that we’re going to find that this is a terribly 
divisive issue. I  could be wrong, but I  would be very surprised.

Q : Wasn’t our policy of massive retaliation what forced the Soviets 
to back down in the Cuban missile crisis ?

*For the Vladivostok agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 19H, pp. 
746-750.
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W amke: Well, I would disagree that there was such a policy at the 
time of the Cuban missile crisis. It seems to me that we had abandoned 
massive retaliation as a policy some years before that time and that 
we abandoned it necessarily at a point at which there was at least 
marginal capability on the part of the Soviet Union to respond, so that 
they could retaliate against our retaliation. Now, at the time of the 
Cuban missile crisis I think that what faced down the Soviets was 
not any fear of an American first strike but rather the recognition of 
the fact that geography was on our side and that we had the conven
tional forces to enforce a blockade and that as a consequence, unless 
the issue was one in which they felt more strongly than they did, they 
would have been insane to pursue their effort to maintain their missiles 
in Cuba. Now I think that that’s a good example of the fact that you 
should never get yourself caught in an issue which matters more to 
the other side than it does to you. In that instance, it mattered more to 
us to keep the missiles out than it did to the Soviet Union to get 
them in.

Q : Do you think the Soviets share our views about Mutual Assured 
Destruction ?

Wamhe: Well, you can’t be sure of anything in the strategic arms 
field, but I find the logic of the position to be so compelling that I 
can’t believe that rational men would think otherwise. Now there are 
those who say that the Soviet Union harbors the idea that they could 
fight and win a war. They put together what to me is a very tenuous 
chain of circumstances or chain of conditions in order to reach that 
conclusion. They assume, for example, that the Soviet Union, because 
of its civil defense effort, would be able to save the vast bulk of its 
population and be able to save enough of its industry so it could re
cover within a period of a relatively few years. They assume also that 
because the Soviet Union lost twenty million people in World War II  
that they wouldn’t mind losing twenty or thirty or forty million again. 
That’s sort of like saying that the burnt child loves the fire or that 
cats that sit on hot stoves become addicted to it. I don’t think losing 
twertv million of your citizens is habit-forming. As a matter of fact, 
I think that we, perhaps, are somewhat more callous to the prospect 
of war than the Europeans are because we’ve never had it visited upon 
us here at home since the Civil War. So that I don’t really think that 
either logic or experience would support the proposition that the 
Soviet Union views nuclear war as a desirable or even feasible option 
to settle its differences with the United States. And as a consequence, 
they are driven to the only other rationale for strategic arms which 
is that you have them because it prevents the other side from using 
theirs or threatening to use theirs.

Q : Do you see any prosnect for the President’s arms sales policy ?
Warnke: First I would say that the President’s program has 

brought about an eight percent reductioA. Now that may not be a 
massive reduction, but if you do it for twelve years you’re down to
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pretty low figures. And also what he has indicated is that he wants 
to have agreement among the major suppliers because that’s the only 
way you’re going to be able to reduce the volume of international 
arms transfers.

As I indicated in my comments, it’s a question of demand as well as 
a question of supply. Now at the present point, we are the largest 
supplier of conventional arms in the international trade. It’s not a 
field in which I enjoy being number one, but at the same time, unless 
you’re going to be able to do something effective to cut down on the 
actual volume of transfers, you can forfeit your first place and still 
not do anything to bring the international arms trade under any sort 
of control. So that it’s a process that requires cooperation. We have 
been talking with the Soviet Union. We have been talking with the 
other major suppliers and hope to bring about some coordinated effort 
which in my opinion is the only way in which you’re going to be able to 
bring about very substantial reductions.

Also, of course, you have the:phenomenon of the Middle East and 
the fact that we are a major supplier to not only Israel but also to 
Saudi Arabia and to Iran. That’s where the bulk of our arms sales 
resides. Apart from that, they’re relatively small. And therefore, of 
course, you have to have some movement toward a political settlement 
in the Middle East before you’re going to anticipate particularly 
dramatic reductions.

Q : On the question of the MX, the natural coupling of arms con
trol proposals would be between land-based ICBMs and those Soviet 
ICBMs which most threaten their survivability, thus making the MX 
option attractive. They are those which we call the hard target killers. 
In Mr. Brzezinski’s press conference of April 1, 1977, he spoke very 
emphatically of our desire to reduce the level of those hard target 
killers from 308 to 150.® How close have we come to that goal on this 
particular sub-limit?

'Wamhe: At this point we have not been able to get the kinds of 
reductions in the heavy missiles that we would have liked. I think 
the reason for that is quite simple: the Soviet Union has them and we 
don’t. Now, as a consequence, it’s going to be something for which we 
have to devise a negotiating strategy. We have succeeded in bringing 
about reductions in the overall number of MIRVed ICBMs. That is 
one thing which has already been agreed. It will be a significant re
duction. It will begin to cut down on the spectre of Minuteman vul
nerability. It won’t be the final word. We’ll have to do more of that 
in SALT THREE. Even a reduction from 308 to 150 in the MIRVed 
heavy missiles, which are the SS-18s, would not eliminate the theo
retical vulnerability of Minuteman. Now I emphasize ^ t̂heoretical” 
because again it depends upon a chain of events which I find to be 
highly speculative. In order for Minuteman to be vulnerable, the

m i ,  pp. 199-209.
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Soviet Union would have to be able to launch an exquisitely planned 
and coordinated attack which would result in at least two nuclear war
heads landing on every Minuteman silo. They would have to do it 
with a degree of timing that would prevent the fratricidal effect of 
the first explosions from destroying the explosive capability of sub
sequent Soviet missiles. And they’d have to count on the fat, dumb 
and happy United States sitting there with our missiles in our silos 
for twenty minutes while we knew that hundreds of Soviet missiles 
were headed over there to attack. Now I submit that that requires a 
degree of confidence in our incompetence that nobody contemplating 
a first strike could safely indulge.

Statement by President Carter: Enhanced Radiation Weapons, 
April 7, 1978®

I have decided to defer production of weapons with enhanced ra
diation effects. The ultimate decision regarding the incorporation of 
enhanced radiation features into our modernized battlefield weapons 
will be made later, and will be influenced by the degree to which the 
Soviet Union shows restraint in its conventional and nuclear arms 
programs and force deployments affecting the security of the United 
States and Western Europe.

Accordingly, I have ordered the Defense Department to proceed 
with the modernization of the Lance missile nuclear warhead and the 
8-inch weapon system, leaving open the option of installing the en
hanced radiation elements.

The United States is consulting with its partners in the North 
Atlantic Alliance on this decision and will continue to discuss with 
them appropriate arms control measures to be pursued with the So
viet Union.

We will continue to move ahead with our allies to modernize and 
strengthen our military capabilities, both conventional and nuclear. 
We are determined to do whatever is necessary to assure our collective 
security and the forward defense of Europe.

Address by President Brezhnev in Vladivostok [Extract], 
April 7, 1978^

The present state of affairs in the world is characterised by a turn 
for the relaxation of international tension. The consistent implemen
tation by our party of a Leninist foreign policy and the purposeful 
efforts of the Soviet Union, the fraternal socialist states and all the

® Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents^ Apr. 10, 1978, p. 702.
 ̂Tass., Apr. 7,1978; FBIS Daily Report, Apr. 7,1978, vol. I l l ,  pp. R2-R4.
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peace forces and peoples have played a tremendous part in the impres
sive achievements made on this way.

These successes did not come easy; they were achieved in intensive 
struggle. The struggle over the question of the further destiny of 
detente is going on, sometimes taking on point and gaining in inten
sity.

Comrades, for all the significance of this or other problems, there 
is no more important task in present conditions, one touching the 
destiny of every person on earth, to ensure progress toward reducing 
and eventually removing the threat of a thermo-nuclear disaster. It 
is here, to this direction, that the basic question is decided, the question 
of how the world situation will develop further, and it is here that the 
most bitter struggle is unfolding.

It is no secret that both to the West and to the East of our frontiers 
there are forces which are interested in the arms race, in working up 
an atmosphere of fear and hostility. They sow doubts as to the possi
bility of taking practical steps to limit armaments and to achieve 
disarmament and hamper efforts to achieve agreements in this field.

The activities of these forces have an adverse effect on the position 
of the USA and some other countries, partners of the Soviet Union 
in the talks on curbing and stopping the arms race.

As is known, a Soviet-American summit meeting took place on the 
eastern soil, in Vladivostok, in November, 1974. It led up to an accord 
on the conclusion between the USSR and the USA of a long-term 
agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms. Having 
assessed all aspects of the situation the two sides then made a conclu
sion concerning the possibility of finishing the drafting of the agree
ment in the next year, 1975.̂

Almost three and a half years have passed since that time and the 
agreement has not yet been signed. I already had to mention the rea
sons for this. The experience of the talks, [and the] entire practice 
of the agreements in this sphere concluded earlier show that given 
proper awareness of the great importance of the problem and the 
real wish to reach agreement on the basis of equality and equal secu
rity, the sides are capable of finding solution of what would seem to 
be the most complex problems. And the documents that are being 
prepared now are largely agreed upon and thrashed out.

And if the final conclusion of this work is, nevertheless, being de
layed, this is, evidently, for political reasons. The matter is that the 
United States Government shows indecision, inconsistency, looks back 
at the circles which are against this agreement from the very begin
ning and which are doing everything they can to thwart it and to get 
their hands free for an uncontrolled missile-nuclear arms. That is 
apparently the reason why the American side repeatedly made at
tempts during the talks to amend in its favour or to call into question

*For the Vladivostok agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 19^4, pp. 
746-750.
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what was agreed upon earlier and instead of a business-like discussion 
to raise all kind of questions behind which is concealed only one 
thing—the absence of readiness to look for practical solutions.

Moreover a tendency is being shown to link in some way the ad
vance at the talks and the destiny of the agreement in general with 
other political problems in the hope of bringing pressure on the 
Soviet Union.

Such a line of the United States was manifested soon after the 
Vladivostok meeting. As a result of this the work on the agreement 
was then practically stalled and even set back in a number of aspects.

Great eifforts have been required to bring the talks back on track 
of the Vladivostok arrangement. But this has been finally done. Prin
cipled solutions of some outstanding problems have been found and 
a range of provisions of the agreement still to be worked upon was, 
on the whole, considerably narrowed. This was ensured largely due 
to the Soviet Union’s patient and constructive stand.

It is understandable, however, that outstanding questions cannot 
be solved without the United States making steps to meet us halfway. 
But, frankly speaking, we do not see such steps of late.

One gets the impression that some people in the United States are 
not averse to interpreting our readiness to conclude an agreement as 
a chance to secure unilateral advantages for the USA. This is the 
only way to explain the continued attempts at the talks to erode 
somehow, for instance, the understanding reached on limitations on 
cruise missiles or to impose unjustified limitations on Soviet missiles 
while leaving for the United States freedom of action for modernising 
and creating new types of practically all components of strategic 
arms.

We resolutely reject any attempts to impose unacceptable terms of 
agreement on us. We said and we are saying now that the Soviet 
Union stands for the earliest achievement of agreement, but only a 
kind of agreement that would be strictly in keeping with the principle 
of equality and equal security and that would embody in a real way 
this basic principle. We do not demand that the agreement give us 
any advantages at the expense of the other side, but we expect the 
other side to take a similar approach. There can be no other solution.

Further delay and all kind of manoeuvres over the talks can only 
lead us to miss the very opportunity of concluding an agreement and 
hence a chance for subsequent transition to more far-reaching steps 
to limit and reduce strategic arms. It is our firm conviction that such 
a prospect cannot suit anyone.

Therefore we should like to hope that proper conclusions would be 
made in Washington and that a course would be finally taken there 
toward a fruitful completion of the talks.

There is a whole series of other disarmament questions on which 
talks are now under way and whose solution is long ripe. Our con
structive proposals on this score are well known.
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Also well known is the broad series of concrete measures we pro
posed for consolidating the relaxation of military tension in Europe. 
We intend to seek persistently the realization of all these measures.

A number of statements in favour of disarmament has been made 
lately in the West, the USA included. But the peoples judge not by 
word but by deeds. Very indicative in this respect is the question of 
neutron weapons. This is a new type of mass destruction weapon. The 
talks that such weapons are allegedly “defensive” in character is not 
true to fact. These are nuclear offensive weapons. Weapons designed 
chiefly to destroy people. This weapon increases the risks of a nuclear 
war.

Faced with a mass protest movement against the plans to develop 
and deployiihese weapons in Europe, the USA and some other NATO 
countries are trying to mislead the peoples, pretending that they are 
ready to hold talks with the Soviet Union on this question while in 
fact trying to make it the subject of bargaining and tying in this 
weapon with unrelated issues. Concealed behind all this is only one 
thing—a desire to go away from the clear-cut and concrete Soviet 
proposal for mutual refusal to manufacture neutron weapons. Such 
manoeuvring does not testify, of course, to the seriousness of inten
tions to achieve disarmament. Nor does it facilitate advance toward 
this aim.

It is high time some leaders of the West ponder in earnest on their 
responsibility to their own peoples, to all peoples for the destinies of 
the world and show in deed the readiness to take effective steps toward 
curbing the arms race.

The Soviet Union, on its part, will continue the efforts to achieve 
a steady advance along the road of military detente and transition to 
real disarmament. Such is our firm policy and we shall steadily con
tinue implementing it.

FRG Statement on President Carter’s Decision on the Enhanced 
Radiation/Reduced Blast Weapon, April 7, 1978^

1. In connection with President Jimmy 'Carter’s decision to defer the 
production of the neutron weapon,  ̂ Federal Chancellor Helmut 
Schmidt together with Vice Chancellor and Federal Foreign Minister 
Hans-Dietrich Genscher and Federal Defense Minister Hans Apel 
next week will brief a joint session of the members of the Foreign 
Affairs and Defense Committees of the German Bundestag.

2. The Federal Government affirms its view, consistently held in con
currence with the United States: The decision on the production of a

^Hamburg DPA in German; FBIS Daily Report, Apr. 10, 1978, vol. VII, pp. 
J1-J2.

* Ante, p. 230.
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nuclear weapon is exclusively the sovereign decision of the nuclear 
state concerned, in this case the United States.

The Federal Government welcomed today’s opportunity for con
sultations with the alliance, which took place this afternoon and which 
discussed the implications of the U.S. President’s decision on the 
neutron bomb.

3. The Federal Government takes note of the President’s decision to 
defer a decision on the production of the neutron weapon and to make 
a final decision in light of the Soviet Union’s behavior, the resulting 
defense requirements and the arms control possibilities of the alliance. 
The Federal Government emphasizes the President’s statement on the 
significance of the Soviet’s conventional and nuclear arms programs 
and armed forces deployment which touches the security of North 
America and Western Europe.

4. The Federal Government shares the U.S. President’s conviction 
that the Western technological potential must be maintained and that 
optimum use must be made of it to balance existing disparities.

5. The Federal Government continues to attach great importance to 
the use of the arms control possibilities of the neutron weapon in order 
to reduce the disparity in the deployment of forces, above all in inter
mediate range potential and tanks. The proposed consultations in the 
alliance on the arms control aspect are therefore of special importance 
to it. The Federal Government will therefore continue to take an in
tensive part in these consultations.

6. The Federal Government’s contribution to consultations within 
the alliance will be governed, now as before, by its vital interests and 
its responsibility for safeguarding defense and keeping the peace, as 
stated in the Federal Government’s declaration of 23 February. The 
security requirements of the alliance and the great importance the 
alliance attaches to progress in disarmament and arms control will 
guide the consultations of the allies.

7. We welcome and share the U.S. President’s resolve to modernize 
the weapons systems of the alliance and to strengthen its joint forward 
defense.

Address by Secretary of State Vance: Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks [Extract], April 10, 1978^

Let me turn first to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks with the 
Soviet Union.

^Department of State Bulletin, May 1978, pp. 20-21. The speech was made 
before the American Society of Newspaper Editors in Washington, D.O.
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Any SALT agreement must be measured against the yardstick of 
our national safety. It must clearly maintain or improve our overall 
security as compared to the likely situation without an agreement. It 
must take full account of the interests of our allies as well as ourselves. 
And we must have confidence in our independent ability to verify 
adequately Soviet compliance with an agreement and to detect any 
effort, contrary to the agreement, that could leave us at a strategic 
disadvantage. We should not and we will not accept any agreement 
that does not meet these essential requirements.

We have made substantial progress over the past year toward such 
an agreement. Important differences still remain. I will be meeting 
with the Soviet leaders later this month in an effort to narrow those 
remaining differences. I hope that we can reach an agreement in the 
near future. But we will continue to negotiate for as long as it takes 
to achieve a SALT agreement which enhances our security and that 
of our allies.

Let me explain what the agreement that we are seeking to negotiate 
would accomplish and how it would strengthen our security.

Firsts it would establish equal limits for both sides on the overall 
number of strategic missile launchers and strategic bombers. As you 
know, under the first SALT agreement the Soviets maintained greater 
numbers than the United States.^ Following that agreement, Congress 
called for any new agreement to be based on equal numbers.  ̂ This 
agreement would firmly establish that principle.

Second  ̂ the agreement would reduce the number of strategic weap
ons below the level that the Soviets now have—and very much below 
what they could have without an agreement. It would require the 
Soviets to destroy several hundred weapons. We would not be required 
to destroy any weapons currently operational.

Thirds the agreement would establish sublimits on those systems we 
see as most threatening and destabilizing, such as intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBM’s) equipped with MIEV’d [multiple inde- 
pendently-targetable reentry vehicles] warheads and on MIRV’d bal
listic missiles more generally.

Fourth^ we are trying to impose restraints on the improvement of 
existing weapons and the development of new and more sophisticated 
systems.

Fifths the agreement we are negotiating would permit the United 
States to preserve essential options for modernizing our forces. Spe
cifically, it would allow us to continue our major development pro
grams, such as the cruise and MX missiles and Trident program.

’ This agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 197Z, pp. 197—205. 
pp. 681-683.
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Sixth^ it would protect the interests of our allies. Mindful of the 
relationship between strategic arms negotiations and our security 
commitments in NATO, we have consulted closely with our allies at 
each step of the negotiations, and we will continue to do so.

Finally^ we are insisting on an agreement which is independently 
and satisfactorily verifiable. Our ability to verify must have sufficient 
reliability to deter and to deal with possible violations before they 
have a significant effect on the strategic balance. We must be able to 
assure ourselves that the Soviets are living up to their commitments.

We and the Soviets both know the kind of terrible destruction that 
would result from a nuclear war. We both know that each will ulti
mately match the other if the race continues.

Therefore, despite the fact that we are both intently pursuing our 
own self-interests—despite fundamental differences that exist between 
us—we hope to be able to find common ground for limiting our most 
destructive weapons. The essence of this negotiation is mutuality of 
benefits. An arrangement which benefits one side at the expense of the 
other cannot be agreed on.

Failure to achieve an equitable agreement could result in new 
weapons programs on both sides, with a corresponding increase in 
costs of several billion dollars a year but with no more, and probably 
less, security. This Administration is prepared to pay the extra price 
of maintaining our security. I am convinced that the Congress and 
the American people are prepared to pay that price. But an effective 
SALT agreement can assist us in maintaining the strategic balance at 
reduced levels of cost and risk.

Question and Answer Session With Secretary of State Vance: 
Enhanced Radiation Weapons [Extracts], April 10, 1978 ^

Q, There has been considerable controversy over both the military 
and diplomatic value of the neutron bomb. Yesterday your colleague 
at the Defense Department, Secretary Brown, seemed to downplay 
the military importance of that weapon, and he also seemed to indicate 
that there was no specific corresponding concession or concessions ex
pected from the Soviet Union. Yet today you quoted again the Presi
dent’s phrase where he said the ultimate decision will be influenced by 
the degree to which the Soviet Union shows restraint in its conven
tional and nuclear arms program and, of course, deployments.

'^Department of State Bulletin, May 1978, pp. 23-24. The session came after 
the Secretary’s speech before the American Society of Newspaper Editors, 
supra.
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Could you be a little bit more specific in outlining what you con
sider to be evidence of such restraint on the part of the Soviet Union ?

A. The kind of things that we would be looking toward are the kind 
of things which affect the security of the European region in such 
things as the tank forces in the area, the threat to the area which arises 
from weapons such as the SS-20 ballistic missile and other items 
which it is too early yet to delineate.

This is a subject which we will be discussing with our allies because 
these are joint concerns which we have, and we will follow those talks 
with discussions with the Soviet Union on the kinds of steps which we 
think would be an appropriate response. We hope very much that they 
will be responsive.

As the President said, one of the major factors affecting his ultimate 
decision will be the response which we seek.

If we can believe what we read in the papers—and this audi
ence is inclined to do so— t̂he President made his decision on the 
neutron bomb against the advice of most of his senior advisers, in
cluding you.

Do you feel that as you approach these forthcoming talks in Moscow 
that you have lost an important bargaining chip in those discussions?

A. No. I do not believe that we have lost what you describe as an 
important bargaining chip.

Secondly, let me say that the President has indicated quite clearly 
that the decision which he has made is his decision to defer, and he will 
be looking to what the Soviet response may be in making the ultimate 
decision at some point in the future.

The decision which the President made is a very difficult decision, 
and I support his decision. It is a very awesome kind of decision to 
have to make, but I think he made the right decision on this, and I 
do not think it will in any way hinder the discussions which I would 
have.

Q. How did the White House or the State Department dispose of 
the moral questions relating to the enhanced radiation device against 
the background of the President’s emphasis on human rights?

A. Wlien you speak of the moral questions, I assume that you are 
referring to the allegations which have been made that the enhanced 
radiation weapon is a particularly inhumane weapon. Any nuclear 
weapon is a devastating weapon. Indeed, the damage to individuals 
would be less with enhanced radiation weapons than with non
enhanced radiation weapons.

It is also true that there would be less collateral damage to structures 
and the like. But it is erroneous to suggest that this is designed only
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to kill people and, therefore, is a more inhumane weapon than any 
other nuclear weapon. I think quite the contrary is the case.

Q, Could you give any example of restraint which the Soviet Union 
has shown as a result of our stopping or ending the entire U.S. anti- 
ballistic missile (ABM) project—the decision not to develop the 
B-1 bomber—which would indicate that there will be such a restraint 
on the neutron bomber?

A. The Soviet Union has abided by the terms of the ABM treaty and 
by the terms of the SALT I agreement.^ We have recently done a study 
of that, which we gave in an unclassified form to the Congress, indi
cating that they have abided by those two agreements.^

If an agreement is reached with respect to mutual restraint arising 
out of the decision with respect to the enhanced radiation weapon, I 
would expect and we would make sure by adequate verification that 
that would be the case.

House International Relations Committee Report on the ACDA 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1979 [Extract], April 11, 
1978^

The Committee on International Relations, to whom was referred 
the bill (H.R. 11832) to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1979 
under the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, having considered the 
same, report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend 
that the bill do pass.

P u r p o s e

The purpose of this legislation is to authorize the appropriation of 
$18,395,000 to fund operations of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency for fiscal year 1979.

C o m m it t e e  A c t io n

On March 2, 1978, the President forwarded to the Speaker of the 
House, Executive Communication 3449, transmitting draft legislation 
providing for the authorization of appropriations for the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency for fiscal years 1979 and 1980.̂  This 
communication was referred to the Committee on International Rela
tions and on March 9,1978, the Honorable Clement J. Zablocki, chair-

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-205. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 79-90.
 ̂H. Kept. 95-1048; 95th Cong., 2d sess., pp. 1-6.
 ̂Ante, p. 99.
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man of the committee, along with Hon. William Broomfield, intro
duced, by request, the draft legislation contained in the communication 
as H.K. 11449. This legislation was referred to the Committee on 
International Eelations on March 10, 1978, and referred to the Sub
committee on International Security and Scientific Affairs the same 
day.

On March 20 and 22,1978, the subcommittee held hearings on H.R. 
11449. Mr. Spurgeon M. Keeny, Acting Director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), testified on March 20 before the 
subcommittee on the Agency’s program for fiscal year 1979. On March 
22 the Honorable Paul Wamke, Director of ACDA appeared before 
the subcommittee. Also testifying before the subcommittee were Dr. 
Enid Schoettle, International Affairs Program Office of the Ford 
Foundation, and Dr. Eose Hayden, international education project 
director of the American Council on Education. Dr. Hayden testified 
on the role of the Federal Government in arms control and interna
tional security education and training.^

The subcommittee met on March 22,1978, in open session to mark up
H.E. 11449 and agreed to the introduction of a clean bill for considera
tion by the full committee. On April 3, 1978, Chairman Zablocki 
introduced a clean bill which was designated H.E. 11832 for himself, 
Mr. Fountain, Mr. Bingham, Mr. Studds, Mr. Beilenson, Mr. Broom
field, and Mr. Winn, and was referred to the Committee on Interna
tional Eelations that same day.

The committee met in open session on April 4, 1978, to mark up
H.E. 11832, and ordered the bill favorably reported by voice vote 
without amendment.

B ackground

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was established by 
Congress in 1961.̂  For fiscal year 1978 the Congress provided a 1-year 
authorization to facilitate continuing oversight of changes made as 
the result of enactment of Public Law 94-141, as well as monitoring 
of the execution of responsibilities mandated by enactment of Public 
Law 95-108. Among the most significant changes made by Public Law
94-141, enacted November 29,1975, were the following:

(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 the principal statu-

® The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Authorization for Fiscal Year 
1979: Hearings and Markup Before the Subcommittee on International Security 
and Scientific Affairs of the Committee on International Relations, House of 
Representativesy Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, Mar. 20, 22, 1978.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495.

317-783 0 80 18
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tory adviser to the National Security Council on arms control and dis
armament matters.

(2) Vital and necessary information on the arms control implica
tions of proposed weapons programs or other technology was gen
erated by enactment of section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act. This section requires that budgetary proposals for weapons 
programs or other technology programs submitted to the Congress be 
accompanied by a statement assessing the arms control and disarma
ment impact of such programs on arms control policy and 
negotiations.®

Public Law 95-108, enacted August 17, 1977, made several addi
tional changes to the basic statute, including the following:

(1) Section 27 was added to the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act creating a new position of Special Kepresentative for Arms 
Control and Disarmament Negotiations to be appointed by the 
President with the advice and consent of the Senate.

(2) The prohibition on the use of foreign research institutions 
and individuals was deleted.

(3) Section 37, expressing the sense of Congress regarding the 
need for adequate verification of arms control agreements, was 
added. This section provides for several reports to the Congress on 
the verifiability by national technical means of significant arms con
trol proposals made to or accepted by the United States. Section 37 
also exempts disclosure of information, unless otherwise provided in 
law, relating to intelligence sources or methods or persons employed 
in the verification of compliance with arms control agreements.

In addition to these changes to ACDA’s basic statute. Public Law
95-108 authorized $16,000,000 for fiscal year 1978, of which—

$2 million shall be available only for the purpose of furthering the 
nuclear safeguards programs and activities of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency.®

The committee considered legislation authorizing appropriations 
for fiscal year 1979 in light of these changes to ACDA’s charter, as 
well as the committee’s continued interest that the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency play the central role in the formulation and 
execution of U.S. arms control policies and be a central and vigorous 
advocate within the executive branch for arms control.

A u t h o r iz a t io n

H.R. 11832 authorizes an appropriation of $18,395,000 for fiscal year 
1979. This represents an increase over the fiscal year 1978 authoriza
tion of $1,795,000.

1975, pp. 706-710. 
 ̂Ibid., i m ,  pp. 523-526.
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T a b l e  1 .—Authorizationsj Appropriations, and Estimated Obligations for Fiscal
Year 1976-78

[In  thousands of dollars!

Fiscal year 
1976

T ransition 
quarter 1976

Fiscal year 
1977

Fiscal year 
1978

Authorizations 123,440 0 16, 600

Appropriations:
Initial- __ _ _______ _
Pay supplemental- _ _ 
Other supplemental-_

10, 500 
230 
950

2, 700 
80 

250

12, 000 
200

13, 600 
350 

3 2, 570

Total appropriations- 11,680  ̂3, 030 12, 200 16, 520

Obligations:
Program operation 
External research__  ___

9, 735 
1,440

2, 355 
1, 158

9, 923 
2, 238

11, 820 
4, 700

Total obligations 
Outlays

11, 175 
10, 704

 ̂3, 513 
2, 642

12, 161 
12, 161

16, 520
17, 450

» For th e  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 b y  law, and other nondiscretionary 
costs.

* Such simis as m ay be necessary.
3 Supplem ental pending.
4 P ursuan t to  sec. 204 of Public Law 93-534, funds appropriated for fiscal year 1976 rem ained available for 

obligation during the  transition  quarter.

T a b l e  2 .—TJ.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency—projected breakdown of 
estimated request for fiscal year 1979 authorization period

Program operation______________________________________________ $12, 714
External research----------------------------------------------------------------------- 3,681

T o ta l_______________________________________________________  16,395

Additional funds authorized by the committee:
Unrestricted ______________________________________________  1,000
For use only in support of the nuclear safeguards programs and ac

tivities of the International Atomic Energy Agency____________ 1,000

T o ta l_________________________________________________  18,395

The increase of $894,000 in program operation is due primarily to 
the following: (1) an increased volume of arms control negotiations 
together with rising overseas costs and dollar depreciation effects, 
particularly in connection with the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks;
(2) salaries and benefits for 14 new positions, 8 of which will be in 
tJie Bureau carrying out responsibilities mandated in whole or in part 
by enactment of Public Law 95-242, the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Act of 1978 enacted March 10, 1978;  ̂ and, (3) mandatory wage and 
price increases.

As a result of the committee’s oversight reviews, the committee 
found it desirable to add additional funds to enable ACDA to support

''Ante, pp. 118-164.
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ongoing Strategic Arms Limitation Talks at their current level in the 
face of continuing dollar depreciation. Since first submitting its au- 
tliorization request to the Office of Management and Budget in the 
fall of 1977, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has seen its 
i-esources consumed by a 30-percent devaluation of the dollar against 
the Swiss franc. As a result, the committee recommended an addi
tional $1 million to cover projected increases in the cost of the SALT 
negotiations. This unexpected devaluation may also substantially in
crease AGDA’s operating costs of other negotiations in Europe such 
as Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFE) and Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD).

The committee also found it in the national security interests of the 
United States to add $1 million to ACDA’s authorization to continue 
the program of augmented, support for the International Atomic 
Energy Agency’s nuclear safeguards programs and activities as man
dated by the Congress in last year’s ACDA authorization bill, Public 
Law 95-108.

A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D is a r m a im e n t  A g e n c y  O p e r a t io n s

Jn recent years, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency’s 
dominant activity has been directly participating in or supporting a 
wide variety of arms control and disarmament negotiations. President 
Carter has launched a variety of major arms control initiatives during 
the past year. Among these in which ACDA is a vigorous participant 
and leader are the following:

(1) SA LT .—^ACDA plays a central role in the negotiation of new 
strategic arms limitation agreements with the Soviet Union. ACDA 
Director Paul Warnke is the Chief of the U.S. SALT delegation. The 
Special Representative for Arms Control and Disarmament Negotia
tions, an ACDA official, is the Alternate Chief of the U.S. SALT 
delegation. The U.S. Commissioner to the Standing Consultative 
Commission, a bilateral United States-U.S.S.R. organization that 
monitors the parties’ compliance with SALT agreements and attempts 
to clarify ambiguous actions, is also an ACDA official. In addition, 
ACDA officials play key roles in the interagency processes carried on 
within the executive branch to develop SALT policy and negotiating 
positions.

All administrative costs attributable to the SALT operations in 
Geneva are met by ACDA funding. These costs include rent for office 
space and equipment in Geneva, travel, administrative personnel such 
as interpreters, and other related items.

(2) United States-Soviet jomt working groups,—^During the trip to 
Moscow in March 1977 by Secretary of State Vance and Ambassador 
Wamke, a number of arms control issues were raised in addition to 
SALT, and it was agreed with the Soviet leadership that joint work
ing groups covering eight subject areas would be established. The 
eight subject areas are: a comprehensive test ban, chemical weapons,
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radiological weapons in the context of new weapons of mass destruc
tion, the Indian Ocean, conventional arms transfers, civil defense, 
antisatellite capabilities, and prior notification of missile test flights.

(3) Nuclear nonpvolifevation,—^President Carter has established the 
prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons as a major national 
security objective of his administration. Eecent enactment of the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1978, Public Law 95-242, demon
strates broad support of this policy objective by the Congress.

Under this law, ACDA will assist in the negotiation of new and 
amended international agreements for cooperation in nuclear energy 
and related matters. ACDA will also prepare a nuclear proliferation 
assessment statement for each new or amended agreement which is 
submitted to the Congress prior to its entry into force. The Agency 
will also be heavily involved in implementing decisions emanating 
from the new legislation as well as Presidential policy governing the 
export of nuclear materials and related technology.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is also responsible for 
initiating action to increase the number of parties to the Nuclear Non
proliferation Treaty. ACDA plays a major role in assisting the nuclear 
safeguards programs and activities of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency which are designed to improve materials account
ability, inhibit unauthorized access to nuclear materials, and generally 
reduce ambiguities associated with the nuclear energy programs of 
member states.

(4) Oonwentional arms transfers restraint.—In another major arms 
control initiative directed at the growing worldwide increase in con
ventional arms, the President announced in May 1977 a comprehensive 
policy to restrain U.S. arms exports.^ Because of its charge by law to 
advise the Secretary of State on the arms control implications of all 
arms transfers from the United States, ACDA plays a major role in 
implementing the President’s policy. As a member of the Arms Export 
Control Board, the interagency group which advises the Secretary of 
State on arms transfers and security assistance programs, ACDA 
chairs the Board working group on arms control.

ACDA is also centrally involved in efforts to develop multilateral 
support for restraint in international transfers of conventional arms by 
participating in several bilateral and multilateral discussions on arms 
transfers. It has devoted considerable attention to the identification 
and development of reasonable incentives that the United States might 
offer other nations to induce their cooperation toward restraining the 
world arms trade.

(5) Multilateral arms control negotiations and discussions,—There 
are several ongoing multilateral arms control negotiations and discus
sions in which the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency partici
pates as a member or leader of the U.S. delegation. Among these are 
the 31-nation Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, the

Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 328-329.
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United Nations General Assembly, the forthcoming United Nations 
Special Session on Disarmament, the Diplomatic Conference on the 
EeaflSlrmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law 
Applicable in Armed Conflicts, and the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions (MBFR) negotiations.

Of particular interest in this past year has been ACDA’s prepara
tions for the forthcoming United Nations Special Session on Dis
armament to be held from May 23 to June 28, 1978. For 5 weeks, the 
nations of the world will focus their attention on some of the most 
persistent problems preventing arms control agreements, and on new 
initiatives for progress. An ACDA official has been appointed U.S. 
Special Coordinator. Under his direction, the U.S. Government has 
sought out and consulted with a broad range of nongovernmental 
organizations interested in arms control issues to hear their ideas for 
innovative initiatives and their views on the approach of the U.S. 
Government to the Special Session on Disarmament.

(6) Terrorism,— T̂he Arms Control and Disarmament Agency par
ticipates in interagency discussions on the subject of terrorism because 
terrorist acts can significantly increase the likelihood of war among 
nations. In addition to the antiterrorist aspects of ACDA’s nonproli
feration programs, the Agency examines every proposed arms transfer 
from the United States to other countries to consider the possibilities 
of diversion of any of the arms involved to terrorist groups. ACDA 
has also completed a research effort in the incident management aspects 
of terrorism on behalf of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration. This research complemented three interagency studies of 
terrorism which were led by a senior ACDA official.

(7) Public Information,—The Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency has statutory responsibility for “the dissemination and co
ordination of public information concerning arms control and dis
armament.” ACDA has invigorated its public information activities, 
and is now preparing a wide variety of informational pamphlets, par
ticipating in town meetings, providing speakers to organizations 
requesting them, and providing guidance to other U.S. Government 
agencies on arms control and disarmament matters.

(8) Arms control impact statements,—The Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency now has the primary responsibility for developing 
analyses of the arms control implications of various defense, nuclear 
weapons programs, and other technology programs which may signifi
cantly affect arms control and disarmament policies and negotiations. 
ACDA chairs an interagency working group to prepare the arms 
control impact statements which were submitted to Congress as 
administration statements.

(9) Administrative and other support,— T̂he balance of Agency 
manpower and funds are used for administrative support, liaison with 
other Government entities, and external research in support of ACDA 
programs and activities.
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Bundestag Statement by FRG Chancellor Schmidt: Enhanced 
Radiation/Reduced Blast Weapon [Extract], April 14, 1978 ^

For some time deliberations in the NATO Council have been marked 
by growing concern, on our part and on the part of our allies, over 
certain shifts in the military balance of power in Europe which favor 
the Warsaw Pact. So long as it is not possible to guarantee the neces
sary military balance through arms control measures—at a lower level 
than before, if possible— t̂he alliance must continue to rely on military 
efforts in the conventional and nuclear fields to guarantee its security. 
Only in this way will the governments of the alliance countries meet 
the responsibility which they bear for the security of their peoples.

Awareness of what is politically and militarily necessary does not 
mean that we frivolously ignore the terror that each weapon holds. 
We . . . are seeking to prevent unpeaceful developments that would 
require the use of these weapons for the common defense.

For one and a half decades all alliance partners have jointly agreed 
that tactical nuclear weapons and their modernization are an indis
pensable means to offset the quantitatively superior military potential 
of the Warsaw Pact. Discussion about the so-called neutron weapons 
belong in this framework.

On April 7, the President of the United States made known his 
decision to “defer the production of weapons with enhanced radiation 
effects.” The ultimate decision, regarding the introduction of enhanced 
radiation features into modernized nuclear-capable battlefield weapons 
which are in Europe, will be made later.^

It will be influenced by the degree to which the Soviet Union shows 
restraint in its conventional and nuclear arms programs and force 
deployments affecting the security of the United States and Western 
Europe. At the same time. President Carter has ordered the U.S. 
Defense Department to proceed with the modernization of the Lance 
and the 8-inch (203-mm) weapons systems.

For some months the east has been conducting a major public cam
paign against the production of the neutron weapon and its possible 
deployment in Europe. At the same time, the Warsaw Pact, for its 
part, has introduced new, farther-reaching nuclear weapons systems.

The question of the so-called neutron weapons—also called ER (en
hanced radiation) weapons, in the American abbreviation— ĥas been 
under discussion in the NATO Council and in bilateral consultations 
since last fall. From the beginning, the Federal Government has recog
nized the connection between the ER weapons and the disparities 
which jeopardize the balance of power in the conventional realm and, 
to a growing extent, in the nuclear medium-range field.

" ACDA files.
 ̂Ante, p. 230.
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The basic elements of our stand were and are:

1. As early as the time of Konrad Adenauer, the Federal Govern
ment solemnly renounced nuclear weapons. We confirmed this pledge 
by signing the non-proliferation treaty.^

To share in the decision of the American President re the production 
of neutron weapons would give the allies, particularly the Federal 
Eepublic of Germany which is not a nuclear weapons state, a co
responsibility in the field of nuclear weapons production that would 
be contrary to previous practice. Therefore, an eventual decision on 
production had to be and must remain a sovereign decision of the 
USA. While others would like to change this situation, the Federal 
Government intends to hold fast to it.

2. After an eventual U.S. decision to produce the weapon, all avail
able possibilities for progress in arms-control negotiations, especially 
until the neutron weapon is actually deployed, should be examined 
and actually used in the negotiations.

3. In these consultations the Federal Government has stated its 
readiness to allow the storage of EE weapons on the territory of the 
Federal Eepublic, unless the Western side within two years after the 
American decision, decides to renounce deployment because corre
sponding results have meanwhile been reached in the arms-control 
negotiations.

The Federal Government explicitly started from the assumption 
that, in such a case, a common alliance decision would be reached. At 
the same time, the Federal Government stated that EE weapons could 
not be deployed on German territory alone.

The Federal Government formulated this position, as expressed in 
these three points, at an early date and has held to it for the past four 
months. There is no obvious reason to change this position.

I would like to emphasize that the Federal Government, in its posi
tion regarding the arms-control and the deployment of the neutron 
weapon, was guided principally by the consideration that these must 
be political decisions of the whole alliance.

The Federal Government participated intensively in these talks, 
bilaterally with the Americans and the British and multilaterally 
within the alliance committees. Our ambassador to NATO carried 
out clear directions.

Before the ongoing alliance consultations on the neutron weapons 
came to an end, the U.S. President indicated that he wanted to re
assess the question of the production decision.

I myself conveyed our unchanged position in a talk with our Amer
ican friends in Hamburg on March 31, and llinister Genscher did the 
same in Washington on April 4.

So much for events. Now the assessment.

® The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-i65.
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President Carter’s April 7 decision keeps open the question of pro
duction, introduction and deployment of neutron weapons. It deliber
ately keeps open the possibilities of a disarmament—or better: an 
arms control use—of the neutron weapon option. Apart from this, 
it includes a further modernization of nuclear weapons that are pres
ent here.

The Federal Government welcomes this contribution to arms con
trol policy made by the U.S. President.

The Federal Grovemment also shares the position of President 
Carter that the technological capacities of the west have to be main
tained and optimally used in order to equalize existing East-West 
disparities.

We can state with satisfaction that alliance dialogue and consulta
tion proved their value even in this difficult question.

I mentioned before: We are concerned about the increasing numeri
cal superiority of the Warsaw Pact in some areas. This applies to the 
advantage in the number of tanks, as well as to the improvement and 
expansion of Soviet middle-range missiles and aircraft. The Warsaw 
Pact States must recognize that an excessive commitment to their 
quest for security can lead to a feeling of insecurity on our side. The 
West cannot accept the existing unsatisfactory situation.

The Federal Government participates therefore actively and with 
initiatives in the Vienna MBFE negotiations, within the framework 
of the common alliance position.

In July 1977 the Federal Government proposed a NATO initiative 
which reflects the intensity of Western support for the realization of 
the basic elements of parity and collectivity. This initiative will soon 
be introduced.

In our opinion the SALT negotiations between the USA and the 
Soviet Union are also an important contribution to the political stabi
lization of the East-West relationship. The Federal Government views 
SALT as a chance to control, through a continuing process, arma
ments efforts of both sides. To an increasing degree SALT also 
touches on immediate European security interests, due to the increase 
in subjects for negotiation.

We trust that the European security interests will be upheld in 
SALT. We rely on close consultations with the USA to preserve these 
interests. We consider it important that the nesfotiations take into 
account those disparities which exist in the middle-range field.

This year the discussion on disarmament and arms control takes 
place not only at SALT and MBFE; it will also be influenced by the 
UN special session on disarmament which will be held in New York 
later this spring.

A maior impetus for this special session comes from the third 
world which took the initiative in Colombo in 1976.̂  The Federal Gov-

^I.e.. res. 12 of the fifth non-aligned heads of state conference; see ibid., 1976, 
pp. 566-567.



248 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

ernment supported this initiative of the third world right from the 
beginning.

I hope that the special session can make important contributions 
to a world-wide cooperation in the field of disarmament.

We want to make a constructive contribution to to its success. 
Therefore, at the end of May I shall explain to the special session 
in detail the position of the Federal Republic of Germany on dis
armament and arms control.

The decision by President Carter to postpone the decision on pro
duction of neutron weapons can create new beginnings for an agreed 
stabilization of the power relationship between NATO and Warsaw 
Pact, aiming at the goal of equal security. It is a signal for the other 
side to demonstrate its readiness to reduce or to limit its growing 
potential.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representative 
(De Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
April 19, 1978"

Today I would like to comment on the state of the negotiations as 
seen by Western participants at the end of the fourteenth round.

Western participants consider this round to have been a significant 
one with respect to an eventual agreement in the Vienna negotiations.

I say this because the Western participants at today’s plenary ses
sion introduced a major new initiative intended to move the negotia
tions decisively toward a first phase agreement.

Our initiative deals with two major open issues of the negotiations.
The first of these is the issue of commitments on the amount and 

timing of Phase II reductions by direct participation.
The second issue is the question of the composition of Phase I 

Soviet reductions.
Owing to the confidentiality of these talks, we cannot give further 

details.
The Western participants have made this move because of their deep 

interest in achieving an agreement based on the principles of approxi
mate parity in ground forces and common collective ceilings which 
would enhance stability and strengthen peace and security in Europe.

Whether or not the negotiations now actually do enter a decisive 
stage depends on the response which the Eastern participants will 
make to this new initiative. We have emphasized to our Eastern col
leagues the importance we attach to an Eastern response which would 
permit us to move forward to an early Phase I agreement.

" ACDA files.
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This negotiating round was also important from the standpoint of 
the data discussion. The participants agreed on the modalities of a 
further exchange of data. They then proceeded to exchange the addi
tional data and have begun a discussion of it.

This discussion has not thus far clarified the reasons for the dis
crepancy between Western and Eastern figures on Eastern manpower 
in the area. Nevertheless, a considerable amount of additional data is 
now available to the participants, and this is making it possible to 
conduct the discussion of this subject in a more concrete and pur
poseful way.

The discrepancy must, of course, be resolved before there can be 
agreement on data. Agreement on data on military manpower in the 
area is essential for an agreement on reductions and limitations. With
out such an agreement, it will be impossible to determine the volume 
of reductions or to establish limitations. For this reason, our new 
initiative is conditional on agreement on manpower data. It is now 
more important than ever to work in a practical and businesslike way 
to determine the sources of the discrepancy. The participants now 
have the possibility of making significant progress on substantive 
issues, but no matter what progress is made on such issues, the data 
discrepancy must be resolved, or it will remain an obstacle to a satis
factory agreement.

In simi, this has been an important and eventful round. From the 
Western viewpoint, there is no doubt that we now have a real basis 
for overcoming the impasse in these talks and for entering the decisive 
stage of negotiation of a first agreement. But this will depend on the 
response the East makes to our new Western proposals.

News Conference Statement by the Czechoslovak Representa
tive (Keblusek) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
Talks, April 19, 1978 ^

Today we have finished the 14th round of negotiations on mutual 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. These 
negotiations have now entered into a significant stage when it is neces
sary to make a fundamental decision—whether to proceed along the 
road of a substantial lowering of the enormously high level of concen
tration of armed forces in the area or to follow the still existing 
tendencies towards a continuation and further intensification of an 
unchecked arms race.

The Socialist countries are unanimously in favor of the first road. 
This is quite natural, because—as it was said on 7 April of this year 
by the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Commu

" ACDA files.
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nist Party of the Soviet Union and Chairman of the Presidium of 
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR L.I. Brezhnev—

Despite the importance of this or other problem, there does not 
exist today a more urgent task that would affect the destiny of each 
man in the world more than that of achieving genuine 
disarmament.^

Together with its Socialist allies, the Czechoslovak Socialist Re
public endeavors that the Vienna negotiations should also play a posi
tive and concrete role in the solution of this task. Our desire and our 
readiness to contribute to the success of these negotiations were again 
clearly confirmed in the joint declaration of 11 April 1978, signed by 
the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of Czechoslovakia and President of the Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic Gustav Husak and the Chancellor of the Federal Republic 
of Germany Helmut Schmidt.

We are convinced that there exist real prerequisites for the achieve
ment of first practical results in the field of reduction of armed forces 
and armaments in Central Europe. This, however, requires a good 
will and political preparedness on the part of all countries concerned, 
particularly willingness of all eleven potential parties of possible 
agreement to participate individually in equivalent and mutual re
ductions of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe in con
formity with principles agreed at preparatory consultations in 1973.̂  

What can be said about the just finished 14th round of talks if we 
are to evaluate the work, which has been done in two and a half 
months, from this point of view? The delegations of the Socialist 
countries continued in their efforts aimed at an early solution of the 
question of a substantial reduction of the high level of concentration of 
armed forces in Central Europe in conformity with the agreed prin
ciples, particularly with the principle of undiminished security for 
each party. We regard it as a just requirement that any future agree
ment should be equally advantageous for all states participating in 
negotiations and that it should not, in any respect and at any moment, 
provide any unilateral military advantages to the detriment of the 
security of other countries. We endeavor for the conclusion of an 
equitable agreement, under which all direct participants in negotia
tions would carry out individual reductions of their armed forces, 
including, naturally, both ground and air forces as well as units 
equipped with nuclear weapons together with corresponding arma
ments and combat equipment. Concrete individual contribution of 
each direct participant in negotiations to the reduction process must 
be proportionate to its military potential in Central Europe. In their 
result the reductions should preserve the existing approximate mili-

 ̂Antef p. 231 (variant translation).
® See Documents on Disa/rmamentf 1973, pp. 363-364.
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tary equilibrium between two military groupings in the reduction 
area at a lower level of their armed forces and armaments. Such a 
mutual, equivalent and for all participants equitable reduction of 
armed forces and armaments is envisaged by the Socialist countries 
in their concrete proposals.

In the course of the past round the delegations of the Socialist states 
called upon the Western states to give a positive answer to these con
structive and compromise proposals. We asked them to re-examine 
their impracticable concept of “disparities”, envisaging “asymmetric” 
reductions, implementation of which would inflict damage to the 
security of the Warsaw treaty countries and would provide unilateral 
military advantages to the NATO states. The demand of the West to 
establish “common collective ceilings” would make it possible for 
some of the NATO countries to increase their armed forces after the 
conclusion of the agreement on the reduction of armed forces, even 
if compared with their present level.

The delegations of the Socialist countries exerted maximum efforts 
in search for a mutually acceptable compromise solution of the main 
task of our negotiations. We have reacted in a flexible and construc
tive manner to the slightest possibility to achieve understanding also 
in questions which are connected with the principal task of the par
ticipating states. In conformity with the Socialist countries proposal 
of 25 October 1977, there have been presented additional numerical 
data on the manpower of armed forces of direct participants in Cen
tral Europe, which represents a positive result of the past round of 
negotiations. We believe that the West will use the submitted data 
for correcting errors it made in its evaluation of the relationship of 
armed forces in Central Europe. It is necessary to emphasize that 
we do not regard the data discussion as ending in itself. We regard 
it as a means which should help us in the solution of the main ques
tions and in the preparation of a concrete agreement on the reduction 
of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe.

The past round has shown that the Western countries continue to 
adhere to unrealistic and for the Socialist countries unacceptable 
elements of their initial concept of reductions. Also, they have not 
given us any constructive answer to our proposal on non-increasing 
the armed forces manpower of direct participants for the period of 
negotiations. We cannot ignore also the fact that the numerical 
strength of armed forces of the NATO countries in the reduction 
area is increasing.

At today’s plenary meeting, for the first time in more than two years 
now, the delegations of the Western states have submitted certain 
changes to their proposals. It would be premature to make any con
crete conclusions regarding these changes before we have studied them 
carefully. At the same time, it will be necessary to ascertain to what 
extent these changes will contribute to the achievement of real prog
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ress in the negotiations and to the working out of mutually acceptable 
solutions. It will also be necessary to determine to what extent the 
Western states are prepared to give up their initial attempts to obtain 
unilateral military advantages to the detriment of the security of the 
Socialist countries.

The Socialist countries endeavour that the question of the reduc
tion of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe should be 
solved in a principled and equitable manner in the interest of all par
ticipants in negotiations. I f the Western countries display the same 
preparedness, and exert the same efforts, as the Socialist states in the 
solution of tasks before the participants of Vienna negotiations, con
crete results will imdoubtedly be reached in the near future.

Joint Communique issued by tlie United States and the Soviet 
Union Following Negotiations in Moscow, April 22, 1978^

US Secretary of State Cyrus Vance visited Moscow from April 20- 
22. He was received by CC CPSU USSK Supreme Soviet L.I. 
Brezhnev and had several meetings with A.A. Gromyko, Member of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
Presidium and USSE Minister of Foreign Affairs.

An exchange of views took place on major issues of US-Soviet rela
tions and also on certain international problems of mutual interest to 
the United States and the Soviet Union.

In the course of the negotiations particular attention was devoted to 
the development and implementation of further measures aimed at the 
prevention of nuclear war and the limitation of armaments.

In this connection there were useful and thorough discussions re
garding the preparation of a new agreement for the limitation of 
offensive strategic weapons. As a result there was a narrowing of the 
parties’ positions on some of the remaining unresolved issues.

Both sides expressed the intention to work intensively to conclude an 
agreement on the limitation of offensive strategic arms at the earliest 
possible time. Other arms limitation negotiations were also discussed, 
and both sides agreed, in particular, to continue, jointly with Great 
Britain, to work toward the most rapid conclusion of an agreement 
on a full and comprehensive ban on nuclear weapons testing.

Both sides emphasized the great importance they attach to achiev
ing progress in negotiations on the mutual reduction of forces and 
armaments in Central Europe.

During the discussion of arms limitation issues, the parties also ex
changed views on the forthcoming UN General Assembly Special Ses
sion on Disarmament.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Jnne 1978, p. 26.
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It was agreed to continue discussion of the questions dealt with in 
Moscow.

Stafement by Secretary of State Vance on Departing From 
Moscow, April 23, 1978^

First, I would like to express my appreciation to President Brezhnev 
and to Foreign Minister Gromyko for their warm hospitality and for 
the friendly and constructive spirit which they have brought to our 
meetings.

I would in particular, as a Foreign Minister, like to add a personal 
word of respect for Minister Gromyko. As a thoroughly professional 
practitioner of the diplomatic trade, he has few peers in the modern 
world. He represents his country’s interest with great skill, high intel
ligence, and a spirit tempered in decades of experience.

Our meetings here have been useful and constructive. The structure 
of peace that we all desire, if it is to be enduring, must be built brick- 
by-brick with workmanlike and realistic steps. We have made some 
progress during these meetings toward a SALT agreement, and we 
hope to carry these efforts forward in subsequent meetings. There is 
no more important task before the nations of the world than this 
critical effort to bring a sense of sanity into the regulation of the mili
tary competition, especially in regard to strategic weapons.

We have also made some progress, I believe, in moving toward a 
better understanding of the problems involved in the bilateral relations 
between the Soviet Union and the United States. We are realistic about 
these problems, and we know that they will not be dispelled by declara
tions but will continue to require practical measures and continuous 
effort. It is our intention to work at these problems with determination, 
recognizing that the relations between the Soviet Union and the United 
States are a central factor in world peace and stability.

Statement by Indian Prime Minister Desai: United States Fuel 
for the Tarapur Reactor, April 24,1978 ^

At the outset I would like to correct the honourable members who 
have given the calling-attention notice in that the U.S. nuclear com
mission has not refused the licence for the supply of enriched uranium 
for the Tarapore [Tarapur] power plant, but they have referred it 
back to the U.S. administration that on account of equality of votes 
they have been unable to come to a specific decision. The matter now

* Department of State Bulletin, June 1978, p. 26.
 ̂Delhi ISI in English, Apr. 25, 1978; FBIS Daily Report, Apr. 25,1978, vol. V, 

pp. S2-S3. The statement was made before the Rajya Sabha.
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rests with the U.S. President. But according to the American law, even 
if the U.S. President decides to authorise the export, the matter will 
have to be laid before the U.S. Congress for 60 working days within 
which the U.S. Congress may annul the President’s action. In other 
words, it would mean that if the President takes a decision in favour 
of authorising the shipment we have to wait for 60 working days 
within which the U.S. Congress can annul the President’s action, but 
if they do not annul the President’s action it will remain confirmed.

I should like to explain that the question of supply of enriched 
uranium is regulated by an agreement for cooperation between the 
governments of the United States and India dated 25 October 1963, 
followed by a contract between the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission 
acting on behalf of the Government of the United States and the Gov
ernment of India dated 17 May 1966. The Atomic Energy Commission 
of the United States has been abolished and now the matter rests with 
the U.S. administration on the recommendation of the Nuclear Regu
latory Commission.

I would not trouble the honourable members with the details of the 
provisions of the agreement and the contract. Under the provisions of 
these documents the U.S. Government is bound to provide us with all 
the fuel for Tarapore up to 1994, and at the same time they bind us not 
to obtain the required fuel for Tarapore from any other source during 
this period. There is also the provision in the contract to the effect that 
if the applicable domestic laws or policies of the United States with 
respect to the ownership and supply of such nuclear material for use by 
the American domestic distributees be changed, the parties agree to 
consult with each other to determine the modification of any require
ment of the contract in order to conform to the laws and policies in 
force. At the same time it provides that nothing contained in the rele
vant article shall affect the obligation of the U.S. Government to sell 
all of our requirement of enriched uranium for Tarapore atomic power 
station nor would it enlarge the financial obligations and responsibili
ties of the Government of India to the Government of the United 
States as provided in the contract.

To my mind, therefore, it is quite clear that neither the domestic laws 
nor the domestic policies of the United States can affect the supply of 
Tarapore’s requirement of enriched uranium and consequently both the 
delay in the supply of enriched uranium for purposes of Tarapore and 
whatever the circumstances the refusal to supply such requirements 
would be a breach of the agreement [sentence as received].

Under the present requisitions pending with the U.S. Government, 
supplies were due in September 1977 and are due in April 1978, June 
1978 and October 1978. The supplies of September 1977 have not 
reached us, and another installment of supplies has become due. I am 
sorry that I am unable to appreciate the delays in processing our 
requisitions. The procedure regarding reference to the Nuclear Regu



D BSA I STATEMENT, APRIL 24 255

latory Commission should have been resorted to in full recognition of 
the need for timely compliance with our requisition. We have held 
patience for so long and even the promise of the President of the 
United States made within the precincts of this august house in 
January last does not appear to have weighed with the Nuclear Kegu- 
latory Commission in their deliberations over this matter. I  have no 
doubt that the U.S. President, actuated as he is by high moral purpose 
and in conformity with his obligation under the agreement and con
tract and in fulfillment of his promise, will reach an early decision. But 
the requirements of laying his decision before the Congress will delay 
the supplies at least for another 3 months. This situation in itself is 
not alarming because I am assured that the present stocks of fuel will 
be sufficient to operate one of the two units up to about 1980 and 
another a little beyond 1980. The interregnum gives us sufficient time 
to evolve alternative methods of making up for the default of the U.S. 
Government should that become a lasting feature of the implementa
tion of the agreement and the contract.

Nevertheless, I  should like to make it clear that it is with consider
able disquiet and disbelief that I view delay in compliance with our 
requisition of enriched uranium for the Tarapore plant, let alone the 
fact that refusal of supply would be a breach of the agreement. Such 
a delay has occurred not only in the supply of enriched uranium but 
also in regard to our request for a joint determination to the safe
guard ability of our reprocessing facility as envisaged in the coopera
tion agreement. This has resulted in the reduced generation of power 
and has prevented us from utilising the residual enriched uranium 
and the contained plutonium which not only has put us to substantial 
loss, both from the material and monetary points of view, but our own 
development has received a setback. After the situation in regard to 
supply of enriched uranium against our requisition is cleared, I pro
pose to take up this question with the U.S. administration. So far as 
the supply of enriched uranium is concerned, I am taking up the 
matter with the U.S. President.

For the time being, therefore, we have to wait for such action as the 
President may take in order to clear our pending requisitions. I have 
already asked our Atomic Energy Commission to examine every alter
native avenue to keep up the supplies of fuel for Tarapore plant in 
case the uncertainties of supplies from the United States become a 
permanent feature. In coming to this decision, I have taken fully into 
account the obligation of the United States to supply us with fuel and 
their refusal being a breech of the agreement. I  am conscious that any 
such refusal would bring to an end both the agreement for cooperation 
and the contract. We cannot allow such an eventuality to interfere 
with our programme for development of atomic energy for the pur
pose of providing fuel for our power plants. I hope the House will 
view this matter in the light of this clarification.

317-783 0 80 19
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News Conference Remarks of President Carter: Enhanced 
Radiation Weapons [Extract], April 25, 1978 ^

Q, Mr. President, President Brezhnev has offered to not build the 
neutron bomb if you agree or the U.S. agrees to do likewise. Is that the 
word you’re looking for to halt the program ?

The President, No. The Soviets know and President Brezhnev knows 
that the neutron weapon is designed to be used against massive and 
perhaps overwhelming tank forces in the Western and Eastern Euro
pean area.

The Soviets, over a period of years, have greatly built up their tank 
forces and others, stronger than have the NATO allies. The neutron 
weapons are designed to equalize that inequality, along with many 
other steps that our country is now taking.

The Soviets have no use for a neutron weapon, so the offer by Brezh
nev to refrain from building the neutron weapons has no significance 
in the European theater, and he knows this.

Address by President Brezhnev [Extract], April 25, 1978^

Detente today is no longer just a theory, slogan, or wishful thinking. 
It has quite a few good deeds to its credit, both fully specific and 
tangible. In Europe, it has become the basis for mutual relations 
between states, and has embraced various aspects of their life. We 
also see present Soviet-American relations in a new way, more favor
able for the cause of peace, in spite of all the short-term fluctuations 
[konyunkturnyye kolebaniya\. The policy of detente is recognized 
and supported by the peoples as the only sensible policy in our difficult 
times.

The most urgent task of our times is to achieve a further easing of 
the danger of war and to stop the arms buildup. This is felt by all 
people and recognized by most governments. This is also demonstrated 
by the fact that in a few weeks time, a UN General Assembly session 
devoted especially to arms limitation and disarmament will open for 
the first time in history. We wish the session success and will actively 
promote this.

[We are in favor of universal and complete disarmament. It is not 
our fault that the negotiations on this problem, which have been 
going for almost 20 years, have become bogged down. However, dur-

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 1, 1978, pp. 776-777. 
^Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, Apr. 25, 1978; FBIS Daily Report, 

Apr. 26,1978, vol. I l l ,  pp. R8-R9.
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ing this time, all the same, agreements have been concluded on the 
limitation of armaments in certain fields, and on several questions 
negotiations are continuing.] ^

To reduce the threat of a new world war and the threat of the mass 
annihilation of people with nuclear weapons— t̂his is the central direc
tion of our struggle for peace in the present conditions. To this end, 
the Soviet Union has undertaken a number of major actions, such as 
the negotiations with the United States on the limitation of strategic 
weapons—offensive weapons.

As you know, a visit has just been made to Moscow by U.S. Secre
tary of State Vance, who came on President Carter’s instructions. 
There was a thorough exchange of opinions, and as a result progress 
was made on working out an agreement on strategic arms limitation. 
Far from all the questions have been solved. We cannot agree at all 
with certain attitudes of the American side. I think, however, that 
with reciprocal efforts it is possible, on the basis of a reasonable and 
realistic compromise, to complete the drafting of an agreement which 
will justly take into account the security interests of both states. This 
will make it possible to curb the arms race to a noticeable degree and 
thus promote the strengthening of peace.

For a number of years now, the Soviet Union has been trying to 
achieve the conclusion of an agreement on a general and complete 
ban on nuclear weapons tests. We are now holding talks with the 
United States and Britain on banning tests in all spheres— t̂hat is, 
including xmderground tests—and it can be noted with satisfaction 
that definite progress has recently been made in these talks. We would 
like to hope that the matter will be brought to completion and that 
an appropriate treaty will be signed in the near future. This will be 
a noticeable success in the struggle for peace and the security of 
people.

Together with other peace-loving forces of our planet, the Soviet 
Union is making active efforts in order not to allow the creation of a 
new, particularly inhumane means of mass annihilation—neutron 
weapons. Our position on this issue is extremely simple and radical: 
It is not too late yet [phrase as heard] to reach an agreement between 
the corresponding states on the mutual rejection \pthaz\ of the pro
duction of this weapon; and may mankind be once and for all saved 
from its emergence.

The United States, which is prepared to develop the neutron bomb, 
has unfortunately not yet agreed to our proposals. But President Car
ter stated recently that he has postponed the adoption of a final deci
sion on beginning production of neutron bombs.

This does not, of course, remove the question. At best, it is a half
measure. I can, however, report that, taking such a statement by the

® This passage is a variation on the speech from the version read by the an
nouncer on Moscow Domestic Service, Apr. 25. Cf. TJie Current Digest of the 
Soviet Press, vol. XXX, no. 17 (May 24,1978), p. 4; Pravda, Apr. 26,1978, pp. 1-2.
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President into account, we 'will not begin production of neutron 
weapons either, if the United States does not do so. What comes later 
depends on Washington.

In accordance with its principled line of reducing the threat of 
nuclear war, the Soviet Union has also adopted a decision to become 
a party in a relevant form to the international treaty on banning nu
clear weapons in Latin America. Thus we, like the other states possess
ing nuclear weapons, will take upon ourselves the obligation not to 
help the acquisition of nuclear arms by Latin American states, and 
also not to use such weapons against the states that are parties to the 
treaty.®

Thus, you can see that work for the benefit of peace is continuing, 
and our motherland is making increasing efforts with this aim in 
mind, [applause]

Letter From Senators Glenn and Percy to President Carter: 
Nuclear Fuel Export to India, April 25, 1978^

Last week’s divided vote of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on 
tlie export of nuclear fuel for the Indian Tarapur reactors once again 
emphasized the deep and abiding concern that persists regarding 
India’s nuclear program in light of India’s use of civilian nuclear 
technology to develop a nuclear explosive and its continued rejection 
of comprehensive international safeguards on all of its nuclear activi
ties. These are concerns which we share and which are reflected in the 
provisions of the recently enacted Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 
1978.2

Under the terms of that Act, this export license will now be for
warded to you for further consideration. Should you decide to au
thorize the export by Executive Order, upon finding that ‘̂withhold
ing the proposed export would be seriously prejudicial to the achieve
ment of United States non-proliferation objectives or would otherwise 
jeopardize the common defense and security,” this Order will come 
before the Congress for review. As you undertake your examination 
of the concerns raised by the NEC, we would urge you to take the 
following points into consideration.

The Non-Proliferation Act does not mandate an immediate termi
nation of exports to nations which have not accepted the application 
of IAEA safeguards to all their nuclear activities, but the Indian

® For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
^Nuclear Fuel Export to India: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Arms 

Control, Oceans and International Environment of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on Pro- 
posed Sale of Enriched Uranium To Fuel Indifi's Tarapur Reactors, May 24, 
1978. pp. 2-3.

* The act is printed ante, pp. 118-164.
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nuclear detonation of 1974 underscores the vital need to gain India’s 
adherence tojsuch full-scope safeguards at the earliest possible time. 
While the Indian agreement is unique in specifying fuel supply as 
part of the initial arrangement, thus making the present shipment 
very difficult to refuse, it still may be a good time to press for some 
progress in the Indian position on full-scope safeguards.

Second, as NEC Commissioners Bradford and Gilinsky point out, 
if India adamantly refuses to indicate at the present time any openness 
to safeguards acceptance at the end of the initial eighteen-month 
period, serious questions must be raised as to whether basic non
proliferation controls will be maintained with respect to the pending 
Tarapur fuel export over the long term. The gravity of this concern 
is substantially magnified by the fact that it also affects India’s exist
ing stockpile of spent fuel derived from previous U.S. shipments. 
Progress towards resolution of these questions will have, in our judg
ment, a direct positive impact on Congressional consideration of any 
Executive Order to approve the pending export.

Third, section 307 of the Non-Proliferation Act may raise further 
questions with respect to this export. This provision requires the ter
mination of exports to any non-nuclear weapons state that the Presi
dent finds has “engaged in activities [after the effective date of the 
act] involving source or special nuclear material and having direct 
significance for the manufacture or acquisition of nuclear explosive 
devices, and has failed to take steps, which, in the President’s judg
ment, represent sufficient progress towards termination of such 
activities.”

Although the Indian government has apparently agreed not to 
detonate any further explosive devices, this provision mandates a 
Presidential inquiry into any other activities “after the effective date” 
of the Act which may fall within the proscribed category. For ex
ample, we are certain that Congress would want some assurance that 
India is not now fabricating additional nuclear “explosive devices” 
of whatever nature, while publicly expressing an intent against addi
tional detonations; a major difference. Given that significant portions 
of India’s nuclear program remain unsafeguarded and have been used 
in the past to support nuclear explosives development, there is obvious 
cause for concern that nuclear-explosives related activities may be con
tinuing. Since the termination requirements of section 307 would take 
precedence over other factors in the consideration of the pending 
license, any outstanding issues raised by this section need to be 
resolved.

Finally, we would like to bring to your attention the following ex
cerpts from the report filed by three Senate Committees regarding the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978:

The President’s report to the Congress whenever he proposes to 
authorize such an export by Executive Order, should address the 
concerns raised by the NEC directly, and should include a full ex
planation of his reasons why the export should proceed despite the 
NEC’s concerns.
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We would like to note that, in our opinion, the NEC’s referral of 
this export application to the President, and potentially to Congress, 
was entirely consistent with the letter and the spirit of the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978. Whenever a majority of the Commis
sioners, in their best judgment, are unable to make a positive determi
nation that the statutory criteria are reasonably met, the issue should 
be referred to the highest levels to enable a full consideration of the 
proposed export in the context of U.S. foreign policy and overall non
proliferation objectives.

It is not the intent of this letter to express opposition to the pro
posed sale, but rather to bring to your attention these points which we 
hope may be resolved in advance, and which we feel will be of major 
concern if Congress must give it consideration.

We look forward to working with you toward an early resolution of 
this matter.

Sincerely,

House Bill To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
April 26, 1978"

A n  A ct

To authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1979 under the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Act.
Section 49 (a) of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 

2589 (a )), is amended to read as follows:
“Sec. 49. (a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, there are 

authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1979 the sum of $18,396,-
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) and which $1,000,000 shall be avail
able only for the purpose of furthering the nuclear safeguards pro
grams and activities of the International Atomic Energy Agency, and 
of which such sums as may be necessary shall be available to conduct 
a study of the arms control study centers at academic institutions, and 
to report the results of such study with possible recommendations to 
Congress not later than January 31, 1979. The sum authorized to be 
appropriated by this subsection shall remain available until 
expended.’̂

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first section of this act shall 
take effect on October 1,1978.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to authorize appropriations 
under the Arms Control and Disarmament Act for the fiscal year 
1979, and for other purposes.”.

^95th Cong. 2d sess. The Administration bill can be found ante, p. 99; the 
Senate biU, post, pp. 378-379; and the final act, post, pp. 488-490.
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Message From President Carter to Congress Transmitting Execu
tive Order 12055 on the Export of Nuclear Material to India, 
April 27, 1978"

I am transmitting herewith, pursuant to Section 126b(2) of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, an Executive Order author
izing the export of 7,638 Kgs. of low-enriched uranium to India for use 
in the fueling of its Tarapur Atomic Power Station.^

In our Agreement for Cooperation with India, the United States 
agreed to supply all of the fuel requirements for that Power Station, 
and India agreed to operate it exclusively on U.S.-supplied fuel. We 
contracted to supply the specific fuel here involved a number of years 
ago.

An application for a license to export this fuel was submitted to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission early last year. This application was 
carefully reviewed within the Executive Branch, which concluded that 
the proposed export would not be inimical to the common defense and 
security, that it would meet all the immediate statutory criteria under 
the then pending Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act,  ̂and that the license 
should be issued. Later that month, the Commission was oflSicially noti
fied of the Executive Branch findings and recommendations.

On April 20, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission found itself un
able to agree upon the issuance of this license, being divided by a 2-2 
vote. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 wisely provided for 
just such a contingency. Previously, there was no clear way of dealing 
with a situation in which the Commission was unable to decide upon 
the issuance of an export license, and no way of ensuring that in cases 
where the licensing process would lead to a result that the President 
believed would be seriously prejudicial to the achievement of United 
States non-proliferation objectives, such prejudice could be avoided.

I have determined that this is such a case. The Government of India 
has given us its commitments to use our exports only at the Tarapur 
Atomic Power Station and not for any explosive or military purpose, 
and I have the highest confidence that it will honor these commitments. 
I am convinced that denial of this export would seriously undermine 
our efforts to persuade India to accept full-scope safeguards, and 
would seriously prejudice the achievement of other U.S. non-prolifera
tion goals. I intend to pursue these matters further with the Govern
ment of India.

A period in which to seek agreement to full-scope safeguards was 
clearly provided for in the Act. The Act permits a continuation of 
exports during this period, including exports in cases where there are 
questions as to whether and when that objective may be achieved. 
Rather than prejudice the prospects for success in such efforts by refus
ing to fulfill an existing commitment that is important to India’s

 ̂Weekly GompiTation of Presidential Documents, May 1, 1978, pp. 790-791.
 ̂The executive order is printed infra.
® The act is printed ante, pp. 118-164.
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power supply, we should be using this period to find, in the light of the 
new legislation’s requirements, mutually acceptable ways of meeting 
both India’s need for continued operation of the Tarapur Atomic 
Power Station and our need for full-scope safeguards and the attain
ment of other non-proliferation objectives.

In transmitting this Executive Order to you pursuant to Section 
126b (2) of the Act, I wish to make clear that I am not departing from 
the reservations I expressed at the time I signed the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978 concerning the constitutionality of pro
visions of that Act which purport to allow Congress to overturn my 
decisions by actions not subject to my veto power.

Executive Order 12055 on the Export of Nuclear Material to 
India, April 27, 1978"

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Con
stitution of the United States of America and by Section 126b (2) of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2155), as amended by 
Section 304(a) of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (Public 
Law 95-242, 92 Stat. 131),® and having determined that withholding 
the export proposed pursuant to Nuclear Eegulatory Commission ex
port license application XSNM-1060 would be seriously prejudicial 
to the achievement of the United States non-proliferation objectives, 
that export to India is authorized; however, such export shall not 
occur for a period of 60 days as defined by Section 130g of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Vance: Middle 
East Arms Sales, April 28, 1978^

The administration is today transmitting to Congress formal noti
fication of proposals to sell aircraft to Israel, Egypt, and Saudi Ara
bia. As indicated in our informal notification last February, the pro
posed sales involve 75 F-16’s and 15 F-15’s to Israel, 50 F-5’s to Egypt, 
and 60 F-15’s to Saudi Arabia.

These proposals are an important part of our search for peace in 
the Middle East. They maintain and enhance our close relationship 
with three key governments in the Middle East. Each of the three 
countries has a unique contribution to make to the objective of achiev
ing a lasting peace.

As a nation, we have a strong and unshakable commitment to the

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 1, 1978, p. 791. 
® The Nonproliferation Act is printed ante, pp. 11^164.
' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 1.1978, p. 801.
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security of Israel. The proposed sales to Israel will help preserve 
Israel’s ability to defend itself.

The proposed sales to Egypt and Saudi Arabia have been based 
upon careful analysis of how best to meet their defense needs while 
maintaining the military balance in the region. These transactions 
will enhance the confidence in and friendship toward the United States 
on the part of each of these two countries with which we share vital 
mutual interests.

The proposed sales make it possible for the United States to main
tain our historic commitment to the security of Israel while at the 
same time developing closer ties with moderate Arab nations which 
strongly support the peace process. They reflect our best judgment 
as to the national interest of the United States.

In submitting these proposed sales to Congress on the same day, 
the administration is not attempting to place conditions on the scope 
of the congressional review or the action by Congress. Indeed, we 
understand that the Congress will want to review these important 
transactions separately and with great care. We stand ready to facili
tate that process.

At the same time, the responsibility of the President for the con
duct of foreign affairs requires that he reserve judgment on the ulti
mate action to be taken until he has had an opportunity to review the 
action taken by the Congress on the proposals annoimced today.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Middle East 
Arms Sales [Extract], April 28, 1978 '

Q. Mr. President, Anthony Sampson, in “Arms Bazaar,” quotes 
Kenneth Galbraith as saying that, in effect, the United States caused 
the India-Pakistan war by selling arms to Pakistan. In fact, they sold 
to both sides. It created an imbalance in that area, and that’s what 
led to the war. Now, changing the balance in the Middle East, will it 
not likewise inevitably cause another war? Isn’t it a repetition of a 
road to disaster if you lump these sales together to sell both to the 
Arab countries and to Israel ?

The President. Well, as you know, our arms policy in the Mideast 
has been to sell moderate supplies of arms to all of our close allies 
there and to give an extra attention to the needs of Israel, pretty much 
as defined by Israel.

I think it’s obvious that the Israeli military strength is overwhelm
ing in the air. We have longstanding commitments made to the Saudi 
Arabians, dating back to September of 1975, by President Ford and 
Secretary Kissinger. I  reconfirmed that commitment, because our

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 8,1978, pp. 807-808.
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Nation’s word of honor is at stake, early in my own administration 
when the Saudi leaders visited here.

This arms sales package, as such, is not a package as far as the Con
gress is concerned. These proposals will be submitted to Congress 
individually. Each one, separately, will be assessed by Congress in 
the best interests of our own country and that of our allies.

My own belief is that the Saudis have made their choice of weapons 
and the appurtenances or armaments on the F-15 on a basis of 
defense. The F-16 is more of an offensive weapon, and the Saudis 
have not ordered air-to-ground armaments that would be used in an 
offensive mode. TheyVe also indicated to us that they do not intend 
to station the planes at Tabuk, which is a base close to Israel, but 
will be stationing these planes near Iraq and South Yemen as a 
defensive mechanism.

Just to close, this is a proposal that, in my opinion, is best for Israel. 
I think it would be a serious mistake for us to sever the friendly 
relationships and the mutual trust and confidence that’s crucial, that 
presently does exist between ourselves and the moderate Arab leaders.
I think our being the ones to sell these weapons to the Saudis—which 
will not be delivered completely until 1983—is advantageous as com
pared to the Saudis’ completely unrestricted ability to buy the same 
type of weapons and the same quantity of weapons from the French 
or, perhaps even later, from the Soviets. And their peaceful intentions 
are well recognized and trusted by me.

As you know, the sale of the F-5’s to Egypt is not something that’s 
even opposed by the Israelis, so far as I know. I was with Prime Min
ister Be^in in this room and over privately in the Mansion at the 
White House and in my little back office for several hours for 2 full 
days this year, and Prime Minister Begin never mentioned to me one 
time any concern that he might have about the sale of weapons to 
Saudi Arabia or Egypt.

So, I think that this is a well-balanced proposal. Each sale was 
made on its own merits. I think that it is moderate in quantity. The 
weapons for Saudi Arabia and Egypt are acknowledged to be defen
sive in nature, and I think this provides us with the kind of relation
ship and influence in the moderate Arab world which is conducive 
to peace for Israel.

• • • • • • •

Resolution 6 /9 -P  Adopted by the Ninth Islamic Conference of 
Foreign Ministers: Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones, April 28, 
1978"

The Ninth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers held in Dakar, 
Republic of Senegal from 17 to 21 Jamad Al-Awwal, 1398H (24 to 
28th April, 1978),

‘ A/33/151, Annex 1, pp. 16-17.
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Recalling resolution No. 12/8-P adopted by the Eighth Islamic 
Conference of Foreign Ministers on the establishment of Nuclear- 
Weapon Free Zones in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia,^

Recalling the two resolutions of the UN General Assembly No. 
32/83  ̂ adopted at the 32nd Session of the UN General Assembly as 
well as resolution 3265B  ̂ and 3476B,®

Reiterating the importance of achieving complete denuclearisation 
of these regions.

Convinced that the establishment of Nuclear-Weapon Free Zones in 
Africa, the Middle East and South Asia will strengthen the security 
of the states of these regions against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons,

Noting the positive developments including the declarations made 
at the highest level by governments of South Asian states, reaffirming 
their pledge not to acquire or manufacture nuclear weapons and to 
restrict their nuclear programmes to the economic and social progress 
of their peoples,

1. Urges the states of these regions to pursue their efforts aimed at 
establishing Nuclear-Weapon Free Zones in Africa, the Middle East 
and South Asia, and to refrain, as well, from any action contrary to 
this objective.

2. CciLls upon the nuclear states to honour their obligations with re
gard to the denuclearisation of Africa, the Middle East and South 
Asia.

3. Requests Islamic States to coordinate their stands particularly 
at the Fourth Special Session of the UN General Assembly on Dis
armament, with a view to establishing [Nuclear] Weapon Free Zones 
in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia.

Resolution 7 /9 -P  Adopted by the Ninth Islamic Conference of 
Foreign Ministers: Security of Non-Nuclear States, April 28, 
1978"

The Ninth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers held in Dakar, 
Eepublic of Senegal from 17 to 21 Jamad A1 Awwal, 1398H (24 to 
28th April, 1978),

Recalling the resolution No. 17/8-P of the Eighth Islamic Confer
ence of Foreign Ministers on the Strengthening of the Security of 
Non-Nuclear States,^

“ See Documents on Disarmament^ 1977, p. 334, for an extract of the final 
communique of this conference, 

pp. 837-838.
* lUd., 197Jt, pp. 817-819.

1975, pp. 790-791.
"A/33/151, Annex 1, pp. 18-19.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, p. 334, for an extract from the final 

communique of this conference.
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Welcoming the adoption of Resolution No. 32/87-B by the 32nd 
Session of the United Nations General Assembly which urges the Nu
clear States, as a first step towards complete banning of the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons, to pledge themselves, without preju
dice to agreement concluded among them, to establish nuclear wea
pon free zones, and not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear states, not parties to the nuclear security arrange
ments of some nuclear powers,®

Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a uni
versal basis, it is imperative for the international community to devise 
effective measures whereby to ensure the security of non-nuclear states 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, whatever the 
source may be.

Noting that the non-nuclear states have sought assurances from nu
clear powers that they will not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against them.

Considering that the existence of binding restraints against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states, would 
strengthen the security guarantees to non-nuclear states.

1. Endorses the resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly 
calling for the strengthening of the security guarantees to non-nuclear 
states.

2. Urges the nuclear powers to give serious consideration, at the 
forthcoming special session of the United Nations General Assembly 
on Disarmament, to extending the scope of the pledge proposed in the 
two General Assembly resolutions 31/1890  ̂and 32/87 B and to taking 
rapid action in all relevant fora to strengthen the security of non
nuclear states.

U.S. Senate Republican Declaration on National Security and 
Foreign Policy: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extracts], 
May 1978"

Two Republican Administrations conducted negotiations for 
strategic arms limitations with a precision and care designed to assure 
the security of the United States. However, the current strategic arms 
limitations talks (SALT) are being conducted under vastly changed

pp. 847-848.
1976, w -  948-949.

 ̂RepubUcan Report, pp. 13-16, 27. A footnote to the report s ta te s: “Although 
individual Republican Senators reserve the right to disagree with some of the 
specifies of this declaration, its general substance and objectives reflect the views 
of the members of the Republican Conference.”
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conditions from the overall military balance of power that existed in 
1972 when the SALT I treaty was signed.^

Since the ratification of SALT I, the Soviets have deployed entirely 
new systems for each leg of the Soviet TEIAD. On the other hand, the 
United States has not deployed any new strategic weapons systems 
during this period.

We are skeptical about the overblown rhetoric by the Administration 
as to the details and achievements of an agreement. We are concerned 
that the Administration views the agreement now being negotiated as 
better than none at all. In other words, the conclusion of a treaty has 
become an end unto itself.

Soviet strategic objectives at Geneva are clear. The Soviet concept— 
that advantages achieved in nuclear weapons are translatable into 
political influence—demonstrates a rejection of American theories of 
deterrence. Their emphasis on planning for civil defense, air defense 
and an active ABM system indicates that, unlike the U.S., the Soviets 
plan to limit damage in a nuclear exchange. This forces us to conclude 
that the prospect of nuclear war may well have become an acceptable 
risk to them.

We believe that a SALT treaty should meet rigorous standards. 
First, such a treaty, because it goes to the very core of the deterrence 
of nuclear war, must preserve the present strategic balance in a way 
that leaves no doubt in the perception of both adversaries and allies 
that real equality exists. Second, it should be clear in every respect 
that compliance can be adequately verified. These are valid objectives 
against which the treaty should be examined by the U.S. Senate and 
the American people.

Let us, therefore, review the negotiations to date.
In March 1977, Secretary Vance went to Moscow with President 

Carter’s comprehensive proposals for SALT II. The President pub
licly announced these proposals before Mr. Vance presented them to 
the Soviets. Therefore it surprised no one that Mr. Brezhnev bluntly 
rejected the proposals and sent Secretary Vance home empty-handed. 
Under these strained circumstances, the Carter Administration 
dropped the comprehensive proposals and began to make significant 
concessions, some of which were made independent of the SALT 
negotiations.

B-1 Bomber

Notwithstanding the vital importance of the B-1 in arms control 
negotiations, President Carter unilaterally cancelled production, of 
the B-1 strategic bombeir without asking or getting anything in re
turn from the Soviets.^ The B-1 and MX decisions convey the im
pression to the Soviets that the Carter Administration will not take

* The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmameyit, 1972  ̂ pp. 
197-205.

® The announcement of the decision is printed iUd,, 1977, pp. 386-387.



268 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

the necessary steps to maintain nuclear parity with the Soviet 
Union. The authoritative Janets A ll the World^s Aircraft referring to 
this decision stated:

. . . 1977 might be recorded as the year in which the seeds of 
defeat for the Western Powers were sown. . . .  It is therefore vi
tal for all peoples to understand that the fragile coexistence main
tained for a generation by balanced East/West military power is 
being allowed to slip inch by inch from our grasp. . . . The Soviet 
Union has . . . fought uncompromisingly to restrict U.S. deploy
ment of both the B-1 and the cruise missile. Its leaders must be 
surprised beyond belief that the U.S. President has disposed of the 
B-1 without asking any Soviet concession in return.

M X Missile

President Carter and Secretary Brown have delayed, for a second 
year, full-scale development of the MX missile. This, too, was done 
outside the SALT negotiations.

ICBMs

Recently, the Secretary of Defense conceded that, in the early to 
mid 1980s, the U.S. land-based missile force will be highly vulnera
ble to a Soviet first strike. This growing vulnerability is caused by 
an ongoing Soviet program to improve their missile forces through 
significant throw-weight increases, by MIRVing their missiles and by 
continuing to make dramatic accuracy improvements. It is also caused 
by continuing indecision about U.S. programs, such as the MX.

President Carter’s SALT negotiators originally hoped to reduce 
this vulnerability by placing a limit of 150 on the number of Soviet 
heavy missiles, a limit of 550 on the number of MIRVed missiles and 
a limit on flight tests of ICBMs. During the course of negotiations, 
however, the Carter Administration has dropped each of these de
mands; and the Soviets will be allowed to deploy up to 308 heavy 
SS-18 missiles. A DOD spokesman admitted late last year that the 
expected agreement will not reduce the Soviet first strike technical 
capability. The agreement will also do nothing to inhibit the accuracy 
of any Soviet missiles now being deployed.

We believe the President’s concessions regarding Soviet heavy mis
siles are a serious mistake.

Backfire

In the bargaining process, the Carter Administration has accepted 
the longstanding Soviet demand that the Backfire not be counted in 
SALT. The Backfire bomber has the operational capability to attack 
most of the United States and therefore, undeniably has an inter
continental utility as a nuclear strike system. U.S. negotiators have 
apparently ignored the clear capabilities of the Backfire in exchange
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for Soviet promises that the bomber will not be deployed against the 
Continental United States in a threatening way.

Cruise Missile

The United States, in the last five years, has given high priority to 
cruise missile technology. While the cruise missile is still in develop
ment and all of its potential uses not fully proven, the technological 
lead the U.S. enjoys is substantial. However, in negotiating the cruise 
missile provisions, this U.S. lead may be negated. During the period 
of the three-year protocol, ground (GLCM) and sea-launched mis
siles (SLCM) will be limited to a range of 600 kms and air-launched 
cruise missiles (ALCM) will be limited to a 2500 km range. As a 
result of Administration concessions, restraints on MIEVed systems 
will limit the number of B-52s that can carry the ALCM.

The Soviets have stated in Pravda their demand that any restric
tions on cruise missiles in the three-year protocol must be carried over 
into future agreements. An extension of the limitation on the ranges 
of air, sea, and ground-launched cruise missiles beyond the three- 
year protocol period would effectively negate the t^hnological ad
vantage we now enjoy.

Continued improvements in Soviet air defenses, which are not re
stricted in SALT II, could further degrade the effectiveness of the 
ALCM limited to a 2500 km range. Furthermore, we would be giving 
up valuable options for theater nuclear, conventional interdiction and 
anti-ship applications by limiting ground and sea-launched cruise 
missile ranges. This cannot be reconciled with the Administration’s 
failure to insist on limiting the Soviets’ 3000 km range mobile 
MIEVed SS-20.

We oppose restrictions on our flexibility to share cruise missile 
components or their design with our NATO allies.

V eri-ftcation

A recent report submitted to the Congress by the Administration 
demonstrates overall less confidence on the verifiability of the SALT 
n  agreement than was previously anticipated.^ In this report, the 
chief SALT negotiator, Ambassador Paul Warnke, describes the 
agreement as adequately verifiable to the extent that Soviet cheating 
would not substantially alter the strategic balance without detec
tion. Such a standard for verification is ambiguous and unacceptable. 
We must have adequate verification to assure our national security.

(1) Concessions to the Soviets regarding their heavy missiles and 
their concomitant throw-weight advantage must be offset by com
parable concessions by the Soviet Union.

A nte, pp. 91-95.
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(2) The U.S. should not agree to inadequate range limitations for 
the air-launched, sea-launched and ground-launched cruise missiles. 
Inadequate ranges will degrade those systems to the point where their 
effectiveness will be in serious doubt.

(3) The U.S. should not, as it is trying to improve the effectiveness 
of NATO, agree to withhold cruise missiles and technology from its 
NATO allies.

(4) The Backfire bomber must be included in the SALT negotia
tions.

(5) We must have in SALT II verification assurances strong 
enough to protect our national security.

Question and Answer Session With Secretary of State Vance: 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency [Extract], May 1, 
1978"

Q, When John F. Kennedy was running for the Presidency, he said 
there were only 10 people working on disarmament in our government. 
He felt there should be 100. How many people today are working on 
disarmament in the government ?

A. We have got well over 100. We have, I would say, several hundred 
people working on disarmament now. This is a subject on which I 
spend a great deal of my time, working together with people in the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and with people within my 
own Department directly.

As you know, the State Department gives policy guidance to the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and we are very fortunate 
to have Paul Wamke heading up that agency. I think he is doing a 
superb job, and we in the State Department are going to do all we can 
to work with him and give him the support that he needs.

We are also getting support from people in the Defense Department. 
That may seem strange for some of you here, but there are many there 
who care deeply about arms control as well because, particularly in the 
strategic field, I think everybody realizes that a nuclear exchange can 
result only in a holocaust and be of benefit to no one.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ June 1978, p. 19. The session was held following 
an address by the Secretary before the national convention of the League of 
Women Voters in Cincinnati.
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Statement by Secretary of Defense Brown Before a Subcommit
tee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Military 
Assistance for Korea [Extract], May 1, 1978^

Secretary Brown. . . .
Mr. Chairman and members of tJie committee, I welcome the oppor- 

tmiity to appear before this committee to testify on our Korean pro
grams. I have a prepared statement which reviews these programs 
and their justification at some length. Because of its length, I propose 
not to read it but to insert it in the record and instead to sum up 
briefly its basic elements. I understand that Secretary Christopher and 
General Jones will do tJie same with their statements so as to allow 
the maximum amount of time for your questions.

Senator Glenm., Your full statements will be included in committee 
record.

Secretary Brown. Mr. Chairman, the major points that I  would like 
to make are these.

KOREAN POLIOT AND PROGRAM REVIEW

First, our Korean policy and programs have been the subject of 
exhaustive review over the past year. All of the appropriate senior 
officials of the executive branch of the United States, including the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and I, have participated in that process.

The recent adjustment in our troop withdrawal schedule resulted 
from a continuation of that high level review; that is, the reduction 
of the withdrawal to one battalion during the rest of this year plus, 
of course, a number of supporting troops, from a previous schedule 
that would have withdrawn a brigade.

We have also consulted extensively witSi our Korean and Japanese 
allies on our plans.

U .S. COMMITMENT TO REGION’s  SECURITY

My second point is that the United States remains firmly committed 
to the security of the region and the preservation of the peace and 
stability of the Korean peninsula. That is the foundation of our policy. 
Nothing in our planned withdrawal of ground forces changes that 
policy.

PROGRAM FOR WITHDRAWING U.S. GROUND FORCES

Third, from a defense viewpoint, it is appropriate to continue the 
process started in 1970 gradually to remove the remaining small

international SeovHty Assiata/nce Programs: Hearings Before the SuJ)(X)niinit- 
tee on Foreign Assistance of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States 
Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on S. 2846, To Amend the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 amd the Arms Export Control Act, and for Other Purposes, 
Apr. 26,26 and May 1,2,1978, pp. 101-103.

317-783 0 80 20
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American ground presence and to turn over the ground combat role 
entirely to South Koreans. That role properly belongs-to the South 
Koreans and they can, with confidence, assume it.

I have discussed at length in my prepared statement the great 
growth in South Korea’s economic and military capabilities and the 
vast changes in Asia which support this conclusion. Prudence, how
ever, remains very much in order. North Korea is a formidable mili
tary power and possesses some significant military advantages over 
South Korea, particularly in firepower.

The North Korean Army is structured and positioned so as to be 
able, with little prior warning, to mount a massive attack against the 
South. The United States and the Eepublic of Korea must maintain 
the military balance and an assured capacity for self-defense against 
North Korean aggression at a level that assures confidence.

We have, therefore, advised a very cautious program for withdraw
ing U.S. ground forces. It is to take place in three phases over the 
next 4 or 5 years. The phasing permits us to reassess the situation 
throughout the withdrawal effort. We will also increase the U.S. Air 
Force presence by adding this year 12 F-4’s to the 60 already there. 
Moreover, even after we withdraw our ground combat forces, we will 
continue to maintain in South Korea indefinitely logistics, communi
cations, and intelligence personnel.

ASSURING SOUTH KOREA’s  SUCCESSFUL DEFENSE

But we cannot prudently remove the U.S. division from the United 
States-Korean force structure without some compensating action, nor 
can we ignore Korean military deficiencies. We want to assure that 
after the period of our ground combat force withdrawals the South 
Korean forces are in a position to defend successfully against North 
Korean invasion with U.S. naval, air, and logistic support. We can do 
that by continuing to support the Eepublic of Korea’s efforts to mod
ernize its armed forces and to eliminate or correct significant imbal
ances in its military capabilities vis-a-vis the North.

To that end, we ask the Congress first to provide Korea $275 million 
in foreign military sales credits in fiscal year 1979 and a like amount 
for each of the next several years. Second, we ask you to provide the 
executive branch the authority to transfer to Korea on a cost-free 
basis selected items of equipment of the withdrawing forces, or equiv
alent items in some particular cases. Third, we ask you to continue the 
important international military education and training program for 
Korea and to authorize the U.S. Army to provide training to make 
certain that the Korea Armed Forces can effectively use and maintain 
the transferred equipment. South Korea’s force improvement pro
gram for improvingr its military capabilities covers a 5-year period at 
a cost of $5.5 billion, paid for by the Koreans themselves, either 
through cash or credits. Thus, our contribution to South Korea’s 
military modernization effort will be small proportionately, but it is 
essential in military and in political terms.
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RECENT CHANGE IN  PLANNED WITHDRAWAL PROGRAM

Let me say a brief word about the recent change in our planned 
withdrawal program. Instead of taking out 6,000 troops prior to the 
end of this year, including one of the three brigades of the 2d Infantry 
Division, we will first continue with the withdrawal of support 
troops—about 2,600 in all; second, withdraw one infantry battalion 
equivalent, to achieve a total withdrawal of about 3,400 by the end 
of the year; and third, keep the remaining combat battalions of the 
brigade and other support elements, which also add up to 2,600 
personnel, in Korea until 1979.

The change does not alter the overall withdrawal schedule. It 
changes only the timing of the first phase of the withdrawals. All of 
the remaining ground combat forces, including two brigades of the 2d 
Division, will still, under this plan, be withdrawn by 1981 or 1982.

The reason for this change is again prudence; in this case, an ad
justment to the uncertainties of the timing of congressional action 
on our requests.

Our Korean withdrawal requires careful planning of the transfer of 
capabilities to the ROK. Our international security needs, the credi
bility of our political commitments, and military prudence all require 
that we act with confidence.

But at this moment, various other factors that unavoidably pre
occupy the Congress prevent such assurance. It is for this reason that 
we delayed our timetable. We need favorable congressional action as 
soon as possible. Having obtained your approval of those measures, 
we can then move out with a high degree of confidence to implement 
the program.

South Korea and our other friends in the area will be reassured 
regarding our intentions. Any would-be adversaries will thus be duly 
notified as well that the United States will live up to its commitment 
in Korea, which, Mr. Chairman, we are determined to do.

Thank you very much.

Testimony by Secretary of Defense Brown Before a Subcommit
tee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Linkage 
Between Military Assistance for Turkey and Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks [Extracts], May 2, 1978^

Senator Glenn . . .  Is there a linkage between this situation and 
the SALT talks ? ^

^International Security Assistance Programs: Hearings Before the Suhcom- 
mittee on Foreign Assistance of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United 
States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on S. 2846, To Amend the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms Export Control Act, and for Other 
Purposes, Apr. 25,26 and May 1, 2,1978.

* I.e., the situation between Greece and Turkey.
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I ask that question in this vein. We are most concerned about veri
fication problems in SALT. The intelligence bases we lost in Turkey 
were put forward at one time as the prime reason why we did not like 
to see that development take place. There are no other areas in the 
world from which we can get some of the information we want on 
verification of new missile testing and techniques and Russian ship 
testing in the Black Sea.

Is there a linkage there that is very important to us at this time, and 
is that a major factor ?

Secretary Brown. It is quite true, Senator Glenn, that some of the 
intelligence information on which we would rely for verification of 
Soviet compliance with SALT limitations is best obtained from a 
number of bases in Turkey, now not available to us.

There is some information that we are simply not able to get at this 
time in any other way.

We, of course, are working to try to find other ways of doing so, 
and some of it we have been able to substitute for in other ways. For 
some of it, we have not, and that does provide a connection, as you 
suggest, with SALT.

I would not say that it is the decisive factor in whether or not there 
should be a SALT agreement, but it does indicate the value of some 
of those Turkish bases.

Senator Glenn, Will we be able to obtain that information with 
regard to missile testing and development, in particular, from any 
other source we see right now ?

Seeretary Brown. Some yes, some no, I would say. In some cases 
there is no way in immediate sight of obtaining it. In other cases, 
there are other ways to get it.

Senator Sarban^s. At the time of the earlier major debate on lifting 
the embargo, it was asserted that the bases in Turkey were necessary 
in order to monitor the then-existing SALT agreement.  ̂Former Sec
retary Laird was prompted then to say that although he supported the 
Ford administration’s position on the embargo question, he could not 
allow the impression that the prior administration, or that he, as Sec
retary of Defense, would have allowed a SALT agreement to be signed 
which put the United States in a position where its vital national secu
rity interest was dependent on bases located in another country.

Do you disagree with that statement by Secretary Laird ?
Secretary Brown. The agreement to which he refers was signed in 

1972, of course, before the events in Cyprus of which we were speaking. 
It ran for only 5 years.

I would, therefore, have taken a different view, had I been asked, 
but I wasn’t.

* This agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament^ 19112, pp. 197-205.
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I think that in the case of SALT verification, there is always a 
question of how much is enough. The question is how much verifica
tion do you need to be sure that the U.S. vital security interests, to 
use your words, or Secretary Laird’s words, are not endangered by 
the inadequacy of the verification. I would have had no difficulty with 
having bases in foreign countries the basis on which some verification 
rests. I would still not.

Senator Sarbanes. Then, do you differ with Laird’s statement?
Secretary Brown. You are talking about something which was a 

situation of 6 years ago. No, I don’t differ with Laird’s statement, 
given all of the caveats in it—vital security interests.

Terms of Reference Adopted by the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament for the Continued Work of the M  Hoc Group 
of Scientific Experts To Consider International Cooperative 
Measures To Detect and Identify Seismic Events, May 2, 
1978"

Recognizing the valuable and important work carried out by the 
Ad H og group and presented to the CCD in its report of 14 March 
1978,2 taking note of the suggestion by the A d Hoc group that it con
duct additional work and also of a similar suggestion by the Japanese 
delegation  ̂ the CCD decides that the A d Hoc group should continue 
its work by studying the scientific and methodological principles of a 
possible experimental test of a global network of seismological stations 
of the kind which might be established in the future for the interna
tional exchange of seismological data under a treaty prohibiting nu
clear weapon tests, and a protocol covering nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes which would be an integral part of the treaty.

The studies should include the elaboration of instructions and 
specifications for the following items

—data to be routinely produced at participating stations (level I 
data)

—data format and procedures for level I data transmission through 
the WMO communication network 

—procedures to be used for data analysis at data centres 
—format and procedures for the exchange of wave form data (level

II data)

The organization and procedures of the work of this group shall 
remain the same as those defined by the decision of the Committee of 
22 July 1976.̂  The Kd Hoc group will hold its first meeting under its

" CCD/570, May 4,1978; CCD/PV.786, May 2,1978, p. 19. 
® Ante, pp. 103-110.
 ̂Ante, pp. 100-103.
Documents on Disarmament^ 1976, pp. 484-485.
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new mandate during the week beginning 24 July 1978. The group 
should present a progress report after each of its sessions. The group 
should report the results of its work to the Committee during its spring 
session of 1979. After considering the final report of the A d Hoc group 
the Committee will consider the question of desirability of carrying 
out an experimental exercise.

Statement by ACDA Director Warnke Before the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: Middle East Aircraft Sales, 
May 3, 1978^

I am pleased to appear before you today to discuss the proposed 
Middle East aircraft sales. I have a short statement.

I  would like to make it clear at the outset that, on balance, I find 
the proposed sales consistent with our arms control policies and the 
requirements of U.S. security policy. Obviously, potential arms con
trol risks have had to be considered in reviewing these sales.

As you know, both legislation and executive branch policy require 
that the Secretary of State, the National Security Council, and the 
President be advised as to the arms control implications of proposed 
arms transfers. Such advice is my responsibility. We also examine pro
posed transfers for consistency with the provisions of the administra
tion’s arms transfer policy.

The results of these analyses are one factor which the Secretary of 
State, the National Security Council, and the President must weigh in 
deciding whether to sell a certain weapon to a particular country. I 
would emphasize, however, that they are only one of the many factors 
to be considered.

Other factors, particularly military and international political con
siderations, obviously also are weighed, as are economic issues, ques
tions of human rights, and other relevant factors.

In some cases, an arms control concern is sufficiently important, and 
likely, so as to dominate the other factors and lead to the rejection of 
a weapons request. In other cases, arms control risks are less signifi
cant, or probable, and may be outweighed in the balance.

ARMS CONTROL CONCERNS

Our arms control analyses of the proposed Middle East aircraft 
sales identified both positive and negative elements.

From an arms control perspective, the primary questions are pre
sented by the further export to the Middle East of additional aircraft

^Middle East Arms Sales Proposals: Hearivigs Before the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on 
Proposed U.S. Sales of Fighter Aircraft to Saudi AraUa, Egypt, and Israisl, pp. 
22-24.
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as technologically advanced as the F-15. We are, as you know, en
gaged in efforts to secure the cooperation of other suppliers in limit
ing transfers of advanced weapon systems and reducing the worldwide 
traffic in arms.

The arms control concerns are mitigated here by the characteristics 
of the aircraft to be transferred. The air-to-surface strike capability of 
the F-15’s proposed for sale to Saudi Arabia would not exceed that of 
the current operational U.S. Air Force models, which are designed 
capabilities.

Similarly, Egyptian F-5’s would not be equipped for in-flight 
refueling, and thus would have only limited range and would not be 
configured to carry air-to-surface missiles or laser-guided bombs.

Indeed, there are certain positive arms control aspects to the pro
posed sales.

We have to recognize that both Saudi Arabia and Egypt believe 
that they require additional modern fighter aircraft. They are thus 
virtually certain to buy such aircraft from one source or another, 
from us or from another supplier. Some of the possible alternatives 
to these U.S. aircraft would have greater capabilities in the deep 
penetration strike role, and thus would likely have a more significant 
adverse impact on the local military balance and arms competition.

Other suppliers also would be likely to impose far less stringent 
constraints on any subsequent use or retransfer of the aircraft which 
they sold, than the United States does, as a matter of law.

The final, and compelling, arms control argument for the sales, how
ever, is a far broader and significant one. In the last analysis, a peace
ful and stable Middle East is a primary objective of arms control, as 
well as of our other policies toward the region. Saudi support is essen
tial for progress toward an Arab-Israeli peace settlement. Anything 
we can do to strengthen our ties with Saudi Arabia, and thus their 
support for the peace effort, is consistent with our arms control pol
icies as well.

PROPOSED SALES SUPPORTED

Similar, indeed, more pointed arguments, can be made in the case 
of the proposed sales to Egypt and Israel. To the degree that these 
aircraft sales strengthen our ties with the states in the region and 
build confidence in the value of the United States as a partner, all 
states of the region will benefit. In this sense, I find the proposed 
transfers stabilizing and consistent with our arms control interests. 
As a result, I have fully supported the proposed sales and continue to 
do so.

They are balanced and evenhanded, in terms of the needs of the 
recipients as we understand them. It is hard to draw a precise picture 
of what would happen were we unable to proceed.



278 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

I am, however, convinced that the result would not be consistent 
with our arms control objectives.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my views with you.

Interview of President Brezhnev by Vorwaerfs Magazine: Mili
tary Balance in Europe [Extracts], May 4, 1978^

Q.— T̂here is concern—and not only in the FRG— t̂hat the Soviet 
Union is building up its military potential both quantitatively and 
qualitatively, systematically and consistently to an extent exceeding 
the requirements of defense. Do you believe that detente requires 
accords in the military field too—on a basis of equilibrium?

^ .—Permit me first of all to talk about the most important thing: 
The concern of which you speak has no basis whatsoever. There is no 
Soviet military threat to Europe or to any other part of the world, and 
there can be none.

To begin with, let us turn to the purely factual aspect of the 
question.

As for Europe, in the Western countries’ press and in statements by 
certain Western political and military leaders one frequently en
counters the allegation that the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw 
Treaty member countries have created “military superiority” for 
themselves over the NATO countries on the European continent and 
are continuing to build up their armed forces there.

This— t̂o put it mildly— îs a tendentious and misleading allegation.
I shall start by saying that for a number of years now the Soviet 

Union has not been expanding or building up its armed forces in Cen
tral Europe, that is, in the area concerning which talks are now under 
way in Vie.nna. Furthermore, we and our allies our [are] insistently 
suggesting to the Western side that an agreement be reached at Vienna 
for the two sides to assume a direct commitment not to increase their 
armed forces and armaments in Central Europe during the entire 
time that the Vienna talks are under way. Unfortunately, so far the 
Western countries have not accepted this proposal of ours. And their 
practical actions are moving in the opposite direction.

As far as “superiority” is concerned, at those same talks in Vienna 
the two sides have exchanged official statistics from which it is clear 
that no “superiority” or “disproportion” exists. The West and the 
Warsaw Treaty countries are roughly equal in armed forces in Central 
Europe—on the order of a little over 980,000 men for each side.

Needless to say, this equilibrium is not full equality. Each side has 
its own structure of armed forces. For instance, we have the most

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press^ vol. XXX, no. 18 (May 31,1978), pp. 2-3; 
Pravda and Izvestia, May 4,1978.
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ground-based missiles, while the NATO bloc has the most air-based 
missiles with nuclear warheads, and so on.

One can add to all this that Western military and political leaders 
often repeat the claim that, in their opinion, the West has qualitative 
superiority in armaments. One asks: Where, after all this, is the logic 
in the assertions of those same circles concerning the imaginary “threat 
from the East” ? . . .

I can add that the overall size of the Soviet Armed Forces by no 
means poses any “military threat” to the West, although it is quite 
sufficient, if necessary, to deliver a retaliatory strike at an aggressor, 
wherever he may be—in the West or in the East. Incidentally, objective 
observers, including those in the American press, understand this well 
and recognize it.

Now about our Navy. First of all, let me remind you of a simple 
fact: The Soviet Union has more than 40,000 kilometers of maritime 
border. In conditions in which the NATO countries possess powerful 
offensive means on the high seas, we are obliged to think about an ap
propriate defense in this sphere as well. We have created our own 
oceangoing fleet, which is able to perform the tasks involved in this 
defense. In terms of capacity, this fleet is not superior to the Western 
countries’ fleet, but from the standpoint of structure it is obviously 
defensive in nature. For example, it is no accident that we have no 
attack aircraft carriers and are not building any.

Another favorite subject of those who love to talk about a “Soviet 
military threat” is the measures that the USSR is taking for civil 
defense. It may be hard to believe, but it̂ s a fact that specialists in anti- 
Soviet slander contrive to interpret even these measures, aimed at en
suring the safety of the civilian population in the event of a war, as a 
sign of “aggressiveness” : Look, they say, the USSR is preparing for a 
“first strike,” hoping to find cover in shelters from a retaliatory strike.

One must truly have a pathologically distorted imagination to turn 
everything upside down in this way! Are there really any normal 
people who believe such fabrications ? . . .

The callous quantitative approach to the prospects of a nuclear war 
that is popular in some other countries—an approach in which a certain 
percent of casualties among the civilian population is declared “ac
ceptable”—is alien to us. We are not at all heartened by the predictions, 
which can be heard in the West, that “only 10% ” of the planet’s popula
tion would perish during a world nuclear war and that this—so they 
say—wouldn’t be so terrible, it wouldn’t be the e«id of the world. We 
want no one, not one person, to fall into that “10%.”

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it, I repeat, is not thinking 
about “delivering a first strike.” On the contrary, our official proposial 
to all the participants in the all-European conference, including the 
US, that they conclude an a^eement not to be the first to use nuclear 
weapons against any other participant, is well known. It is also known 
that the NATO countries reject this proposal, making it rather trans
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parently clear that they do not want to give up their plans for deliver
ing a first strike against our country. jSo who is threatening whom ?

This is how things stand with respect to the facts.
Now let us turn to the political aspect of the question. . . .
The main “argument” in the West’s talk about the notorious “Soviet 

military threat” is the attribution to the Soviet Union of some kind of 
sinister intentions because of its military potential. The talk about how 
many hours the Soviet Army will need to get to the English Channel 
can serve as an example of this kind of distortion of facts.

But the Soviet Union has no intentions of attacking any state to 
the west, the east, the north or the south. The Soviet Union has no 
intention whatsoever of “conquering” Western Europe. Our General 
Staff is not working on a schedule for “reaching the English Channel.” 
The framework of Soviet military construction is determined by the 
limits of necessary defense. In assessing the USSR’s defense require
ments, one must also bear in mind the geographic position of our 
country. . . .

Everyone who is familiar with postwar history has no trouble re
membering that the arms race developed laccording to the “action- 
counteraction” principle: When the West issued a challenge, the So
viet Union had to accept that challenge. This has been the case 
throughout, from the first atomic bomb to our days. And the begin
ning of each new upward spiral in the arms race has invariably been 
accompanied by a new outcry about a “Soviet threat.” . . .

Frankly, it seems to me that those who are now heating up the con
trived campaign in the West about a “Soviet military threat” are ac
tually thinking of something else. They refuse to reconcile themselves 
to the existing rough equilibrium in the balance of military forces 
between the two sides and want to achieve superiority. This is danger
ous, because such an approach will prompt a new and unrestrained 
race in arms production amd is fraught with military adventures. But 
these people must in the end recognize one thing: The Soviet Union 
has always found the proper reply to any military challenge and, rest 
assured, it will continue to do so.

For its part, the Soviet Union believes that rough equality and 
parity are sufficient for defense needs. We do not set ourselves the aim 
of achieving military superiority. We also know that this very con
cept loses its meaning in the presence of the enormous arsenals of 
stockpiled nuclear weapons and delivery systems that exist today. . . .

We are ready at any time to sign an agreement in Vienna on reduc
ing the level of armed forces and armaments of the two sides in Cen
tral Europe by 5%, 10%, 20% or, if you like, by 50%. But let us do 
this honestly, so that the existing balance of forces is not violated, so 
that there will be no gain for one side and no loss for the other. Let 
us take steps that are realistic and acceptable to both sides right now, 
and not try to use the talks to achieve unilateral military advan
tages. . . .
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Report to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
by the Ad Hoc Working Group To Discuss and Elaborate a 
Comprehensive Program for Disarmament, May 5, 1978 ^

1. On 25 August 1977, the Conference of the Committed on Dis
armament adopted a consensus decision to set up, at the beginning of 
its 1978 spring session, an A d Hoc Working Group to discuss and 
elaborate a comprehensive programme for disarmament.^

2. At its thirty-second session in 1977, the General Assembly 
adopted resolution 32/80 under the item entitled “Effective measures 
to implement the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament 
Decade”, in which the Assembly, mter alia  ̂ took note of the above- 
mentioned decision of the CCD and requested the Committee to con
tinue 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. At its 776th plenary meeting on 2 March 1978, the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament, in accordance with the decision 
reached at its 765th plenary meeting on 25 August 1977, adopted by 
consensus the terms of reference establishing the A d Hoc Working 
Group to discuss and elaborate a draft comprehensive programme for 
disarmament.^ By those terms of reference the Group would (a) take 
as its basic working texts all Committee documents on the subject of 
a comprehensive programme for disarmament, starting with the 1961 
USSR/USA Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament 
Negotiations® and also taking into account other documents that 
may be submitted to the Committee during the course of its work, 
both by members and by non-members of the CCD; (b) request the 
Secretariat to circulate as CCD documents all documents submitted 
to the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of the General 
Assembly Devoted to Disarmament on a comprehensive programme 
for disarmament; (c) be guided by the CCD’s procedural decision 
adopted at its 746th plenary meeting on 21 April 1977, relating to the 
establishment of ad hoc working groups;® and (d) submit a report 
on its work to the CCD before the end of the 1978 spring session.

4. On 20 March 1978, the A d Hoc Working Group held its first 
meeting and devoted it to the consideration of procedural and or
ganizational matters, particularly with respect to documentation for 
its work. At that meeting, it considered three papers prepared by the 
Secretariat (a) a paper dated 6 March 1978, containing an updated 
version, requested by Nigeria, of the document of 3 March 1977 en-

 ̂CCD/571. The Conference adopted the report on May 9, 1978 (CCD/PV.- 
788, p. 8).

 ̂CCD/PV.765, n. 20.
Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 831-832.

" CCD/PV.776, pp. 14-15.
® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
UUd., 1977, pp. 251-253.
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titled “Informal Background Paper on Comprehensive Negotiating 
Programme”; (b) a note by the Secretariat date 13 March 1978, 
containing for the Group’s consideration in connexion with a request 
by India on behalf of the group of 15 for a tabulation of documents 
on the comprehensive programme for disarmament (1) a tentative 
and preliminary list of relevant documents on the comprehensive 
programme for disarmament to be tabulated; and (2) a preliminary 
and tentative list of headings that might be used for arranging the 
proposals to be so tabulated; and (3) a note by the Secretariat dated 
20 March 1978, containing a list, for the Group’s consideration, of 
working papers and proposals on a comprehensive programme for 
disarmament submitted to the Preparatory Committee for the Spe
cial Session of the General Assembly devoted to Disarmament.

At its second meeting on 22 March 1978, the Ad Hoc Working 
Group after considering further the papers submitted by the Secre
tariat above, decided to request the Secretariat to prepare the said 
tabulation, based on the lists of documents and headings contained 
in the Secretariat’s papers above and also taking into account the 
suggestions made by various delegations concerning those lists.

5. At its meeting on 3 May 1978, the A d Hoc Working Group took 
note of the documents prepared by the Secretariat in accordance with 
its request which would be useful for future work on the compre
hensive programme for disarmament. In view of the lack of time, 
however, and bearing in mind the various options available to the 
General Assembly with respect to this subject, the Ad Hoc Working 
Group decided to recommend to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament that the tabulation paper (CCD/567) should be 
annexed to the Committee’s special report to the Special Session of 
the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament.^

Joint Declaration by the Soviet Union and the Federal Republic 
of Germany [Extract], May 6, 1978^

L. I. Brez'hnev, General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, 
and H. Schmidt, Federal Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Ger
many, state that the conclusion of the Treaty of Aug. 12, 1970,̂  was 
an event of fundamental significance for the development of mutual 
relations and for the improvement of the situation in Europe; this 
treaty will continue to determine the direction of relations between 
the two states.

^The special report has been published as General Assembly Oificial Records: 
Tenth Special Session, Supp. No. 2 {A/S-10/2), 2 vols. The tabulation can be
found in the addendum (A /S-lO /2/A dd.l).__

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXX, no. 18 (May 31,1978), pp. 4r-5; 
Pravda and Izvestia, May 7, 1978. The declaration was signed by President 
Brezhnev and Ohancellor Schmidt.

® The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1970y pp. 403-404.



SOVIET-FRG DECLARATION, MAY 6 283

As a result of intensive conversations, L. I. Brezhnev and H. Schmidt 
have reached a common view on the point that continued energetic 
efforts to ensure peace, promote detente and achieve progress in the 
field of disarmament and arms limitation are needed.

In accordance with this view, they declare the following:
I.—From developments of the past decade, the two sides draw the 

conclusion that the easing of tension is necessary, possible and useful. 
They see no reasona^ble alternative to the peaceful cooperation of 
states, despite divergences in certain fundamental positions and dif
ferences in political, economic and social systems. They express their 
will to expand and deepen the process of detente, to make it progres
sive and stable in nature. To achieve this goal they will, respecting 
the indivisibility of peace and security in all parts of the world, use 
their political and economic possibilities independently, jointly amd 
on a multilateral >basis.

II.—Both sides are fully resolved to promote the dynamic con
tinuation of the development begun by the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe. To this end, they will act to make all the 
principles and provisions registered in the Final Act signed at the 
Helsinki conference fully effective in relations among all the par
ticipating states and throughout Europe—in the interests of coopera
tion among states and for the welfare of people.^

This policy, designed for the long-term future, requires consistent 
efforts toward concrete successes. In this sense, the two sides intend to 
make constructive use of the coming time period to facilitate the suc
cess of the joint plans and meetings now in preparation by the states 
that participated in the conference. The two governments will main
tain contacts on this set of questions.

III.—In the face of the destructive power of the constantly grow
ing stockpiles of armaments of all types, concrete measures to end the 
arms race are necessary. Both sides are convinced that this is a prob
lem of paramount urgency and importance. Its solution with a view 
to general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control is in the political and economic interests of all states and 
peoples of the world, regardless of size; above all, it is in the interests 
of their security.

The coordination of further steps in the field of disarmament and 
arms limitation should be accelerated so that the process of detente 
does not suffer from developments in the military field but, on the 
contrary, is supplemented by such developments.

The two sides deem it important that no one strive for military 
superiority. They proceed from the premise that approximate equality 
and parity are sufficient to ensure defense. In their opinion, appro
priate measures for disarmament and arms limitation in the nuclear 
and conventional fields that meet this principle would be very im
portant.

® The arm s control portions of this act are priiated. ihid,, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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As far as armed forces in Central Europe are concerned, the two 
sides reaffirm the goal of the Vienna talks— t̂o achieve, on the basis 
of the principle of undiminished security for the participants, a more 
stable situation with lower military levels than exist today. The two 
sides again pledge that, accordingly, they will be ready to participate, 
through their armed forces, in reductions affecting the immediate 
participants in the talks, on conditions to be determined in Vienna.

In the opinion of the two sides, existing distrust and the danger 
of military clashes could be overcome and the security of all strength
ened through such talks and their results, as well as through the 
further development of measures to strengthen trust in Europe.

Joint Statement by the United States and the Soviet Union to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Nego
tiations on a Chemical Weapons Ban, May 9, 1978 ^

In its resolution 32/77 of 12 December 1977 on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons, the United Nations General Assembly stressed the 
need for early submission of the joint initiative of the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 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.^ The 
United States and the Soviet Union recognize that this resolution re
flects the desire of the international community to achieve such an 
agreement, and that this task is a high priority item of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament.

Along with the work that has been done on this problem in the Com
mittee on Disarmament, the United States and the Soviet Union have, 
since August 1976, conducted bilateral negotiations with a view to de
veloping a joint initiative on the prohibition of chemical weapons and 
submitting it to the Committee on Disarmament. On 10 January 1978, 
the seventh round of bilateral negotiations began in Geneva, and is 
continuing. The negotiations have been conducted intensively, the dele
gations of the two countries having held numerous plenary and draft
ing group meetings.

The United States and the Soviet Union believe that the future 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons should meet the 
objective of complete, effective, and verifiable prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and 
also provide for the destruction of chemical weapons. Discussions of 
measures relating to means of production of chemical munitions and 
chemicals covered by the convention are continuing.

 ̂COD/PV. 788, pp. 6-7.
•The resolution is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 825-S27.
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Progress has been achieved in the area of the scope of the prohibi
tion. As a result of accommodation by both sides, agreement in prin
ciple has now emerged on most, although not all, points in this area. 
Both sides share the opinion of the majority of CCD members that 
the principal criterion in determining the scope of the prohibition 
should be the general purpose criterion. Under that criterion, specific 
chemicals would be prohibited to the extent they have no justification 
for industrial research or other non-hostile civilian purposes, for non- 
hostile military purposes, in particular for protective purposes, or for 
military purposes not related to chemical warfare. Both sides have also 
reached the view that, for the purpose of facilitating verification, it 
would be appropriate to use two toxicity criteria and certain other pro
visions in addition to the general purpose criterion.

The United States and the Soviet Union are in agreement that the 
convention should contain provisions clearly specifying the procedure 
for declaring chemical weapons stockpiles. Some specific provisions of 
such a procedure have been agreed upon in principle. Both sides agree 
that States parties to the future convention should also make declara
tions relating to the means of production of chemical munitions and 
chemicals covered by the convention, but the actual content of such dec
larations is under continued negotiation. Provisions relating to meas
ures concerning those means of production also require further 
negotiation.

The United States and the Soviet Union believe that the fulfillment 
of the obligations assumed under the future convention should be 
subject to the important requirement of adequate verification. They 
share the view that arrangements for such verification should be based 
on a combination of national and international arrangements, includ
ing the creation of a consultative committee. Some arrangements and 
procedures have been agreed upon in this area, but no agreement has 
yet been reached on certain important issues, including specific methods 
of verifying the destruction of chemical weapon stocks and measures 
relating to means of production of chemical munitions and chemicals 
covered by the convention.

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is aware of the 
complexity of the issues involved in developing an adequately veri
fiable disarmament measure which is designed to eliminate an entire 
class of weapons from the arsenals of States and which also affects 
one of the major industries in many countries. It will also understand 
that any attempt to describe in greater detail the problems remaining 
at this stage could complicate bilateral efforts to resolve them.

The United States and the Soviet Union are aware of the great 
importance that the members of the United Nations General Assembly 
and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament attach to the 
earliest possible conclusion of a convention, and will continue their 
best efforts to complete the bilateral negotiations on this important 
and extremely complex problem as soon as possible.



286 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

Joint Communique by the United States and the Soviet Union: 
Consultations on Limiting International Transfers of Conven
tional Weapons, May 11,1978 ®

The Delegations of the Soviet Union and the United States of 
America held consultations in Helsinki, Finland, May 4 to May 8,1978, 
on the problem of limiting international transfers of conventional 
arms. The United States Delegation was led by Mr. Leslie H. Gelb, 
Director, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State. 
The Soviet Delegation was led by Ambassador L. I. Mendelevich. The 
exchange of views took place in a businesslike atmosphere.

It was agreed that the problem of limiting international transfers 
of conventional arms is urgent, and calls for solution on a constructive 
basis so as to promote international peace and security and strengthen 
detente. Each side presented its views on possible ways to solve the 
problem. They pointed out that these meetings, being a component of 
the Soviet-American negotiations on cessation of the arms race, are 
held in accordance with the Basic Principles of Relations between the 
United States of America and the Soviet Union, signed May 29,1972.^ 

Both Delegations stated their belief that effective solution of the 
problem requires full consideration of the legitimate defense needs of 
recipients in accordance with the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations. They expressed their mutual desire 
that the efforts of the two sides should assist other international 
efforts to restrain the transfer of conventional arms, such as the oppor
tunity offered by forthcoming Special Session of the U.N. General 
Assembly devoted to Disarmament [May 23-Jime 28, 1978], as well 
as possible regional arrangements.

After two rounds of consultations, it was agreed that a basis exists 
to hold regularly scheduled meetings in order to explore concrete 
measures that could be taken, including measures to engage other 
supplier countries, to limit international transfers of conventional 
arms. The exact date of the next round of the meetings, early this 
summer, will be determined through diplomatic channels.

Executive Order 12058: Functions Relating to Nuclear 
Nonproliferation, May 11, 1978^

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Nuclear Non-Pro- 
liferation Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-242, 92 Stat. 120, 22 U.S.C. 
3201)2 and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
2011 et seq.)j and Section 301 of Title 3 of the United States Code, and

® Department of State Bulletin, July 1978, p. 36.
* Printed in Bocuments on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 15,1978, pp. 894r-895. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 118-164.
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as President of the United States of America, it is hereby ordered as 
follows:

Section 1. Department of Energy, The following functions vested in 
the President by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (92 Stat. 
120, 22 U.S.C. 3201), hereinafter referred to as the Act, and by the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seg'.), here
inafter referred to as the 1954 Act, are delegated or assigned to the 
Secretary of Energy:

(a) That function vested by Section 402 (b) of the Act (92 Stat. 145, 
42 U.S.C. 2153a).

(b) Those functions vested by Sections 131a(2) (G), 131b(l), and 
131f (2) of the 1954 Act (92 Stat. 127, 42 U.S.C. 2160).

(c) That function vested by Section 131f (1) (A) (ii) of the 1954 
Act to the extent it relates to the preparation of a d-etailed generic plan.

Sec. 2. Department of State. The Secretary of State shall be respon
sible for performing the following functions vested in the President:

(a) Those functions vested by Sections 104(a), 104(d), 105,403,404, 
407, and 501 of the Act (92 Stat. 122,123,146,147, and 148, 22 U.S.C. 
3223(a), 3223(d), 3224, and 42 U.S.C. 2153b, 2153c, 2153e, and 22 
U.S.C. 3261).

(b) That function vested by Section 128a(2) of the 1954 Act (92 
Stat. 137,42 U.S.C. 2157(a) (2) ).

(c) That function vested by Section 601 of the Act to the extent it 
relates to the preparation of an annual report.

(d) The preparation of timely information and recommendations 
related to the President’s functions vested by Sections 126, 128b, and 
129 of the 1954 Act (92 Stat. 131, 137, and 138, 42 U.S.C. 2155, 2157, 
and 2158).

(e) That function vested by Section 131c of the 1954 Act (92 Stat. 
129, 42 U.S.C. 2160(c)); except that, the Secretary shall not waive the 
60-day requirement for the preparation of a Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Assessment Statement for more than 60 days without the approval of 
the President.

Sec. 3. Department of Commerce. The Secretary of Commerce shall 
be responsible for performing the function vested in the President by 
Section 309 (c) of the Act (92 Stat, 141,42 U.S.C. 2139a).

Sec. 4. Coordination. In performing the functions assigned to them 
by this Order, the Secretary of Energy and the Secretary of State shall 
consult and coordinate their actions with each other and with the heads 
of other concerned agencies.

Sec. 5. General Provisions, (a) Executive Order No. 11902 of Febru
ary 2,1976, entitled “Procedures for an Export Licensing Policy as to 
Nuclear Materials and Equipment,” ® is revoked.

® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 17-19.

317-783 0 80 21
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(b) The performance of functions under either the Act or the 1954 
Act shall not be delayed pending the development of procedures, even 
though as many as 120 days are allowed for establishing them. Except 
where it would be inconsistent to do so, such functions shall be carried 
out in accordance with procedures similar to those in effect immediately 
prior to the effective date of the Act.

J i m m y  C a r t e r

Statement by FRG Chancellor Schmidt to Parliament: European 
Disarmament [Extract], May 11, 1978^

The results of our intense talks on disarmament land arms limitation 
give reason to hope that lasting impetuses will emanate from these 
talks with regard to international disarmament discussions.

For the first time the Soviet Union also has manifested toward us 
readiness to negotiate on the weapons not covered by the negotiations 
on strategic arms limitation, called SALT, and in the negotiations in 
Vienna, weapons in the sphere at times referred to as the grey zone— 
for example, medium-range missiles. This opens the prospect that 
existing disparities in this sector, which is so momentous for Europe, 
can be mitigated. This would meet a requirement to which we have 
very carefully drawn attention in the talks with the Soviet leadership.

All these new accents may seem significant to us because the West 
has proceeded from the premise that the Soviet Union at the time 
opened the disarmament discussions with the objective to perpetuate 
predominance where it exists. We know, and we are aware of from 
experience, that the tradition of declarations of principle to practical 
politics is neither a foregone conclusion nor something that proceeds 
rapidly. And yet we note with satisfaction that these talks have pro
duced new starting points for continuing the discussion.

Concerning MBFR, meaning the Vienna negotiations, we have 
stated the goal of achieving a more stable situation on a lower military 
level on the basis of undiminished security of the parties invo-lved. We 
are prepared, as is the Soviet Union, to participate in the reduction 
of our armed forces in accordance with the modalities negotiated on 
and agreed to in Vienna. This, by the way, is in keeping with the last 
Western MBFR initiative in which, as you know, the Federal Repub
lic of Germany and Mr. Genscher and I personally had a considerable 
role. We emphasized the importance of the further development of 
confidence-building measures in Europe. It would be another im-

* Cologne Domestic-Service, May 11, 1978; FBIS Daily Reporty May 11, 1978, 
vol. VII, p. J3. The Chancellor was reporting to the Bundestag on President 
Brezhnev’s visit to the Federal Republic.
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portant contribution toward the mitigation of military confrontation 
in Europe.

Special Report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment to the Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted 
to Disarmament: State of Questions Under Consideration by 
the Committee [Extract]  ̂May 11,1978 ^

55. There follows a brief descriptive account of the state of each of 
the various principal questions under consideration by the Commit
tee. Members’ views on those questions may be found in volume II of 
this report.

QUESTION OF NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT, INCLUDING A COMPREHENSIVE 

NUCLEAR TEST BAN

General

56. Questions of nuclear disarmament, including the conclusion of a 
comprehensive nuclear tes-t ban and substantial reductions of nuclear 
armaments with the ultimate goal of their complete elimination, con
tinue to be the highest priority items on the agenda of the Committee. 
The Committee also maintains a strong interest in the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons and members have frequently stated their 
positions on that issue, as well as on the question of the establishment 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects.

57. Other nuclear disarmament issues before the Committee include 
a proposal by the Soviet Union to reach an agreement on a simul
taneous halt in the production of nuclear weapons by all States, and 
also on the assumption of an obligation by the nuclear States to pro
ceed to a gradual reduction of the already accumulated stocks of those 
weapons land move towards their complete, total destruction;  ̂a sug
gestion by Japan that the cut-ojff of the production of nuclear fission
able materials for nuclear weapon purposes be reconsidered with a 
view to contributing to the cessation of production of nuclear weapons 
and to bringing more countries to adhere to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty;  ̂a number of proposals by Eomania, beginning with the non
use of nuclear weapons and the banning of the deployment of nuclear 
weapons and their withdrawal from the territories of other States, 
within a programme aimed at the complete elimination of such weap
ons ;  ̂ and a draft convention prohibiting nuclear neutron weapons,

' CCD/573, vol. I, pp. 23-36.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 679-680.

p. 509.
* CCD/553.
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introduced by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Repub
lic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and the Soviet Union.®

Gom/prehensive nuclear test l>an

58. The Committee’s highest priority remains the conclusion of a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban. Many members have expressed ex
tensive views on this issue. As noted in Part I of this Report, the 
Committee prepared special reports to the General Assembly directly 
on that subject in 1970,® 1971,̂  1973 ® and 1974® and has reported in 
detail on the subject annually.

59. In both 1967 and 1971, Sweden submitted detailed suggestions 
for a treaty to ban all nuclear-weapons tests, providing for verifica
tion primarily by national means, but also including the possibility 
of on-site inspection on the invitation of the party suspected of carry
ing out a nuclear-weapon test. °̂ In 1971, Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden and Yugoslavia sub
mitted a joint memorandum expressing their views with regard to 
a number of aspects of the question of a comprehensive test ban treaty 
(C C D /354),and , in 1973, Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Mo
rocco, Nigeria, Sweden and Yugoslavia submitted a further memo
randum also dealing with these questions (CCD/396)

60. In 1977, the Soviet Union submitted to the Committee a draft 
convention on the general and complete prohibition of nuclear weap
on tests (CCD/523 ).̂ ^

61. In 1977, Sweden submitted to the Committee the text of a draft 
treaty based on its previous suggestions but with some modifications 
in order, inter aliâ  to cover the question of peaceful nuclear explosions 
(CCD/526/Rev.l)."^

62. In mid-1977, the Soviet Union, the United States and the 
United Kingdom announced that they were engaged in trilateral talks 
on the subject of a test ban.

63. In resolution 32/78 of 12 December 1977, the General Assembly 
at its thirty-second session urged the three nuclear-weapon States in
volved in the trilateral talks regarding the comprehensive test ban 
to expedite their efforts and to use their best endeavours to transmit 
the results for full consideration by the CCD by the beginning of its 
spring session. In the same resolution, the Assembly requested the 
CCD to take up the matter with utmost urgency with a view to the
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m u  pp. 625-633. 
m s ,  pp. 612-619.
1974, pp. 470-476.
1967, pp. 272-278, 305-309, 310-312, 33^-338; and ibid., 1971, pp. 261-270, 

358-362, 441-449, 540-543.
^IMd., 1971, pp. 600-602.
^ m d . ,  1978, pp. 49-50.
^lU d., 1977, pp. 80-84. 

pp. 112-115.



COD REPORT TO SSOD, MAY 11 291

submission of a draft treaty to the Special Session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament.^®

64. The United States, the United Kingdom and USSR informed 
the Committee that they are continuing tripartite negotiations with a 
view toward reaching agreement on the provisions of a treaty pro
hibiting nuclear-weapon tests and a protocol covering nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes, which would be an integral part of the 
treaty. In reporting to the Committee on 16 March 1978, the three 
parties stated that they shared the widely-held view that an interna
tional exchange of seismic data will play a major role in verification 
of compliance with the treaty. It was also stated that the three parties 
are keenly aware of the great importance that the members of the 
United Nations General Assembly and the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament attach to the earliest possible conclusion of a 
treaty and will continue their best efforts to complete the tripartite 
negotiations as soon as possible.̂ ® The Committee was informed that, 
following a brief recess for consultations in capitals, the tripartite 
negotiations were resumed on 4 May 1978. As of the date of this report, 
no agreed text resulting from these negotiations has been transmitted 
to the Committee for its full consideration with a view to the elabora
tion of a treaty on the subject, as requested by General Assembly 
resolution 32/78.

65. At the Committee’s 1978 spring session, a number of delegations 
expressed regret that the talks had not yet had the desired results, 
while other delegations expressed satisfaction with the progress 
achieved at those talks.

66. In a matter related to a comprehensive nuclear test ban, the 
Committee has held informal meetings virtually every year during 
the past ten years, with the participation of experts, mainly on the 
subject of the possible verification of such a ban by seismological 
means. In 1976, the Committee established an A d Hoc Group of Sci
entific Experts to consider international co-operative measures to de
tect and identify seismic events, which continued the first phase of its 
work up until March 1978, when it submitted its report (CCD/558) 
to the Committee recommending the establishment of a global network 
of seismological stations and the carrying out of a practical exercise. 
After the Committee had considered the report of the A d Hoc Group, 
it decided (CCD/570)^® that the Group should continue its work by 
studying the scientific and methodological principles of a possible ex
perimental test of a global network of seismological stations of the 
kind which might be established in the future for the international 
exchange of seismological data a treaty prohibiting nuclear-weapon 
tests, as well as under a protocol covering nuclear explosions, which 
would be an integral part of that treaty. The Group is due to report the
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results of the new phase of its work to the Committee during its 1979 
spring session.

'‘̂ Nuclear Neutron Weapon'̂ '̂  or ‘̂ Reduced Blast/Enhanced Radiation 
Weapon''̂

67. On 9 March 1978 Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic 
Kepublic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and the Soviet Union 
introduced a draft convention on the prohibition of the production, 
stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons (CCD/ 
559).̂  ̂ The co-sponsors considered that production and deployment 
of such a new weapon, which they consider to be a new weapon of mass 
destruction, would have a destabilizing effect on the current politico- 
military situation and on disarmament negotiations, and would escalate 
the arms race to a new and more dangerous level.

68. The United States,̂ ® t!he United Kingdom and the Federal Re
public of Germany rejected that proposal mainly on the grounds that 
nuclear neutron weapons are nuclear weapons, which they do not con
sider to be new weapons of mass destruction, and that such weapons 
should be dealt with along with other nuclear weapons rather than 
separately.

69. Several other States also expressed views on the issue and on 
the proposed draft convention.

QUESTION OF THE PROHIBITION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS

70. Since the conclusion, in 1971, of the Committee’s work on the 
bacteriological (biological) weapons Convention, which entered into 
force in 1975,̂  ̂ the Committee has continued consideration of the 
question of the prohibition of the development, production and stock
piling of chemical weapons and on their destruction (the use of such 
weapons is already banned by the 1925 Geneva Protocol,but many 
States have reserved the right to retaliate in kind and some maintain 
chemical weapons for deterrence and retaliatory purposes). Since the 
bacteriological (biological) weapons Convention also covers toxins, 
which are chemical substances, it, in essence, constitutes a first step 
towards a prohibition of chemical weapons.

71. Consideration of the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and their destruction has been 
influenced largely by three draft conventions and detailed working 
papers and statements presented to the Committee by various members, 
as follows: (a) a draft convention submitted by Bulgaria, the Byelo
russian SSR, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, 
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Soviet Union, and the
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Ukrainian SSR, providing for a comprehensive ban on all chemical 
weapons (CCD/361) (b) a draft convention submitted by Japan
providing for a ban on all chemical weapons in principle, but with a 
phased application of the various categories of chemical agents as their 
prohibition became verifiable (CCD/420) (c) a draft convention by
the United Kingdom based on elements from the drafts in (a) and (b) 
above, together with certain new ideas (CCD/512) and (d) a work
ing paper submitted by Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, 
Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden and Yugoslavia, containing detailed sug
gestions for a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons (CCD/400),^® 
as well as working papers and statements containing proposals for the 
elaboration of a draft treaty presented by various Committee members, 
including Canada, Italy, Japan, United States and Yugoslavia.

72. During 1977 Italy, supported by a number of delegations, put 
forward a proposal for establishing a working group with the par
ticipation of experts, in order to begin the consideration of the basic 
principles of a draft convention pending the joint initiative announced 
by the United States and the Soviet Union. In its resolution 32/77 of
12 December 1977 on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weap
ons, the General Assembly requested the Committee to continue nego
tiations, as a matter of high priority, to undertake the elaboration of 
an agreement on chemical weapons, taking into account all existing 
proposals and future initiatives, and to report on the results of its 
negotiations to the General Assembly at its Special Session.^^

73. In 1974, the United States and the Soviet Union announced in 
Moscow their intention to consider a joint initiative for presentation 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on the subject of 
chemical weapons.̂ ® On 9 May 1978, those two States informed the 
Committee that they had held intensive bilateral talks since 1976 on 
a joint initiative to assist the Committee in achieving early agreement 
on a complete, effective and verifiable prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, as well as pro
viding for the destruction of existing chemical weapons.^  ̂ The two 
parties have also informed the Committee that agreement in principle 
has emerged on most, although not all, points in the area of scope. 
They have also reported that they are in agreement that the conven
tion should contain provisions clearly specifying the procedures for 
declaring chemical-weapons stockpiles and making declarations re
lating to the means of production of chemical munitions and chemi
cals covered by the convention. However, measures relating to the 
disposition of those means of production require further negotiation. 
The two parties have further informed the Committee that they share
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the view that arrangements for adequate verification should be based 
on a combination of national and international arrangements, includ
ing the creation of a consultative committee. The Committee has also 
been informed that, while the two parties have agreed on some ar
rangements and procedures in the area of verification, no agreement 
has yet been reached on certain important issues, including specific 
methods of verifying the destruction of chemical weapon stocks and 
the disposition of the means of production for chemical munitions and 
chemicals covered by the convention. The United States and Soviet 
Union have stated to the Committee that they will continue their best 
efforts to complete the bilateral negotiations on a joint initiative on 
this important and extremely complex problem as soon as possible.

74. In the Committee, numerous formal and informal meetings with 
experts have been held on a chemical weapons prohibition. These meet
ings have covered discussion of the draft proposals before the Com
mittee and the possible consequences of a treaty on chemical weapons, 
along with technical matters considered necessary for evaluating the 
drafts, especially the scope and verification provisions of a treaty on 
chemical weapons. In the course of these discussions with regard to 
the scope of prohibition to be contained in a treaty, a narrowing of 
the views towards a nearly comprehensive ban has developed, while 
differences remain with respect to verification issues.

75. In keeping with its own agenda and resolution 3i2./77 the Com
mittee has continued to treat the question of the prohibition of chemi
cal weapons as a high priority item.

QUESTION OF THE PROHIBITION OF NEW TYPES AND NEW SYSTEMS OP 

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

76. During the last three years, the Committee has considered various 
issues relating to new types and systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion. In 1976, the Soviet Union submitted a draft convention (CCD/ 
511) to the CCD proposing a comprehensive prohibition of the de
velopment and manufacture of new types and systems of weapons of 
mass destruction and indicating that the weapons to be covered would 
be specified through negotiations. Several members of the Committee 
supported the draft convention. Some members, including the United 
States, rejected the approach of an omnibus treaty. In 1977, the Soviet 
Union submitted a revised version (CCD/511/Rev. 1) of its draft 
convention which was based on 1948 United Nations definition of 
weapons of mass destruction as . . atomic explosive weapons, radio
active material weapons, lethal chemical and biological weapons, and 
any weapons developed in the future which have characteristics com
parable in destructive effects to those of the atomic bomb or other 
weapons mentioned above . . .” . This draft convention included
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a list of possible new weapons of mass destruction as well as a pro
vision for the conclusion of special agreements on particular types of 
new weapons of mass destruction in conjunction with the conclusion 
of a broader, general agreement which would ban the development of 
all new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

77. The United States and a number of other members continued 
to maintain that the best way to prevent development and deploy
ment of new weapons of mass destruction would be to keep the ques
tion under review, developing agreements dealing with particular 
new types of such weapons when they had been clearly identified.

78. The Committee has held a number of informal meetings on the 
subject, with the participation of experts.

79. During the spring 1978 session, the Soviet Union submitted a 
proposal to establish a group of qualified governmental experts under 
the auspices of the Committee to consider the question of possible 
areas of development of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
to be included in the initial list of the types of such weapons to be 
prohibited under a comprehensive agreement (CCD/564)

QUESTION OP PROHIBITION OF RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

80. The question of the prohibition of radiological weapons was 
discussed in the Committee in 1970. Subsequently, in 1977, the United 
States and the Soviet Union informed the Committee that they were 
working on a joint initiative for possible presentation to the Com
mittee on the prohibition of radiological weapons and recently indi
cated that consideraible progress had been made in that regard.®̂

QUESTION OF GENERAL AND COMPLETE DISARMAMENT UNDER STRICT 

AND EFFECTIVE INTERNATIONAL CONTROL

81. In Part I of this report, the history of negotiations in the Com
mittee on Disarmament on the subject of general and complete dis
armament is outlined, showing that the Committee has, since 1965, 
devoted the greater part of its attention to specific collateral measures.

82. The problem of conventional weapons has been raised in the 
Committee by a number of members. Among others, the delegations 
of Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, the 
Netherlands, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States of 
America, made statements and suggestions concerning the inter
national transfer of conventional weapons and the possibility of 
regional agreements in this field. The delegations of the People’s 
Republic of Bulgaria, Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, German 
Democratic Republic, Hungarian People’s Republic, Mongolian 
People’s Republic, Polish People’s Republic and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics suggested limitation and reduction of armed forces

AntCt PP* 213-214.
^ See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 321-322.
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and conventional weapons. It was emphasized by a number of mem
bers of the Group of 15 and others that the question of conventional 
weapons should be considered only within the framework of general 
and complete disarmament and that it should not divert attention 
from the top priority issues of nuclear disarmament and the pro
hibition of chemical weapons. Some members of the Committee also 
stressed that the primary responsibility for disarmament lay with 
the major military States. They pointed out that the recent emphasis 
on conventional weapons had not led to any diminution in the transfer 
of such weapons.

83. By its resolution 2602E (X XIV) proclaiming the Disarmament 
Decade of the 1970s, the General Assembly requested the Committee to 
work out a comprehensive programme dealing with all disarmament 
problems as a guideline to chart its future work and negotiations.^® 
The Committee has given increasing attention to the question of 
formulating new approaches, or guidelines, for general and complete 
disarmament.

Oom'prehensive programme of disarmament

84. A number of documents on the subject have been submitted to 
the Committee, to the General Assembly and, most recently, to the 
Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of the General Assem
bly devoted to Disarmament.

85. Among the principal documents submitted to the Committee 
are the following: (a) a working paper submitted in 1970 by the 
Netherlands containing some introductory remarks on steps towards 
a comprehensive disarmament programme (CCD/276); (b) a work
ing paper submitted in 1970 by Italy, on a comprehensive programme 
of disarmament (CCD/309) ; (c) a joint draft comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament submitted in 1970 by Mexico, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia (CCD/313); (d) a working paper submitted by
Romania in 1975 on steps to be taken within a disarmament programme 
(CCD/449); (e) a working paper submitted by Nigeria in 1976, on 
conclusions of the mid-term review of the disarmament decade (CCD/ 
510) ; ( f ) a Memorandum on questions of ending the arms race and 
on disarmament, submitted by the USSR in 1977 (CCD/522) ; (g)
a working paper containing a draft of a comprehensive programme 
submitted by Mexico in 1977 (CCD/545) (h) a working paper
dealing with the question of the drafting of a comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament, submitted by Italy in 1978 (CCD/548); 
(i) a draft programme of action for the Special Session, submitted
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by the United Kingdom and also sponsored by Canada, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan and the Netherlands, containing 
a draft proposal of action being submitted to the Preparatory Com
mittee (CCD/549 and C orr.l); (j) a working paper submitted by
Argentina, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Peru, Yugoslavia and Zaire, con
taining the text of document A/AC.187/55 submitted by the same 
countries to the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session 
(CCD/550/Rev.l and C orr.l); (k) a working paper on the com
prehensive programme of disarmament, submitted by Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mon
golia, Poland and the USSR in 1978 (CCD/552); (1) a working
paper on the subject of a comprehensive programme of disarmament, 
submitted by Romania (CCD/553); (m) a working paper submitted
by Sweden, containing the text of Preparatory Committee document 
A/AC.187/95 (CCD/554); (n) a working paper containing sug
gestions for inclusion in a comprehensive programme, submitted by 
Nigeria (CCD/555); (o) a working paper submitted by Mexico
containing the text of document A/AC.187/56, already approved by 
the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session (CCD/560); and 
(p) a working paper submitted by Mexico, containing the text of 
document A/AC.187/89/Add.l submitted to the Preparatory Com
mittee (CCD/561 andAdd.l).®®

86. A number of Committee members, although not submitting for
mal documents, have presented extensive views on the matter of such 
a programme, including the suggestion for the elaboration of the 1961 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles into a comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament. The essence of the joint programme noted 
under (c) above was submitted to the General Assembly at its twenty- 
fifth session by its three Committee sponsors, joined by Ireland, Moroc
co and Pakistan; and the Assembly, in its resolution 2661C (XXV) 
specifically requested the Committee to take the programme contained 
in the document into account in its future work on a comprehensive 
disarmament programme. Thereafter, the question was discussed each 
year in the Committee with no formal action. In its resolution 31/68,®̂  
dealing with the Disarmament Decade, the General Assembly urged 
the Disarmament Committee to adopt, during 1977, a comprehensive 
programme dealing with all aspects of disarmament in accordance 
with resolution 2602E (X XIV)
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87. At the Committee’s 1977 session, a series of five informal meetings 
were held on the subject, but no common view emerged on the content 
of the proposed programme. The Committee therefore decided that a 
working group to consider the problem should be set up at the begin
ning of the Committee’s 1978 session. In its resolution 32/80, the Gen
eral Assembly took note of that decision and, as noted above, requested 
the Committee to continue its work on the subject and submit a pro
gress report to the General Assembly at its Special Session.®^

88. On 2 March 1978 the CCD set up an Ad Hoc Working Group to 
discuss and elaborate a comprehensive programme for disarmament 
and adopted its terms of reference.®  ̂ The Ad Hoc Working Group 
hold two meetings at which it discussed organizational matters, par
ticularly with respect to documentation for its work. At its third 
meeting, the Group adopted its report to the Committee.®® In that re
port, the Group took note of the documents prepared by the Secretariat 
at the Group’s request, and which would be useful for future work on 
the comprehensive programme of disarmament. In accordance with 
the recommendation of the Group, the Committee decided to annex, to 
the report of the CCD to the Special Session of the General Assembly 
on disarmament, the tabulation of proposals as prepared by the Secre
tariat (CCD/567, in English only— ŝee Annex A to Volume II of this 
report).

QUESTION OF FURTHER MEASURES TO PREVENT AN ARMS RACE ON THE

SEA-BED

89. The Review Conference of Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibi
tion of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of 
Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Sub
soil Thereof, held in 1977, requested the Committee on Disarmament, 
in consultation with States parties to the Treaty, to consider promptly 
further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an 
arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof.®^

90. Since that time, several members of the Committee have ex
pressed support for further steps to be taken by the Committee in that 
regard.

CCD ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES

91. The CCD has considered its organizational and procedural ar
rangements over the years in order to increase its effectiveness and 
adapt to the growing international interest in disarmament matters. 
The membership of the Committee was increased in 1969 and again in 
1974 to the present number of 31 countries.

92. Following a number of suggestions for modifying the organiza
tion and procedures of the Committee put forward in recent years by 
various delegations—including Mexico, Nigeria, Romania, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia— t̂he group of 15, in 1976, called for: (a) the creation of a

^ m a .,  1977, pp. 831-832.
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standing sub-committee; (b) inclusion in the Committee’s communique 
of brief factual summaries of the substance of the discussions at the 
meeting in question; and (c) preparation of the first draft of the Com
mittee’s annual report by the Secretariat. In 1977, some of these sug
gestions were reiterated by 12 members of the group of 15. The Com
mittee decided to put these various modifications into effect, except 
that of establishing a permanent sub-committee.

93. More particularly, the Committee, while adhering to its funda
mental principle of consensus adoption of all decisions, adopted the fol
lowing modifications in its organization and procedures:

—verbatim records of the Committee’s plenary sessions and the CCD 
working documents are now sent immediately to New York and 
made available to all United Nations Member States as soon as 
they are received from Geneva (CCD/532);

—press communiques of plenary sessions have been expanded to re
flect, in greater detail, the substance of the Committee’s delibera
tions, each representative being responsible for providing the 
Secretariat with an authoritative summary of his statement;

—preparation of the first draft of the Committee’s annual report, 
once the responsibility of the Co-Chairmen, now falls to the 
Secretariat;

—each year, unless otherwise decided, the Committee will be con
vened at the third Tuesday of February and its report shall be 
transmitted on the last Thursday of August; at the beginning of 
the first session, and thereafter as the need arises, it shall discuss 
the organization of its work (CCD/477 and CCD/PV.665);

—provisional guidelines for the establishment of ad hoc working 
groups have been adopted to expedite and facilitate the Com
mittee’s work in drafting agreements (CCD/532)

94. The CCD has provided for the submission of documents by 
United Nations Member States, not members of the Committee, for 
circulation as official documents of the Committee, and has also, in 
two instances, invited interested United Nations Member States, not 
members of the Committee, to participate in special working groups 
meeting under Committee auspices, most recently the A d Hoc Group 
of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures 
to Detect and Identify Seismic Events.

95. During the 1978 spring session of the Committee, many members 
addressed themselves to the ongoing discussions with respect to dis
armament machinery taking place in New York in preparation for the 
Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly Devoted to 
Disarmament. The delegation of the Netherlands submitted a working 
paper on a possible International Disarmament Organization (CCD/ 
5 6 5 ) The delegation of Italy submitted a working paper dealing with

“ The decision is printed pp. 251-253.
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the main elements of the international disarmament machinery, in 
which specific suggestions were put forward concerning the improve
ment of the organization, structure and methods of work of the Com
mittee and the establishment of a permanent international organ for 
verification of multilateral disarmament measures (CCD/568)

96. With respect to the Committee, the group of 15 submitted a 
working paper (CCD/563)®^ recommending: (a) strengthening of the 
existing link between the General Assembly and the CCD; (b) re
placement of the system of co-chairmanship by a system to be agreed 
upon; (c) adoption by the CCD of its own rules of procedures; (d) 
examination of relevant procedures to improve the effectiveness of the 
CCD, including inter alia the establishment of a standing sub-com
mittee of the whole; and (e) opening the Committee’s plenary meet
ings to the public. In addition to the proposals and consideration of 
the members of the Committee on procedures and organization, all 
relevant United Nations Special Session Preparatory Committee docu
ments on the issue were circulated in the Committee.

97. All the members of the Committee are of the opinion that the 
Committee should intensify its efforts to discharge its responsibility as 
a principal forum for multilateral disarmament negotiations. Mem
bers of the group of 15 and others have insisted that changes in the 
organization and procedure of the Committee constitute a basic re
quirement for improving the Committee’s performance and have indi
cated that such changes are necessary in order to adapt the Committee 
to the new international conditions which have developed since its 
establishment. Other members of the Committee have stated that the 
effectiveness of the Committee’s work is primarily connected with 
the expression of the political will of Committee members; that they 
would be ready to accept some changes in the Committee on the condi
tion that such changes would lead to enhancing the Committee’s effec
tiveness ; and that the improvement of forms and methods of the work 
of the Committee should be carried out with great discretion in order 
not to disturb the established organizational basis, which has proved to 
be effective.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament: Radiological Weapons 
and Weapons of Mass Destruction [Extract], May 11, 1978 ^

• • • • • • *

Turning briefly to another issue which is currently the subject of 
bilateral negotiations, the United States continues to believe that a 
comprehensive prohibition of radiological weapons would be a mean
ingful and logical disarmament measure. This would close off a po-
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tentially dangerous, although yet untried, category of weapons based 
on the radiation from radioactive material, in the absence of a nu
clear explosion. Such radiological weapons have been designated as 
weapons of mass destruction since 1948.̂  The United States and the 
Soviet Union have recently concluded another round of negotiations 
on a possible joint initiative on radiological weapons, and we expect 
to resume negotiations on this issue soon. I am pleased to report that 
the two sides are close to full agreement on a possible joint initiative 
which could permit us to proceed to multilateral work on a radio
logical weapons convention in the CCD at an early date. In this re
gard I would like to stress that the United States shares the views 
expressed by many members of the Committee that work on a pos
sible radiological weapons convention should in no way interfere with 
work on our other important tasks.

In addition to our consideration of arms control and disarmament 
measures to combat the spread of existing weapons and weapons tech
nology, this Committee has also begun, in recent years, to focus some 
of its attention on preventive arms control. I refer, of course, to our 
discussions on the question of new types and new systems of weapons 
of mass destruction.

A number of different approaches to this question have been put 
forward, among them conclusion of an omnibus treaty covering all 
new types of weapons of mass destruction in general. The United 
States has stated on a number of occasions that we believe the most 
effective approach to preclude the threat of potential new weapons of 
mass destruction is by negotiating individual agreements on specific 
new types of such weapons as they are identified.

I f  we deal in a loose, even vague, manner with principles not cur
rently understood or relationships among known principles that have 
not yet been conceived, we would ultimately discover, I fear, that we 
merely create the illusion of having dealt with the potential problem 
of new weapons of mass destruction. Furthermore, if such an omni
bus treaty were to be given the verification procedures necessary to 
make it more than an illusion, we believe it could threaten to obstruct 
scientific development in areas where it would neither be necessary 
nor advisable.

In our view, the omnibus treaty approach would inevitably lead to 
continuous haggling over the designation of new weapons as new 
weapons of mass destruction. We have already seen some delegations 
attempt to distort the concept of new weapons of mass destruction 
during this session, in particular with respect to certain nuclear weap
ons. For these reasons, the United States has consistently opposed 
approaching this problem by negotiating a general comprehensive 
agreement.

The United States believes that the most effective way of dealing

* See Commission for Conventional Armaments res., Documents on Disarma
ment, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
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with this issue is for the CCD to keep it under continuing review. In 
our view, the most effective and appropriate means of conducting 
this review are the CCD’s informal meetings on the subject. We can
not, therefore, accept the proposal recently made by the distinguished 
delegate of the Soviet Union to establish an ad hoc working group to 
consider the question of possible areas of development of new types 
of weapons of mass destruction for inclusion in the initial list of types 
of such weapons to be prohibited under a comprehensive agreement.^

Letter From President Carter to Members of Congress: Middle 
East Arms Sales, May 12, 1978 '

The motion in the Senate next Monday to block all of the proposed 
aircraft sales to Israel, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia presents a vital 
test of our national purpose. In the hours before the Senate votes, it 
is my duty as President to draw attention to the powerful reasons 
supporting each of the sales and the dire consequences of rejecting 
them.

Our basic goal is to secure peace, stability, and harmonious rela
tions among the nations of the Middle East. Since becoming Presi
dent, I and my chief foreign policy advisers have spent more of our 
time and effort on this subject than any other foreign policy issue.

The number of aircraft proposed for each of the countries has been 
carefully considered to insure a regional balance, but the decision 
before the Senate transcends the particular transactions.

The choice is stark and fundamental. Shall we support and give 
confidence to those in the Middle East who work for moderation and 
peace? Or shall we turn them aside, shattering their confidence in 
us and serving the cause of radicalism ?

It is my considered judgment that the aircraft sales to Egypt are 
essential to enable President Sadat to continue his efforts for peace. 
At great personal and political risk. President Sadat has taken an 
initiative which has created the best prospects for peace in the Middle 
East in three decades. With similar risks, he has turned away from a 
relationship with the Soviet Union and placed his trust in the United 
States.

To reject the proposed aircraft sale to Egypt would be a breach 
of that trust. Such a rejection would be a devastating blow to Presi
dent Sadat, to the military forces of Egypt, to the people of Egypt, 
and to the forces of moderation in the Middle East.

* The Soviet proposal is printed ante, pp. 213-214.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 15, 1978, pp. 896-897. 

Wentical texts of this letter were sent to each Member of the Senate; Thomas P. 
O’Neill, Jr., Speaker of the House of Representatives; and Clement J. Zablocki, 
chairman, and William S. Broomfield, ranking minority member, House Com
mittee on International Relations.
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Saudi Arabia has become a firm friend of the United States. As its 
influence dramatically expands in the world, Saudi Arabia has been 
not only a firm supporter of the peace process but a moderating and 
conciliatory force on a wide range of global issues.

It is beyond challenge that the Saudi air defense system must be 
modernized and augmented. The United States has an opportunity 
through these proposed sales to enhance its relationship with the 
Saudis as they take these vital steps to defend themselves against their 
radical neighbors armed by the Soviet Union. But I must tell you 
with great gravity that it is an opportunity that we will quickly lose 
if we do not grasp it immediately.

I f the Saudis are forced to turn elsewhere to meet their defense 
needs, it will unquestionably impair the peace process. Moreover, the 
erosion of confidence will inevitably have a far broader—and ad
verse—impact on the wide range of issues on which we have been 
working in close harmony.

The aircraft sales to Israel are a reflection of our strong and un- 
shakeable commitment to the security of Israel. The American people 
fully understand that our commitment to Israel’s survival and security 
is total, unequivocal, and firmly fixed in our national policy.

The long-term interests of Israel are served by the proposed sales 
to Egypt and Saudi Arabia. It is in Israel’s interest to encourage the 
forces of moderation in the Middle East, and to promote their close 
relationship with the United States. It would not serve Israel’s inter
est if we were to fail to keep bi-partisan commitments, made by the 
prior Administration as well as by mine, to provide aircraft for the 
defense of Saudi Arabia. It would be against Israel’s interest if mod
erate nations are brushed aside by the United States, opening vast 
possibilities for the intrusion of hostile influences.

In the end, the national interest of the United States is the issue. 
On the basis of the most careful anid serious analysis of aU factors, I 
am convinced that the proposed sales will enhance U.S. national ob
jectives, contribute to our national security, and promote peace in the 
Middle East.

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to the President Transmit
ting Additional Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, May 15, 1978 ^

I have the honor to submit to you, with the recommendation that 
it be transmitted to the Senate for its ladvice and consent to ratifica

 ̂Additional Protocol I  to the Treaty for the ProMhition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America: Message from the President of the United States Trans
mitting the Additional Protocol I  to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America, Also Known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco, Signed on 
Behalf of the United States of America m  May 26, 1977, 95th Cong., 2d sess., 
U.S. Senate, Ex. I., pp. v-vii.

317-783 0 80 22
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tion, Additional Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nu
clear Weapons in Latin America, also known as the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, signed on behalf of the United States of America on 
May 26,1977. Additional Protocol II was ratified by the United States 
in 1971.2

The Treaty, complemented by its two Protocols, constitutes the first 
successful attempt to establish a nuclear weapon-free zone in a popu
lated region of the world. The Treaty itself is open for signature only 
to States located in the zone. It has been signed by all of them, with 
the exception of Guyana (whose eligibility to sign is in dispute) and 
Cuba. Of the signatories, only Argentina has not ratified.

According to Article 28, paragraph 1, the Treaty enters into force 
among those States which have ratified it upon fulfillment of these re
quirements : (1) deposit of instruments of ratification by all States in 
existence on the date the Treaty was opened for signature and eligible 
to sign; (2) signature and ratification of Additional Protocols I and
II by all States eligible to adhere to them; and (3) conclusion of safe
guards agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency. 
Paragraph 2 of Article 28 provides that the entry into force require
ments may be waived by means of a declaration annexed to the instru
ment of ratification.

Of the States which have ratified the Treaty, only Brazil and Chile 
have not waived the entry into force requirement. At present, the 
Treaty is in force for a total of 22 countries: The Bahamas, Barbados, 
Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Surinam, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Uruguay, and Venezuela.

The United States earlier demonstrated its support for the Latin 
American Nuclear Free Zone in 1971 when it ratified Protocol II to 
the Treaty, which is open to adherence by the nuclear weapon States 
and calls on them to respect the express aims and provisions of the 
Treaty, not to contribute to its violation in the territories in which it 
applies, and not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the 
Parties to the Treaty. France, the People’s Republic of China and the 
United Eangdom have also ratified Protocol II, but the Soviet Union 
has not yet done so.

Protocol I is designed to bring all territories within the zone of ap
plication under the Treaty regime, not merely the territories of the 
States eligible to sign the Treaty. Accordingly, it is open to non-Latin 
American States having international responsibility, de jure or de 
facto  ̂ for territories lying within the zone of application and calls on 
them to apply to such territories the statute of denuclearization in 
respect of warlike purposes as defined in Articles 1, 3, 5 and 13 of the 
Treaty.

* The text of the treaty and its protocols can be found in Documents on Bis- 
armament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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Article 1 of the Treaty requires the Contracting Parties (defined as 
the States for which the Treaty is in force) (a) to use exclusively for 
peaceful purposes the nuclear material and facilities which are under 
their jurisdiction; (b) to prohibit and prevent in their respective ter
ritories the testing, use, manufacture, production or acquisition by any 
means whatsoever of any nuclear weapons; (c) to prohibit and pre
vent in their respective territories the receipt, storage, installation, 
deployment and any form of possession of nuclear weapons by the 
Contracting Parties themselves, by anyone on their behalf, or in any 
other way; and (d) to refrain from engaging in, encouraging or au
thorizing, directly or indirectly, or in any way participating in the 
testing, use, manufacture, production, possession or control of any nu
clear weapon. The negotiating history of the Treaty makes it clear 
that these prohibitions do not affect transit and transport privileges 
of non-Contracting Parties. This fact is reflected in the statement 
which accompanied the United States ratification of Protocol II ® and 
the statement proposed to be made upon ratification of this Protocol.

Article 3 of the Treaty defines “territory” to include the territorial 
sea, air space and any other space over which the State exercises sov
ereignty in accordance with its own legislation. The statement of the 
United States made when ratifying Protocol II and proposed to be 
repeated upon ratification of this Protocol makes clear our understand
ing that the Treaty and its Protocols have no effect upon the interna
tional status of territorial claims.

Article 5 of the Treaty defines nuclear weapons. It excludes an in
strument that may be used for the transport or propulsion of a nuclear 
explosive device if it is separable from the device itself and not an 
indivisible part thereof. But it includes any device which is capable 
of releasing nuclear energy in an uncontrolled manner and which has 
a group of characteristics that are appropriate for use for warlike pur
poses. As stated in our instrument of ratification of Protocol II, the 
United States understands the definition contained in Article 5 as 
necessarily encompassing all nuclear explosive devices. We recommend 
that this understanding (as well as the others attached by the United 
States to its ratification of Protocol II) be incorporated in the state
ment to be made upon ratification of Protocol I.

Article 13 requires the Contracting Parties to enter into agreements 
with the International Atomic Energy Agency for the application of 
its safeguards to their nuclear activities.

By adhering to Protocol I, the United States undertakes to apply 
Articles 1, 3, 5 and 13 of the Treaty to territories within the zone of 
application for which, de jure or de facto  ̂ the United States is inter
nationally responsible (Article 1). The territories affected by our ad
herence to Protocol I will include Puerto Kico, the Virgin Islands, the

* For the proclamation on ratification of Additional Protocol II, which contains 
the statement, see ibid., 1971  ̂pp. 311-313.
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Canal Zone (until entry into force of the Panama Canal Treaties),^ 
and our military base at Guantanamo.

As stated in the understandings and declarations which we recom
mend be attached to the ratification of Protocol I, adherence to this 
Protocol does not aflPect the exclusive power and legal competence of 
the United States under international law to grant or deny transit and 
transport privileges to its own or any other vessels or aircraft, nor does 
it affect the rights of the United States under international law regard
ing the exercise of the freedoms of the seas, or regarding passage 
through or over waters subject to the sovereignty of a State. These 
declarations are intended, in part, to clarify and assure that the transit 
or use for transport of United States vessels and aircraft carrying nu
clear weapons through the zone of application (including port visits 
and aircraft landings) will not be affected by the provisions in the 
Treaty relating to the possession of nuclear weapons.

Protocol I also provides (Article 2) that the provisions of the Treaty 
on duration and denunciation apply to the Protocol. These provide that 
the Treaty shall remain in force indefinitely, but that any Party may 
denounce it by giving three months advance notification if, in the opin
ion of the denouncing State, there have arisen or may arise circum
stances connected with the content of the Treaty or its Protocols which 
affect its supreme interests or the peace and security of one or more of 
the Contracting Parties.

Protocol I enters into force for the States which have ratified it on 
the date of the deposit of the respective instruments of ratification 
(Article 3).

In adhering to Protocol I, the United States will join the United 
Kingdom and the Netherlands, which adhered to Protocol I in 1969 
and 1971, respectively. The only other State eligible to join, France, 
has not yet done so.

I believe that ratification of Protocol I will not only demonstrate our 
continued support for the Treaty regime and non-proliferation objec
tives generally, but will give an impetus to other nations eligible to be
come Parties to the Treaty or its two Protocols to take such action, and 
thereby to help create a truly effective nuclear weapon-free zone in 
Latin America.

I enclose a copy of the Treaty, Protocol II, and the instrument of 
ratification of Protocol II, which I recommend be transmitted to the 
Senate for its information in connection with consideration of Protocol
I. Also enclosed is a copy of the declarations and understandings^

* Upon entry into force of the Panama Canal Treaties, U.S. obligations with 
respect to the Canal Zone wiU be governed by Protocol II, by Article IV (6) of the 
Agreement in Implementation of Article IV of the Panama Canal Treaty, and by 
the Treaty Concerning the Permanent Neutrality and Operation of the Panama 
Canal. No change in U.S. rights and obUgations wiU result. [Footnote in original.] 

® Infra.
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which I propose be made an integral part of the United States rati
fication of Protocol I.

Respectfully submitted.

Recommended Declarations and Understandings Relating to 
Additional Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, May 15, 1978 ^

The Department of State recommends that the following declara
tions and understandings be adopted by the Senate in its resolution 
of ratification:

That the understandings and declarations attached by the United 
States to its ratification of Additional Protocol II apply also to its 
ratification of Additional Protocol I ;

That the provisions of the Treaty made applicable by this Additional 
Protocol do not affect the exclusive power and legal competence under 
international law of a State adhering to this Protocol to grant or deny 
transit and transport privileges to its own or any other vessels or 
aircraft.

That the provisions of the Treaty made applicable by this additional 
Protocol do not affect rights under international law of a State adher
ing to this Protocol regarding the exercise of the freedoms of the seas, 
or regarding passage through or over waters subject to the sovereignty 
of a State.

Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report on the ACDA 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1979 [Extract], May 15, 
1978^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the bill 
(H.R. 11832) having considered the same, reports favorably thereon 
with amendments to the text and an amendment to the title and rec
ommends that the bill as amended do pass.

P u r p o s e s  o f  t h e  B il l

The principal purpose of H.R. 11832, as reported by the Committee, 
is to authorize appropriations of $18,395,000 to fund operations of the

® Additional Protocol I  to the Treaty for the ProhiMtion of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America: Message From the President of the United States Transmitting 
the Additional Protocol I  to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America, Also Known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco, Signed on Behalf of 
the United States of America on Ma/y 26, 1977, 95th Gong., 2d sess., U.S. Senate, 
Ex. I, p. 21. These declarations and understandings aecompanied the Secretary 
of State’s report to the President, supra, and were recommended by the President 
in his letter of transm ittal of Additional Protocol I to the Senate, post, pp. 322- 
323.

 ̂S. Rept. 95-843 ; 95th Cong., 2d sess., pp. 1-3.
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Anns Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) for fiscal year 
1979.

The bill also amends section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act to ensure that arms control impact statements are submitted 
at the time required by law in both classified and imclassified form, 
and that at least seven days transpires between submission of an arms 
control impact statement and Senate consideration of the bill in
cluding the request covered by the statement. The bill makes it clear 
that agency chiefs and the ACDA Director can review all technology 
with potential military application and not just weapons technology 
in determining whether there is a significant arms control impact 
justifying a statement.

The bill also requires a more precise and detailed breakdown of 
spending in future ACDA budgets.

In addition, the bill requires ACDA to carry out a study of the 
arms control research centers in academic institutions with a view 
to determining what the federal role should be in assisting them.

On March 2, 1978, the President transmitted to the Senate, draft 
legislation to authorize appropriations for the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency for a 2-year period, together with a letter from 
the Acting Director of the Agency.*

This communication was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. On March 9, Senator Sparkman introduced, by request, the 
draft legislation as S. 2703. This bill was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. On April 20,1978, the Subcommittee on Arms 
Control, Oceans and International Environment held a hearing on
S. 2703 with the Acting Director of ACDA, Spurgeon M. Keeny. At 
the conclusion of that hearing, the subcommittee met in open session 
to mark up S. 2703. The subcommittee amended S. 2703 and rec
ommended its approval to the full committee.

On April 26, 1978, H.R. 11832, 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 Rep
resentatives, forwarded to the Senate, and referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations.^ On May 9, 1978, the Committee on Foreign 
Relations considered the recommendations of the Subcommittee on 
Arms Control, Oceans and International Environment.

At the request of the executive branch. Senator Pell offered 
amended language to an amendment he had introduced in subcom
mittee in regard to procedures governing arms control impact state
ments. The amendment, as further amended, was approved by the 
committee. The committee also approved a single-year authorization 
of $18,395,000 for fiscal year 1979. The same sum had been recom
mended by the subcommittee and approved by the House. The com-

* Ante, p. 99.
* Ante, p. 260.
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mittee also approved an amendment to the House bill and recom
mendation to the committee by Senator Hart directing a study and 
report on arms control study centers at academic institutions. The com
mittee also approved an amendment offered by Senator Glenn requiring 
that the Agency provide a detailed budget with authorization requests. 
The committee then, by voice vote, approved H.R. 11832, as amended 
in committee, and ordered it reported favorably.

C o m m it t e e  C o m m e n t s

The Committee believes that the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency’s efforts will be strengthened by the modest increases in the 
Agency’s authorization and the changes in the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act.

The past year has seen a substantial increase in the Agency’s activi
ties in a number of fields. The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
(SALT) have been in almost continuous session, and it is not likely 
that the pace will slacken greatly even after a new agreement is 
achieved. Other negotiations, such as the effort to achieve a Compre
hensive Test Ban, have been very active. Further negotiations on a 
number of subjects can be anticipated.

It should be noted that the Director of the Agency, Mr. Paul C. 
Warnke, has also been serving as chairman of the SALT delegation in 
Geneva. He has also played a leading role in other negotiations.

These duties have placed heavy demands upon his time at Agency 
headquarters here and at the negotiations in the field. Under the cir
cumstances, able assistance is invaluable to him. A number of members 
of the committee have been serving as SALT advisers and have visited 
the delegation in Geneva, both when Mr. Wamke was in Geneva and 
when he was not. Several members were impressed by the able support 
Mr. Warnke is receiving from the other members of the SALT dele
gation, in particular the Alternate Chairman, Mr. Ralph Earle II.

The Agency has become heavily involved in the preparation of vari
ous reports required by the Committee on such matters as conventional 
arms transfers and arms control impact. The Agency will be respon
sible for preparation of nuclear nonproliferation assessment state
ments in connection with United States nuclear exports, as required 
by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.̂

As their requirements expand, the Agency must be able to deal effec
tively with such wide-ranging issues as chemical weapons control, 
strategic arms limitation, nuclear testing matters, nuclear export con
trols, alternate nuclear fuel cycle technologies, conventional arms con
trol, and mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe. Careful 
setting of priorities, as well as judicious management of limited per

* AntCj pp. 118-164.
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sonnel and monetary resources are required. The Committee hopes that 
the Agency will prove, as it has in the past, that it is equal to the 
challenge and that the Agency will play an effective role among these 
executive branch agencies involved in furthering the Nation’s national 
security objectives.

Statement by the Soviet Union on Signing Additional Protocol 
II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America, May 18, 1978 ^

Being a consistent advocate of the creation of nuclear-free zones in 
various regions of the world and wishing to assist the efforts of Latin 
American states in this direction, the Soviet Government has adopted 
the decision to sign additional Protocol II to the treaty for the pro
hibition of nuclear weapons in Latin America (the Tlatelolco 
Treaty) ?

In signing additional Protocol II to the Tlatelolco Treaty the 
USSE Government deems it necessary to state the following:

1. The Soviet Union proceeds from the premise that Article 1 of 
the treaty applies, as defined in Article 5 of the treaty, to any explo
sive nuclear device and that, consequently, the exploding of nuclear 
devices for peaceful purposes by a particular party to the treaty would 
be a violation of its obligations envisaged in Article 1 and would be 
incompatible with its nonnuclear status. The solution to the question 
of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes for the states participat
ing in the treaty may be found in accordance with the provisions of 
Article V of the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂
and within the framework of the international procedures of the In
ternational Atomic Energy Agency.

2. In signing additional Protocol II the Soviet Union proceeds from 
the premise that the zone of the treaty’s application currently in
cludes the territories to which its validity extends, as envisaged in 
point 1 of Article 4 of the treaty. The signing of additional Protocol
II by the Soviet Union in no way signifies recognition of the possibil
ity of extending the treaty’s validity, as envisaged in point 2 of Arti
cle 4, beyond the territory of the participant states, including airspace 
and the territorial waters established in accordance with international 
law.

^Pravda, May 19, 1978; FBIS Daily Report, May 23, 1978, vol. I l l ,  pp. N2-N3. 
The Soviet statement on ratifying the protocol is printed posty pp. 709-710.

 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmammt, 1967, pp. 69-83.
® This treaty is printed iUd., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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3. As regards the reference in Article 3 of the treaty to “its own 
legislation” in connection with territorial waters, airspace and any 
other space over which the states participating in the treaty exercise 
sovereignty, the signing of Protocol II by the Soviet Union does not 
signify recognition of their claims to exercise sovereignty which con
tradict the universally recognized norms of international law.

4. The Soviet Union takes note of the interpretation of the treaty 
given in the final act of the Preparatory Commission for the Denu
clearization of Latin America relating to the fact that the transport
ing of nuclear weapons by the parties to the treaty is covered by the 
prohibition envisaged in Article 1 of the treaty.^

5. The final act of the Preparatory Commission for the Denucleari
zation of Latin America gives an interpretation of the treaty in the 
sense that the granting of permission for transit of nuclear weapons 
at the request of states which are not parties to the treaty falls within 
the competence of each individual state participating in the treaty. 
In this connection the Soviet Union confirms its position, which is 
that permission for transit of nuclear weapons in any form would 
contradict the aims of the treaty, according to which, as is specially 
stated in its preamble, Latin America must be totally free from nu
clear weapons, and would be incompatible with the nonnuclear status 
of the states participating in the treaty and their obligations defined 
in Article 1 of the treaty.

6. Any actions undertaken by a state or states party to the Tlatelolco 
Treaty—actions incompatible with their nonnuclear status—and also 
the commission by one or several states party to the treaty of an act 
of aggression with the support of a state possessing nuclear weapons 
or jointly with such a state will be regarded by the Soviet Union as 
incompatible with the corresponding obligations of these countries 
under the treaty. In such cases the Soviet Union reserves the right to 
revise its obligations under additional Protocol II.

The Soviet Union also reserves the right to revise its attitude to
ward additional Protocol II in the event of any actions on the part 
of other states possessing nuclear weapons which are incompatible 
with their obligations under the said protocol.

7. The Soviet Government declares that the provisions of the arti
cles of additional Protocol II are applicable to the text of the Tlate
lolco Treaty in the version of the treaty which has been formulated 
at the time of the signing of the protocol by the USSR Government 
with regard to the Soviet Union’s position set forth in this statement. 
In this connection any amendment to this treaty which would come 
into effect in accordance with Articles 29 and 6 of the treaty, without 
the USSR’s clearly expressed consent to this, will have no force for 
the Soviet Union.

* A/6663, Feb. 23,1967, p. 8.
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Letter From Secretary of State Vance to Senator Glenn: Nuclear 
Fuel Export to India, May 18, 1978^

The President has asked that I respond to your thoughtful letter of 
April 25 concerning the export of nuclear fuel for India’s Tarapur 
reactors.^

As you know, the President sent to the Congress on April 26 an 
Executive Order authorizing this export.  ̂ While the President’s de
cision was based on overall nonproliferation objectives, his statement 
transmitting the Order to the Congress also addressed some of the spe
cific issues raised by members of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
to which you referred in your letter.^

With regard to full-scope safeguards, the Executive Branch shares 
your concern about India’s continued refusal to accept international 
safeguards on all its nuclear activities. We are making every effort to 
urge the Government of India to change that policy. However, we are 
convinced that denial of this license would undermine our ongoing 
dialogue on this issue, as well as prejudice the achievement of other 
US non-proliferation goals. We, of course, have no assurance that 
India will place all of its nuclear facilities under international safe
guards within the period provided in the Non-Proliferation Act, but 
the clear intent of the law is that the grace period be used to find mu
tually acceptable ways to resolve such problems.®

You also referred to the questions that NEC Commissioners Brad
ford and Gilinsky raised about the maintenance of US controls on US- 
supplied material in the event nuclear cooperation with India is later 
terminated. The Government of India has given its commitment to use 
US exports only at the Tarapur Atomic Power Station. We are con
fident that India will honor the assurances it has given us. In the 
course of our further discussions with India, we will be addressing 
the question of the controls over and disposition of the Tarapur fuel. 
In the interim, I am satisfied that the assurances we now have ade
quately meet the applicable statutory export licensing criteria and, 
from a policy standpoint, denial of this export would reduce our abil
ity to control previously supplied US nuclear material.

In regard to the possible application of Section 129 of the 1954 Act, 
as added by Section 307 of the Non-Proliferation Act, we have no rea
son to question Prime Minister Desai’s personal commitment to re
frain from further detonation of nuclear explosive devices. We have

^Nuclear Fuel Export to India: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Arms 
Control, Oceans and International Environment of the Committee on Foreign 
Relationsj United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on Pro
posed Sale of Enriched Uranium To Fuel India's Tarapur Reactors, May 24,1978, 
pp. 3-^.

 ̂Ante, pp. 258-260.
® Ante, p. 262.
* The President’s transm ittal message is printed ante, pp. 261-262.
“The NonproUferation Act is printed ante, pp. 118-164.
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no indication that India has engaged in any activities contemplated 
in Section 307 since the enactment of that section.

We look forward to working with you on this problem and on the 
continued implementation of US non-proliferation policy. I hope that 
the foregoing information will be useful to you.

Sincerely,

Final Communique of the Ministerial Meeting of the Coordinat
ing Bureau of Non-Aligned Countries [Extracts], May 20, 
1978"

International Security and Detente

13. The Bureau analysed the current international situation and ex
pressed its concern at recent setbacks to the process of detente and at 
the deterioration of the situation in certain regions due to the lack of 
progress in resolving some of the most important international prob
lems through the removal of their root causes.

The Bureau noted with grave concern certain dangerous tendencies 
towards reviving manifestions of the World War as reflected inter 
alia by the ever increasing arms race, which must be reversed as they 
posed a threat to international peace and security and indeed to the 
very survival of mankind in the event of an outbreak of nuclear war.

14. The Bureau called for the deepening and broadening of the proc
ess of detente in order to encompass all spheres of international rela
tions in all regions of the world, and to contribute to the solving of 
key international problems with the participation of all countries, and 
stressed that that would substantially contribute to the success of dis
armament negotiations. The Bureau reiterated that peace, security and 
the relaxation of tensions cannot be based on the policy of the so-called 
balance of power, on the division into blocs and on the arms race.

15. The Bureau reiterated that peaceful coexistence among States 
should be extended to all regions of the world and all countries alike.

16. The Bureau also regarded that the strengthening of the struggle 
for the liberation of peoples from imperialist, colonialist, neo-colo
nialist and racist oppression, including zionism, contributed to the 
strengthening of world peace and security.

In that regard, the Bureau reaffirmed the legitimate right of peoples 
to resort to armed struggle in their national liberation struggle.

Disarmament

17. At its meeting in Havana on the eve of the Special Session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations devoted to Disarmament con-

'  A/33/118, June 7,1978, pp. 7-9, 23-24.
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vened at the initiative of the non-aligned States, the Bureau expressed 
its satisfaction with the approach adopted by the non-aligned States 
in the Preparatory Committee as reflected in the draft final document.^

18. The Bureau emphasized the exceptional importance of the Spe
cial Session of the General Assembly of the United Nations devoted to 
Disarmament, which would be the most representative gathering of 
States convened on that subject. It stated that the task before the 
special session was of such outstanding importance for international 
peace and security that no effort should be spared to bring about its 
successful conclusion, especially in view of the continuing escalation 
of the arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race.

19. The Bureau expressed its firm conviction that lasting interna
tional peace and security would only be possible if  there was general 
and complete disarmament under effective international control. Con
sequently, the Bureau called on the special session to agree on specific 
measures for the cessation of the arms race, particularly the nuclear 
arms race. It called for a halt in the development, testing and further 
production of nuclear weapons, the reduction and ultimate elimina
tion of existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons, and a renunciation by 
the nuclear weapon powers of the use of nuclear weapons. The Bureau 
also called for measures against the continued development, produc
tion and use of other weapons of mass destruction and new systems of 
such weapons.

20. The Bureau affirmed that there was a direct link between detente, 
disarmament and development. It stressed that effective measures of 
disarmament should release huge resources now devoted to the waste
ful arms race for use in the promotion of economic and social de
velopment particularly of the developing countries. The Bureau was 
convinced that the deepening and broadening of detente could con
tribute to that process.

21. The Bureau reiterated the primary role of the United Nations 
in the field of disarmament, and the consequent need to readjust ma
chinery for discussion and negotiation on disarmament, so as to create 
necessary conditions that will enable all States, particularly nuclear- 
weapon States and other militarily powerful States to participate in 
their solution.

22. The Bureau urged all non-aligned countries to take active part 
in the solution of those problems and to co-ordinate their actions on 
the basis of the common approach recommended by the Colombo 
Summit ® and the position of the non-aligned countries expressed in 
the Final Report of the Preparatory Committee, in order to ensure 
the success of the forthcoming special session.

23. The Bureau took note of the information concerning the pro
posal of the President of Sri Lanka, His Excellency S. R. Jayewar- 
dene, for the creation of a World Disarmament Authority to function

* The portion of tlie Preparatory Committee’s  report devoted to recommenda
tions is printed in Documents on Disarmament^ 1977, pp. 594r-697.

1976, pp. 566-567.
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as a permanent institution within the United Nations system. The 
Bureau was convinced that the Governments of the non-aligned coun
tries would give serious and careful consideration to that proposal.

Question of Foreign MUitary Bases

24. The Bureau expressed its firm conviction that, since the de
colonization process had reached a crucial stage, the question of foreign 
military bases in colonial and non-self-governing territories acquir^ 
particular relevance as an obstacle to the effective implementation of 
United Nations resolution 1514 (X V ). The Bureau called upon all 
non-aligned countries to promote decisions during the Special Session 
of the United Nations devoted to Disarmament and the thirty-third 
session of the General Assembly aimed at the unconditional disman
tling of all foreign military bases in the above-mentioned territories 
and in other areas in Asia, Africa and Latin America, in order to 
guarantee to the peoples of those territories the full, effective and free 
exercise of their inalienable rights to self-determination and inde
pendence.

Utilization of Nuclear Energy for Peaxieful Purposes

25. Eecalling the decisions adopted at the Fifth Summit Conference 
of Non-Aligned Countries in Colombo and at the Conference of 
Foreign Ministers of the Co-ordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned Coun
tries in New Delhi, relating to mutual co-operation among non-aligned 
countries in the peaceful use of nuclear energy, in particular in those 
areas in which there could be greater self-reliance in the use of nuclear 
technology for development purposes and recalling the relevant resolu
tions of the General Assembly, the Ministerial Meeting of the Co
ordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned Countries recommended that the 
Conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries 
should initiate action to draw up a programme of action, on the basis 
of a comprehensive study to be conducted by a group of experts from 
non-aligned countries.

The Bureau also called upon all non-aligned countries to co-ordinate 
their positions and activities on the basis of a common approach in 
the United Nations and other international fora in the area of the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

Indian Ocean Peace Zone

102. The Bureau recalled the Colombo Declaration  ̂and reaflirmed 
the commitment of the non-aligned countries to the Declaration on the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace adopted by resolution 2832 (X X V I) 
at the United Nations General Assembly in 1971.° It called for the

561-562. 
m u  pp. 901-903.
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elimination from the Indian Ocean and its natural extensions of for
eign bases, military installations and logistical supply facilities, the 
disposition of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction and 
any manifestation of great Power military presence in the Indian 
Ocean conceived in the context of great Power rivalries. It condemned 

the establishment, maintenance and expansion of foreign military 
bases such as Diego Garcia. The Bureau condemned the existence of 
South African military bases in the area and the close military co-op- 
eration between the regimes of Pretoria, Israel and other western 
Powers in the region. The Bureau particularly condemned the existence 
of the Simonstown and Silvermine bases as well as the Advokaat 
Project, among whose aims was that of surveying the African national 
liberation movements. It also affirmed that the membership of the lit
toral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean in military alliances 
of pacts conceived in the context of great Power rivalry deters the 
realization of the objectives of the Indian Ocean peace zone Declara
tion, and therefore urged them to withdraw from such membership.

103. The Bureau expressed its conviction that any attempt of estab
lishing spheres of influence in the Indian Ocean and its natural exten
sions, would be contrary to the aims of the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Peace Zone. It noted that the great Powers have been nego
tiating the issue of the demilitarization of the Indian Ocean. It noted 
also that the great Powers have established contacts with the A d Hoc 
Committee on the Indian Ocean and expressed the hope that the great 
Powers and the major maritime users would co-operate effectively with 
the A d Hoc Committee. It urged the great Powers to speed up their 
negotiations with a view to complying with the terms of General As
sembly resolution 2832 of the twenty-sixth session.

104. The Bureau recalled the decision made in resolution 32/86 
adopted by the thirty-second session of the United Nations General 
Assembly that as the next step towards the convening of a Conference 
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.®

Statement by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for 
Security Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye) Before 
the House Committee on International Relations: Nuclear 
Fuel Export to India, May 23, 1978 ^

I  am pleased to have this opportunity to discuss with you the Ad
ministration’s view on the proposed export of nuclear fuel for India’s 
Tarapur reactors. In my prepared statement today, I would like to

• i977, pp. 843-845.
1 Department of State Bulletin^ July 1978, pp. 45-47.
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focus specijfically on the basis for the Administration’s judgment, as 
highlighted in the President's April 27 message to the Congress,  ̂that 
withholding this export would be seriously prejudicial to the achieve
ment of U.S. nonproliferation objectives.

This matter is before you today because of differing views—on wl îch 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NEC) divided evenly—regard
ing the application of specific requirements of the recently enacted 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Act. Among other things, that act wisely 
foresaw the need to provide for Presidential and congressional review 
under such circumstances.

Policy Ohjectives

The particular difference which brings us here, regarding the new 
law’s requirements, is an important one and I look forward to address
ing it shortly. While the issue has arisen in the context of an individual 
export license application, representing only about 4 months’ supply 
for the Tarapur operation, we are actually addressing the broader ques
tion of continuing cooperation and supply during the 18-24-month 
“grace period” provided by law. At the outset, therefore, I believe it 
most important to consider some of the fundamental policy objectives 
which, in my view, the law is meant to serve.

• It sets forth the principles which govern our nuclear exports, in 
the form of immediately applicable export criteria, with a view toward 
insuring further that these principles are met and toward enhancing 
the predictability of our nuclear trade activity under these principles.

• It incorporates requirements for new and amended agreements for 
cooperation and other objectives, to be sought in negotiations with co
operating countries, with a view toward upgrading our supply arrange
ments and achieving international acceptance of more stringent nuclear 
safeguards and controls.

• It establishes a future full-scope safeguards criterion with a view 
toward clarifying our resolve on the importance we attach to such 
safeguards.

Each of these policy objectives is embodied in the law in a manner 
which recognizes that the success of our nonproliferation efforts funda
mentally depends upon the cooperation of other countries, that the ne
gotiations to achieve this require time, and that a moratorium on our 
cooperation in the meantime would not serve our objectives.

None of the three basic objectives listed above would, in the Adminis
tration’s view, be served by withholding this proposed export to India. 
On the contrary, we believe that failure to continue supply during the 
period provided by law would, in fact, undermine the dialogue we now 
have with India. This would greatly diminish the likelihood not only

* A nte, pp. 261-262.
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of reaching the goals we are seeking but also of finding the most accept
able arrangements, consistent with broad foreign policy and overall 
nonproliferation considerations, with respect to a discontinuation of 
U.S. supply if this were to become necessary. In this light, withholding 
this export would risk both what we hope to achieve and what we wish 
to avoid in our nonproliferation dialogue with India.

Nonproliferation Dialogue

It is within this context that I would like to review the U.S.-India 
nonproliferation dialogue and two significant developments that have 
occurred in this regard over the past 12 months.

First^ the United States has increased its efforts worldwide to gain 
acceptance of policies more in keeping with our overall nonprolifera
tion objectives. There has been a considerable number of exchanges 
with the Government of India on:

• Nuclear arms control and related nonproliferation problems;
• Steps that need to be taken by nuclear-weapon states to control 

vertical proliferation;
• Common approaches to prevent horizontal proliferation (includ

ing nuclear export policies designed to control the spread of nuclear- 
weapon capabilities);

• The ground rules for future cooperation with the United States; 
and

• Developing mutually satisfactory arrangements for the disposi
tion of spent fuel at Tarapur.

Nonproliferation matters were a key subject of discussion during the 
President’s visit to India in January of this year.^

Second  ̂ there has been a new government in India which, among 
other things, has provided certain assurances in this area and has pur
sued this dialogue in a candid and cooperative manner. Not long after 
coming into office. Prime Minister Desai publicly expressed strong op
position to atomic explosions, defining his policy from the very begin
ning in terms of India having “no need whatsoever for an atomic 
bomb.” These statements have been supplemented by assurances from 
the Prime Minister that he will not authorize further explosions such 
as the one in 1974. As the Desai government informed the Indian 
Parliament early this year, India “will unilaterally desist from mak
ing nuclear tests.” ^

We should not underestimate the importance of this particularly 
positive development to the nonproliferation goals shared by most na
tions. Moreover, Prime Minister Desai has unequivocally assured us

*For material relating to President Carter’s trip, see Department of State 
Bulletin, Feb. 1978, p. 1.

* Cf. ante, pp. 27-^0.
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that no U.S. material will be used for any nuclear explosive purposes 
and that, so long as the U.S. honors its obligations under the agree
ment for cooperation, India will abide by all the terms and conditions 
of our agreement. We have every confidence that India will abide by 
these commitments.

India also concluded an agreement with the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) last fall to place the second Canadian-sup
plied reactor at Rajasthan under international safeguards and to ex
tend the international safeguards, which India had maintained after 
Canada broke off cooperation in the wake of India’s 1974 nuclear test, 
on the first Canadian-supplied reactor at Bajasthan. Today, all three 
operational power reactors in India and the near-operational reactor 
at Eajasthan are subject to IAEA safeguards.

Thirds in the context of continued U.S. cooperation, India has taken 
a cooperative approach in our discussions to date on the disposition of 
spent fuel at the Tarapur reactors. U.S. and Indian officials have held 
discussions on various aspects of this matter, and the executive branch 
has established an interagency group to develop possible approaches 
concerning the long-term disposition of Tarapur spent fuel.

Pending development with India of arrangements for such long
term disposition, the executive branch has focused efforts on assisting 
India in developing an acceptable interim storage plan, under effective 
safeguards, in view of the acute shortage of storage capacity at the 
Tarapur facility and U.S. policy on reprocessing. With respect to fuel 
cycle and disposition matters in the broader context, India is actively 
involved in the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation, a com
prehensive international review of conventional reprocessing and 
alternatives with the aim of developing more proliferation-resistant 
fuel cycles.

Despite these positive developments and cooperative approaches by 
India, we still have a difference of views over full-scope safeguards. 
However, during discussions with the President, a U.S. congressional 
delegation, and British Prime Minister Callaghan in January of this 
year. Prime Minister Desai indicated that India could accept full- 
scope safeguards when at least the U.S., the U.S.S.R., and the United 
Kingdom agreed to a complete nuclear test ban, agreed not to add 
further to their nuclear arsenals, and came to agreement to have a 
gradual reduction of nuclear stockpiles with a view to their eventual 
elimination. I  would note that the thrust of these goals is, in its own 
right, basically consistent with our ultimate objectives on controlling 
the nuclear arms competition as stated in the President’s inaugural 
address.

At this stage, we have no assurance that India will have safeguards 
on all its peaceful nuclear activities within the time frame provided in 
the law. However, India is fully aware of the recently enacted Non-

317-783 0 80 23
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proliferation Act ® that establishes that a recipient country must, 
within 2 years, have all its peaceful nuclear activities subject to IAEA  
safeguards as a condition for U.S. supply after that time. India is, of 
course, also aware of the time when this requirement comes into effect.

We intend to continue every effort toward this end as well as toward 
other nonproliferation objectives. We believe that these efforts can 
move forward only within a cooperative context. As I noted at the out
set, the Nonproliferation Act clearly recognizes that negotiations to 
obtain strengthened controls require time and an atmosphere which 
does not entail a moratorium on our cooperation or accusations of bad 
faith during such negotiations.

Statutory Reqmrements

Moreover, the executive branch believes that tJie proposed export to 
India meets all statutory requirements. The basis for our conclusion 
on the export criteria was detailed in our submissions to the NEC as 
previously provided to the committee. This conclusion on the applicable 
criteria was, as you know, also reached by Chairman Hendrie, Com
missioner Kennedy, and the NRC staff as a result of their own reviews.

It is important to note that, after extensive review by the executive 
branch and then by the NRC staff and the Commission, no question has 
resulted regarding the fulfillment of the applicable criteria under con
ditions of continued cooperation or continued U.S. supply of fuel for 
the Tarapur reactors as provided for under the framework of the 
agreement for cooperation. Moreover, as the executive branch noted in 
its submissions to the NEC, India has adhered to all the terms and con
ditions of its agreement with the United States.

A central question raised in this matter, on which the NEC evenly 
divided, has been whether we should require as a condition of export 
that the applicable criteria will continue to be fulfilled under circum
stances where the United States ceased cooperation and fuel supply in 
conformance with the act. This has come to the fore largely in view of 
the future full-scope safeguards requirement in the law, even though 
it is not now in effect, and the fact that India has not accepted safe
guards on all its peaceful nuclear activities.

The executive branch strongly believes that we should stand by the 
ground rules which have been set by law for our negotiating partners, 
including India. Not to do so, or to withhold this export on the basis of 
speculation with respect to the outcome of our negotiation efforts, 
would seriously prejudice achievement of the objective we are seeking, 
as I discussed previously, and would not be consistent with our under
standing of the intent of the Nonproliferation Act.

Both the immediately applicable export criteria and future full- 
scope safeguards requirement were carefully crafted in full consulta
tions between the Congress and the executive branch. These require

 ̂A n te , pp. 118-164.
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ments provide a statutory basis for the principles governing our nu
clear cooperation and trade with other countries while, at the same 
time, both avoiding a mofatorium on exports and providing time for 
negotiations with other countries.

The Senate Keport [No. 95-46] on the law reflects this by noting that 
‘‘As currently drafted, these ‘Phase I ’ export criteria will not result in 
an immediate moratorium on U.S. nuclear exports. Although the actual 
language in our existing agreements for cooperation varies, and seldom 
corresponds precisely to the language of these criteria, it is our under
standing that each of these basic requirements and rights are contained 
in those agreements . . .” except those with the IAEA and 
EURATOM.

With respect to the application of the “Phase I I” full-scope safe
guards criterion, the law grants an 18-month to 2-year “grace period” 
to provide an opportunity for seeking such safeguards with any co
operating country that has not accepted them. Conversely, this period 
also provides an opportunity for finding the most acceptable arrange
ments with respect to a discontinuation of U.S. supply in the event this 
became necessary.

Further, the law distinguishes between immediately applicable ex
port criteria and the more comprehensive objectives to be sought 
through negotiations with other countries. For example, all new or 
amended agreements for cooperation are to contain explicit assurances 
that “safeguards will be maintained irrespective of the duration of 
other provisions or whether the agreement is terminated.” This is, 
indeed, one of the concerns addressed in the separate views of Com
missioners Gilinsky and Bradford. However, the law makes it clear 
that the explicit assurances are goals to be sought in the renegotiation 
of agreements for cooperation. In this respect, the law further stipu
lates that the amendments to section 123 on negotiation of new or 
amended agreements “shall not affect the authority to continue cooper
ation pursuant to agreements for cooperation entered into prior to” 
March 10,1978.

In summary, regardless of precisely how one reads the export 
criteria, “the President’s obligations are broader” as noted in the sepa
rate views of Commissioners Gilinsky and Bradford. The statute spe
cifically provides that the President may authorize an export when he 
determines that withholding it would be “seriously prejudicial to the 
achievement of the United States non-proliferation objectives,” and 
the President has made such a determination in this case. As I have 
indicated, the executive branch considers it essential that the purposes 
which the law is to serve be kept to the forefront when considering 
incremental supply during the “grace period” provided by law. These 
purposes are the very objectives which we share and to which our 
negotiations are geared. To alter or reinterpret now the ground rules 
which we have just clearly set for our negotiating partners, including 
India, would seriously handicap these efforts.
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Letter From President Carter to the Senate Transmitting Addi
tional Protocol I to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America, May 24, 1978^

With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate to 
ratification, I transmit herewith Additional Protocol I to the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.^ The 
Protocol was signed by me on behalf of the United States on May 26, 
197T."

For the information of the Senate, I  transmit also the report of 
the Department of State on the Protocol  ̂ and a copy of the Treaty 
to which it pertains.

The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amer
ica, done at Mexico City, February 14, 1967, constitutes the first 
successful attempt to establish a nuclear weapon-free zone in any 
populated area of the world. The Treaty itself is open only to States 
located in the zone and has been signed by all of them, with the 
exception of Cuba and Guyana. It has been ratified by all signatories, 
except Argentina, which announced in November 1977 its intention 
to ratify the Treaty.® It is not yet in force for Brazil and Chile. At 
present, it is in force for twenty-two States.

The Treaty is accompanied by two Protocols. Protocol II to the 
Treaty, intended for signature by nuclear weapon States, was ratified 
by the United States on May 12,1971.® It calls on the nuclear weapon 
States to respect the Latin American Nuclear Free Zone, not to con
tribute to any violation of the Treaty, and not to use or threaten to 
use nuclear weapons against the Parties to the Treaty. Other nuclear 
weapon States that have ratified Protocol II are France, the People’s 
Republic of China and the United Kingdom.

Protocol I, transmitted today for your advice and consent to ratifi
cation, is open to all States having international responsibility, dc 
jure or de facto  ̂ for territories lying within the zone of application 
defined in the Treaty. It has been ratified by the Netherlands and 
the United Kingdom and obligates States adhering to it to apply 
pertinent provisions of the Treaty to such territories lying within the 
zone. The territories affected by United States adherence include 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Canal Zone (until entry into 
force of the Panama Canal Treaties), and our military base at 
Guantanamo.

I am convinced that it is in the best interest of the United States to 
ratify Protocol I. Such a step will strengthen our relations with our

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Bocuments, May 29, 1978, pp. 961-962.
* The treaty and its protocols are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, 

pp. 69-33.
The President's remarks upon signing are printed ibid., 1911, pp. 338-339.

* Ante, pp. 303-307.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1911, p. 793.
* President Nixon’s proclamation on United States ratification of Protocol II  

may be found iUd., 1911, pp. 311-313.
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Latin American neighbors, further our global non-proliferation and 
arms control objectives and contribute to the full realization of the 
Latin American Nuclear Free Zone. It is my sincere hope that adher
ence by the United States to Protocol I will induce other countries, 
eligible to become Parties to the Treaty or its Protocols, to take the 
necessary steps so that the Treaty may enter into full force and effect 
for the entire zone of application.

I recommend that the Senate give early and favorable consideration 
to Additional Protocol I and give its advice and consent to ratification, 
with the same understandings and declarations attached to United 
States ratification of Protocol II, and with the additional imder- 
standings and declarations concerning transit and transport privileges, 
exercise of the freedoms of the seas and passage through territorial 
waters, which accompany the report of the Department of State.

Statement by Vice President Mondale to the Special Session of 
the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament, May 24, 
1978"

I am honoured today to represent the President of the United 
States at this special session of the United Nations General Assembly 
on disarmament.

The nations of the world are gathered here today to pursue the most 
vital and solemn obligation of the United Nations Charter: “to save 
succeeding generations from the scourge of war”. We meet today on 
the initiative of the non-aligned States. Those nations, comprising 
the bulk of the world’s people, are particularly aware of the helpless
ness and hopelessness spawned by the arms race. I  salute them for 
calling us together to confront this challenge.

And we applaud as well the dedication and contribution of the 
many non-govemmental organizations represented here. The arms 
race touches the life of every, man, woman and child in the world. 
The control of arms is too crucial to leave to a few Governments, or 
even all Governments, alone. You are our conscience and inspiration.

The voice of my beloved friend Hubert Humphrey was one of the 
earliest calling for arms control and disarmament. He spoke of the 
challenge we face today in these words:

Ours is a new era, one which calls for a new kind of courage. For 
the first time in the history of mankind, one generation literally 
has the power to destroy the past, the present and the future; the 
power to bring time to an end.

If we do not curb the arms race we not only threaten the future, we 
impoverish the present.

 ̂A/S-IO/PV. 2 (prov.), pp. 17-35.
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While the people of the world cry for food and shelter, for medi
cine and education, the vast resources of our planet are being devoted 
more and more to the means of destroying, instead of enriching, 
human life. The global cost of arms has reached $400 billion a year, 
almost $1 million a minute for weapons, and over 26 million men and 
women are in military service around the world.

No world leader, no parent and no individual on this earth can 
live securely in the shadow of the growing world arsenal. But in the 
face of that mounting danger this conference is a symbol of hope. 
This special session of the United Nations General Assembly on dis
armament offers hope of greater progress towards disarmament and 
a world in which the threat of war is vastly diminished and the 
security of each nation more surely ensured.

The United States attaches major importance to the work of this 
session. Last October President Carter made a special trip here to 
emphasize America’s strong commitment to arms control and dis
armament. He stressed our willingness to work towards a world 
truly free of nuclear weapons. He pledged our total commitment to 
reversing the build-up of armaments and reducing trade in them.  ̂

Since that time the United States has been engaged in the broadest 
set of arms-control negotiations in our history. Together with our 
negotiating partners, the United States has developed an agenda 
more extensive than any nation has ever attempted. We are taking 
concrete action in 10 different areas—from nuclear-weapon accords 
to regional restraint and to limits on conventional and unconventional 
arms such as anti-satellite and radiological weapons.

Before too long, the United States expects to take part in two his
toric achievements. For the first time since the dawn of the atomic 
era we will reach an agreement to reduce the combined total of stra
tegic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles of the Soviet Union and the 
United States; and after two decades of negotiations, we will produce 
a comprehensive test ban controlling nuclear explosions by the United 
States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union.

The United States welcomes this opportunity to review what is 
being accomplished, to chart our course for the years ahead, and to 
rededicate ourselves to further success.

We are here to listen to the voices of other nations, as well as to 
raise our own in behalf of arms control and disarmament, for this 
session is a part of a process in which all of us must work together 
in a spirit of openness and mutual respect.

As President Kennedy once said:

Genuine peace must be the product of many nations, the sum of 
many acts.®

* Portions of the President’s address to the General Assembly are printed in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 133-135.

® In his address a t American University, June 10, 1963. See iMd., 1963, p. 216.
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To avoid a world a decade hence in which three quarters of a 
trillion dollars is spent on arms, in which there are more nuclear 
weapons States, we must have a progranmie that is visionary in 
concept and realistic in action.

Realism requires that we face squarely the central issue of the arms 
race— t̂he concern of each nation and Government for the security 
of its people. If the arms race were driven by madmen, there would 
be no hope. Controls would be beyond the reach of rational discourse. 
Irrational forces no doubt play a part, but the arms race is driven by 
other considerations as well—technology, international tensions, legit
imate security concerns.

The prudent policy of any nation must include both sufficient mili
tary preparedness and arms control efforts, if its security is to be 
assured. In the short run no nation can be asked to reduce its defences 
to levels below the threats it faces. But without arms control among 
nations in the long run weapon will be piled on weapon, with a loss 
in security for all.

This meeting at the United Nations and the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) summit meeting next week in Washington 
dramatize the determination of the United States to take every step 
possible toward greater arms control while at the same time assuring 
essential security needs.

Today, our defence budget is no larger in real terms than in the 
late 1950s, and it is less than it was a decade ago. But other nations 
have increased their military budgets in real terms by more than one 
third over the past decade.

We and our NATO allies are strong, and we will remain strong to 
provide for the defence of our peoples. But we face a continuing build
up of unprecedented proportions in Europe. The Warsaw Pact has 
developed an almost three to one advantage in tanks. The SS-20 
nuclear missile now being deployed against Western Europe is a new 
departure in destructive power and represents a substantial increase 
in the nuclear threat of the Soviet Union.

The NATO summit meeting next week in Washington will recom
mit the Western democracies to a military posture capable of deterring 
and defending against attacks. We will remain prepared to resist at
tack across the spectrum of conventional, tactical nuclear, and stra
tegic forces. In the face of the continuing build-up of Warsaw Pact 
forces we will moderately increase the defence budgets of our nations. 
We do so not from preference but from necessity.

At the same time, the NATO summit will reaffirm and re-emphasize 
the commitment of the West to the other dimension of our common 
security policy— t̂he pursuit of arms control. We will address the arms 
control initiatives the West has recently taken and will continue to 
take. We will offer our continued strong support for the success of 
the special session.
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In his Day of Peace message this January His Holiness Pope Paul, 
in effect, spoke to the work of this special session. He said:

The conscience of the world is horrified by the hypothesis that our 
peace is nothing but a truce and that an uncontrollable conflagration 
can be suddenly unleashed.

We would like to be able to dispel this threatening and terrible 
nightmare by proclaiming at the top of our voice the absurdity of 
modern war and the absolute necessity of p e a c e r — p e a c e  not founded 
on the power of arms that today are endowed with an infernal de
structive capacity . . . nor founded on the structural violence of 
some political regimes, but founded on the patient, rational and 
loyal method of justice and freedom, such as the great international 
institutions of today are promoting and defending.

Today I  want to speak to that message.
I want to set forth bold objectives and realistic steps, a vision that 

should guide our arms control efforts, and that can help us develop the 
centrepiece of our work over the next few weeks: the programme of 
action.

First, we should substantially cut the number of strategic nuclear 
arms and place increasingly stringent qualitative limitations on their 
further development.

The United States recognizes that it bears, together with the Soviet 
Union and other nuclear weapons Powers, a very special responsibility. 
The SALT II agreement which is rapidly taking shape will reduce 
the number of strategic delivery vehicles now in existence and put a 
ceiling on the remainder; establish sublimits on those systems which 
are most threatening and destabilizing; impose restraints on the im
provement of existing weapons and the development of new and more 
sophisticated systems.

Equally important, the SALT II agreement must and will be ade
quately verifiable. Neither side can be permitted to emerge suddenly 
superior through undetected cheating, thus upsetting the strategic 
balance upon which deterrence of nuclear war depends.

Successful SALT negotiations will make a major contribution to 
peace. SALT II serves all nations’ interests and it deserves universal 
support.

But SALT II is only a step in a very difficult long-term process. 
We hope soon to begin what we call SALT III. The United States 
is committed—and I emphasize this point— t̂o a further substantial 
reduction in nuclear weapons and to still stricter limitations on mod
ernization and new types of delivery vehicles.

A commitment by others will also be required if SALT and other 
negotiations are to succeed.

Yet, Soviet theatre nuclear forces have increased. The most signifi
cant development has been the deployment of the SS-20—a new, mobile
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intermediate-range ballistic missile. Each one of these missiles, which 
may number in the hundreds when deployment is complete, carries 
three nuclear warheads, each with an estimated yield of 500 kilotons. 
This high yield, coupled with the weapon’s accuracy, has significantly 
increased the Soviets’ military capability against both military and 
civilian targets. But the high yield also means that damage to in
nocent civilians would be extensive, with effects extending 12 kilo
metres from an explosion. The SS-20 missile, while not targeted at 
the United States, is capable of striking targets not only in Western 
Europe but in Asia, Africa and the Middle East. Its deployment runs 
totally contrary to all that this special session seeks to achieve. What 
can justify this escalation in nuclear arms ?

Secondly, on our agenda there should be an end to explosions of 
nuclear devices.

Soon after his inauguration, President Carter announced his inten
tion to

proceed quickly and aggressively with a comprehensive test-ban 
treaty . . . eliminating the testing of all nuclear devices, whether 
for peaceful or military purposes.^

After that, the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet 
Union entered into trilateral negotiations aimed at accomplishing this 
historic objective. I f successful, this will represent the culmination of 
a process which began in the late 1950s. It will build on the interim 
results of the limited test-ban Treaty of 1963 ® and the United States- 
Soviet Union threshold test ban ® and peaceful nuclear explosions  ̂
Treaties si^ ed  in 1974 and 1976.

A comprehensive test ban would make a major contribution to 
curbing the nuclear competition between the super-Powers. It would 
lessen incentives for the development of nuclear weapons by States 
which do not now possess them, and thus would reinforce the non
proliferation Treaty.®

Trilateral negotiations are under way in Geneva. Important prog
ress towards an adequately verifiable agreement has been made. Once 
agreement is reached, we will move vigorously to seek a multilateral 
comprehensive test-ban treaty accepted by all States. All nations must 
be persuaded to forswear testing.

The continued explosion of nuclear devices has been the major sjon- 
bol of man’s unwillingness to put aside the further development of the 
world’s most devastating weapons. It can, it must and it will be 
stopped.

Thirdly, as we limit and reduce the weapons of existing nuclear 
States, we must work in concert to ensure that no additional nuclear 
weapon States emerge over the next decade and beyond.

* Documents on Disarmamentf 1911 y p. 20.
m Sy  pp. 291-293.

® 1974, pp. 225-229.
1976, pp. 328-332.
1968, pp. 461-465.
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The spread of nuclear weapons to an ever-increasing number of 
countries and regions is a chilling prospect. It brings ever closer the 
probability of their use. Such proliferation would seriously heighten 
regional and global tensions. It would impede peaceful commerce in 
the field of nuclear energy. And it would make the achievement of 
nuclear disarmament vastly more difficult.

The United States understands the concerns of some non-nuclear- 
weapons States that they are being discriminated against. To help 
meet these concerns and to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons: I repeat today the solemn declaration which President Carter 
made from this podium that the United States will not use nuclear 
weapons except in self-defence; that is, in circumstances of an actual 
nuclear or conventional attack on the United States, our territories or 
armed forces, or of such an attack on our allies.® I call on other na
tions to make this same pledge. The President will propose new and 
expanded contributions by the United States to the peaceful nuclear 
programmes of States which support non-proliferation. As President 
Eisenhower said as long ago as 1956, we must ultimately work out, 
with other nations, suitable, verifiable and safeguarded arrangements 
so that the future production of fissionable materials anywhere in 
the world would no longer be used to increase the stockpiles of ex
plosive weapons.̂ ® We will pursue the International Nuclear Fuel 
Cycle Evaluation, to explore further how to ensure the benefits of 
nuclear energy to all without its proliferation risks.

We must redouble our efforts to increase still further the distance 
between the military and the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Nuclear 
power stations should produce energy for people— n̂ot plutonium for 
bombs.

Let us learn from the example set by Latin America. Let us expand 
the regions of the earth where nuclear weapons will be banned. At 
the initiative of several Latin American nations, the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, which bans nuclear weapons from the area, was signed in 
Mexico City in 1967.̂  ̂ Since then, almost all potential parties to the 
Treaty, including the United States, have signed. The United States 
congratulates the Soviet Union on its recent signing of protocol II to 
that Treaty. There is now only one country in this region which has 
yet to indicate its interest in signing, and that should be remedied now.

It is our hope that the Treaty wiU come fully into force as soon as 
possible, thereby creating the first major nuclear-weapons-free zone 
in the world. We hope that Latin America’s bold initiative will be a 
model for other regions to follow.

Fourthly, as we move to gain control over the nuclear threat, we 
must seek mutual agreement to ban other weapons of mass destruction.

The horror of gas warfare during the First World War is etched in 
the memory of mankind. We have made some progress in recent years

^lUd., i m ,  p. 608.
1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 593-594.

“  For treaty text, see ihid.y 1967, pp. 69-83.
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by prohibiting biological weapons. The United States and t!he Soviet 
Union are moving closer to an agreement on banning radiological 
weapons, an agreement which we would then put before the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament. Our discussions on chemical 
weapons are proving more difficult. Any agreement on chemical or new 
and exotic weapons must be adequately verifiable. The United States 
is committed to finding a solution, assuming there is a fair-minded ap
proach on the other side.

Fifthly, we must immediately slow down and then reverse the sharp 
growth in conventional arms.

The vast bulk of the $400 billion being spent for military purposes 
is in fact spent on conventional arms.

We recognize the legitimate concern of nations that they not be 
denied arbitrarily access to arms needed for their legitimate defence. 
Such needs must and will be met. At the same time, our common inter
ests demand a vast reduction in the flow of conventional arms. Fresh 
thought is required to come to grips with this neglected but increas
ingly important dimension of arms control. But we can and we must 
take action now. Fueling the conventional arms race is the rapidly 
expanding international trade in these arms. The value of arms imports 
by the developing nations has increased 75 percent over the last decade. 
A limited, but growing, number of suppliers and recipients accounts 
for most of this $20 billion of trade.

The United States has on its own initiative begun to reduce the 
volume of the arms it sells. Under President Carter’s conventional arms 
policy: We have placed a ceiling—a reduction of 8 per cent in fiscal 
year 1978—on weapons and weapons-related items to coimtries other 
than those of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and 
Australia, New Zealand and Japan. The United States will not be the 
first to introduce into a region a newly developed advanced weapons 
system which would create a new or significantly higher combat capa
bility. We will not sell any such weapons systems until they are opera
tionally deployed with United States forces. We will not permit devel
opment or modification of advanced systems solely for export. We have 
placed strict controls on co-production and' retransfers.

Recognizing that this problem requires action by all suppliers, we 
have initiated discussions with other major suppliers and consumers. 
The results so far have been modest. Much more remains to be done. 
It will be increasingly difficult for us to sustain our policy unilaterally 
unless there is more rapid movement toward a meaningful multilateral 
effort at restraint.

Sixthly, regional arms control arrangements and capabilities should 
be expanded and strengthened.

Regional arms control is at a very primitive stage. Few negotiations 
are under way. Only a few nations have the technical competence re
quired to verify agreements. Many of the techniques, like confidence-
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building measures which increase predictability and lessen the fear 
of sudden attack, are largely untried.

For our part, in Europe the United States and its allies have recently 
taken the initiative to get the five-year-old mutual and balanced force 
reductions talks moving, and are considering additional measures to 
increase stability and security in Central Europe. In yet another 
region, while we have proposed and commenced talks with the Soviet 
Union on arms limitations in the Indian Ocean, increases in the Soviet 
naval presence there have hampered those talks.

Beyond its own negotiations, the United States would like to stimu
late regional arms control efforts by offering others assistance with 
verification and stabilizing measures. Our experience in the Middle 
East has demonstrated that technical assistance with monitoring sys
tems such as aerial photography and ground detection devices can help 
to create the confidence necessary to make disengagement and stabiliz
ing agreements work. Building on that experience, we are prepared to 
consider joint requests for these so-called “eyes and ears of peace” from 
countries that want such monitoring services. Such requests should 
come preferably via regional organizations or the United Nations.

The United States is prepared to provide specialists who can help 
other nations to find ways of using confidence-building and stabilizing 
measures, including notification of manoeuvres, the invitation of 
observers to manoeuvres and United Nations machinery to promote 
such measures.

Seventhly, we should fully develop the institutions and expertise 
required for arms control. We must continue to strengthen United 
Nations arms control institutions without undercutting those institu
tions that we have developed. While we are prepared to consider 
changes in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), 
our major concern is to ensure the continued, productive activity of a 
serious negotiating body operating by consensus.

The peace-keeping and peace making capabilities of the United 
Nations and of regional organizations like the Organization of Ameri
can States (OAS) and the Organization of African Unity (OAU) 
should be an integral part of arms reduction efforts. The role of such 
regional organizations is critical in minimizing intrusion by outsiders. 
We encourage a strong and prominent role for those organizations.

The United Nations plays an essential role. At this moment United 
Nations forces in Lebanon, Cyprus, the Golan Heights and Sinai are 
making it possible for negotiations to move towards lasting peaceful 
settlements. To make these United Nations efforts even more effective, 
we propose the establishment of a United Nations peace-keeping 
reserve force. Such a force would comprise national contingents 
trained in United Nations peace-keeping methods and earmarked by 
their Governments for United Nations duty. This peace-keeping 
reserve would be drawn upon by the Secretary-General whenever the 
Security Council decided to establish a United Nations force to main
tain international peace and security.
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There is also a critical national dimension. Every Government must 
strengthen the institutions and expertise ^needed for arms control. 
Let each of us resolve at this session that our nations will examine the 
priority which we now give to disarmament in organization, in budget, 
and in personnel.

Eighthly, progress in arms control agreements should release addi
tional resources for economic and social development. Collectively, 
we have the capacity to eliminate the worst vestiges of poverty from 
the world by the end of this century. The tremendous expenditure of 
resources devoted to building military strength stands in the path of 
development today. The developing countries’ share of world military 
expenditures has grown from 15 per cent to 23 per cent in the last 
decade. The developing nations are now spending a greater propor
tion of their gross national product for military purposes than the 
developed countries.

Just 1 per cent of the world’s annual military budget would be 
enough to provide food and healthy development for 200 million 
malnourished children today. Let us, through the work of this con
ference, begin to turn the world’s resources from ever-growing stock
piles of destruction to ever-growing opportunities for life.

Arms control agreements can help to free the economies of indus
trial as well as developing nations t6 solve pressing social problems. 
We realize the vast potential of the American economy. The American 
people have no more fervent wish than to turn more of their potential 
from the manufacture of arms to the fulfillment of human needs. As 
nations conclude arms control agreements and show restraint in arms 
expenditures, the United States favours re-allocating to development 
projects funds which previously were earmarked for military 
assistance.

Our ability to redirect funds for development hinges on the willing
ness of other nations to limit their current arming of developing 
nations. I f  the United Nations is to deal effectively with the problems 
of development, it cannot have countries pouring arms into the 
developing world while at the same time devoting minimal funding 
to development assistance. We cannot have nations using their mili
tary power to exploit differences between nations and to exacerbate 
serious conflicts.

My country for years sought to limit military shipments to Africa. 
Our economic development assistance far outstrips the amount of 
military assistance that we have provided. In 1977 the United States 
contributed $327 million in economic assistance to African nations 
compared with only $59 million in military aid. That record, with 
its special emphasis on funding for food, stands in marked contrast to 
the predominantly military assistance extended by others. Our orienta
tion represents, I believe, a far better contribution to the long-term 
future of the people of Africa. The choice here is one of encouraging 
the constructive and creative capabilities of the developing world or
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of encouraging those tendencies which generate conflict. Let us place 
our hopes in development.

Our recognition of the relationship between disarmament and de
velopment should inform and give urgency to all of our arms control 
objectives. In addition, we strongly support the United Nations study 
of disarmament and development. This study should include consid
eration of the economic problems which may result from disarma
ment ; we favour efforts to reduce military expenditures and we have 
volunteered to provide our own accurate information on national mil
itary expenditures to a United Nations pilot programme testing a 
method to measure such expenditures. We encourage others to be 
equally open. Greater openness about military expenditures is a nec
essary companion to arms restraint. Over time, openness can gradually 
replace fear with trust, promote confidence, encourage self-restraint 
and eliminate needless sources of conflict.

Thirty-three years ago, President Truman addressed the first ses
sion of the United Nations in San Francisco in these words:

By your labours at this conference we shall know if suffering hu
manity is to achieve a just and lasting peace.̂ ^

That is our challenge at this special session. The world watches what 
we do here, and mankind’s deepest hopes are with us toda3̂  The suc
cess or failure of our efforts will determine, more than any other en
deavour, the shape of the world that our children will inherit, or 
whether they will inherit a habitable world at all. It is their interests 
which unite us today. No matter what nation we are from, no matter 
what our political philosophy, our children are 100 per cent of our 
future. We owe them 100 per cent of our efforts in halting the arms race 
today.

Arms control must not be the agenda of this session only or of this 
year alone; it must be the moral agenda of our times. Our work must 
be kept in the full view of the world community. We need the pressure 
of world opinion to give urgency to our task. That is why the United 
States calls on this conference to follow up its efforts with another 
special session of the General Assembly in 1981. Let our next meeting 
monitor the progress that we have made, and let it press upon us the 
agenda of issues which we must still resolve.

The challenge of controlling the arms race is indeed awesome. But 
Emerson said that we measure a man’s wisdom by his hope. Let us pro
ceed with hope today. I am confident that if each of our nations can 
look beyond its own ambitions; if, in the work of this conference, we 
can bridge the distances of geography, of history and of fear; and if 
all of us can bring to our efforts the deepest yearnings of the peoples 
we represent, then we shall serve all the world’s children with our 
labours and, in the words of Isaiah, . . the work of righteousness 
shall be peace.”

^  Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 29,1945, p. 789.
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Testimony by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for 
Security Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye) Before a 
Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: 
Nuclear Fuel Export to India [Extract], May 24, 1978 ^

STATUS OF 1 95 6  U .S.-IN D IA N  HEAVY WATER CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENT

Senator Glenn, What is the status of the old heavy water shipment 
we made then? Do we still have that tagged and know where it is? 
Do we still have the knowledge of its exact use and amount ?

Mr. Nye, In 1956, Senator, the United States provided 21 tons of 
heavy water to India under a contractual agreement for use in In
dia’s CIRUS research reactor. We believe that to some degree that 
heavy water was used in the production of the 1974 explosive. It was 
the Indian practice to commingle their heavy water in a common 
pool and to put it in and out of different reactors at times. That is 
the basis for our belief that some of that heavy water was probably 
involved.

It is also worth noting that the 1956 agreement or contractual 
agreement with India was very badly written on our part. It referred 
only to “peaceful uses,” not to “explosive uses.” From the Indians’ 
point of view, therefore, they did not violate anything by the use of 
our heavy water in an explosive device. In 1970 we sent India a note 
saying that we regarded any use of that material for explosives as a 
violation. The Indians did not accept that interpretation and so indi
cated to us. So, from the Indian perspective there has been no viola
tion by the use of that heavy water.

As to where that heavy water is now, it is still commingled in the 
common pool. We have begun discussions with the Indians as to how 
to bring that heavy water under safeguards and I should say that 
the Indians have been very cooperative on the matter.

UNIQUENESS OP AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION

SeTiator Glenn. It is good that you bring out the uniqueness of this 
agreement for cooperation. I think it is unique. But my understand
ing of it is that it is the only one of this type that we are not writing 
ones like this anymore.

Mr. Nye. I should also distinguish the present situation—the heavy 
water is quite different and separate from the Tarapur fuel contract.

I  would say in retrospect that the looseness with which that 1956 
contract was written is good justification of why we want more care
fully and precisely worded criteria such as we have now in the new

^Nuclear Fuel Export to India: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Arms 
Control^ Ocea/ns and International Environment of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on Pro- 
posed Sale of Enriched Uranium to Fuel India's Tarapur Reactors, pp. 350-351.
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1978 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act.  ̂If one looks for the sources and 
roots of our problems on this heavy water issue, one must go back 
into a looseness which went into the working of the early days of the 
Atoms for Peace program in the 1950’s. That is worth noting both in 
justiification of the criteria which are now spelled out in the new act 
and as an explanation of how we have gotten into some of our pres
ent difficulties.

INDIAN VIOLATION OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL AGREEMENTS

Leaving aside the differences in interpretation that we place on the 
wording, as opposed to the interpretations the Indians put on the 
wording, have there been since 1976 any other areas where we con
sider India to have been in violation of any agreements that they 
have made with regard to nuclear material ?

Mr. Nye. No. The Indians in 1974 made it very clear at our request 
that the materials we provide would be used only in the Tarapur re
actor and that there would be no explosives or any other use made of 
them. That assurance has been reiterated by the Prime Minister, mak
ing it a more generic policy statement. We are not aware of any 
Indian violations of their agreements.

Senator Glenn. How about other nations they have had agreement 
with? Have they violated any agreement with any other nations?

Mr. Nye. No. I believe the situation between India and Canada was 
quite analogous to the situation between United States and India in 
relation to the loosely written, 1950’s-vintage safeguards.

The Canadians also wrote their initial safeguard provisions far too 
loosely which led to a difference of interpretation between the two 
countries on the use of the Canadian-supplied reactor in the 1974 
explosion. I would have to check that to make sure those are the exact 
facts. That is not a violation, or, if you like, it is a fault of the orig
inal writing of the safeguard agreement. I am not aware of a viola
tion by the Indian Government in anything that is currently germane.

Statement by the Venezuelan Representative (Consaivi) to the 
Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disar
mament: Conventional Arms [Extract], May 24, 1978 ^

As a country of the third world, we are chiefly concerned at the pro
liferation of conventional weapons which, with no justification, diverts 
resources that are vital for the development of peoples. No doubt 
there are regional conflicts and reasons of security or of questionable

" Ante, pp. 118-164.
 ̂A/S-IO/PV. 2 (prov.), pp. 67-68.
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prestige which impel nations to arm themselves; however, the traffic in 
conventional arms, which is assuming ever-increasing proportions, is 
encouraged primarily by the manufacturers and suppliers of weapons 
some of whom are experts in dramatizing those conflicts for reasons 
of vested interest.

In the weapon-exporting countries there are powerful forces and 
interests which promote the war industry on various pretexts. Gen
erally speaking, their sales of weapons constitute not only an im
portant instrument of foreign policy, but also a large contribution 
to their balance of payments and, in the last analysis, a profitable 
business. Eacist and colonialist regimes have therefore been using 
armaments supplied by countries which are signatories of instruments 
and declarations against racism and colonialism precisely in order to 
suppress human rights and crush legitimate aspirations for inde
pendence. Of course, we do not exempt from blame those who base their 
prestige on the unlimited acquisition of weapons.

With regard to the limitation of conventional weapons, Latin 
America has taken major initiatives such as the Declaration of 
Ayacucho, signed in 1974.̂  Latin America is not unaffected by the 
alarming course which the armaments race is taking throughout the 
world and we must redouble our efforts to stop it. One step forward 
towards the achievement of these objectives would not only encourage 
disarmament in our region but would also promote the adoption of 
similar actions in other countries of the world.

President Carlos Andres Perez recently addressed the heads of the 
States which signed the Declaration of Ayacucho, proposing that we, 
their Foreign Ministers, should meet informally in New York during 
this special session in order to find out whether all the countries of 
Latin America are prepared to enter into a commitment in respect of 
conventional weapons. It is our hope that this Venezuelan initiative, 
taken in the same fraternal and friendly spirit as characterizes all our 
international actions, will receive all the support necessary to make it 
effective and that all our peoples can look forward to their still un
certain future with a little more confidence.

Statement by Swedish Prime Minister Falldin to the Special Ses
sion of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament: Tacti
cal Nuclear Weapons [Extract], May 24, 1978 ^

There are great risks inherent in a continued development of the 
large group of non-strategic nuclear weapons. The largest military 
forces in the world are concentrated in the European continent. De-

® Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 819^22.
'A/S-IO/PV. 2 (prov.), p. 77.
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velopments there have shown the close connexion between the build
up of conventional forces and nuclear forces. Concrete negotiations 
must now be started in relation to nuclear weapons primarily intended 
for use against targets in Europe. Until now insufficient attention 
has been focused on these weapons in the work of the United Nations 
and the Disarmament Conference in Geneva, at the Strategic Arms 
Limitation negotiations or the talks in Vienna on force reductions in 
central Europe.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Linkage Be
tween Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and Soviet Policies in 
Africa and on Human Rights [Extract], May 25, 1978 ^

Q. Mr. President, Frank Cormier, Associated Press. Former Presi
dent Ford suggested today there should be an interrelationship be
tween progress on the SALT and Soviet willingness to show restraint 
in Africa. Do you agree with this position ?

The President. Well, I read President Ford’s statement that he made 
today, and I think that his analysis is that we ought not necessarily to 
let Soviet action in other areas interfere with the progress of SALT. 
But he pointed out, and I agree, that unless the Soviets do honor the 
constraints on basic human rights, unless they also honor constraints 
on their involvement in places like Africa, that it will have a strong 
adverse effect on our country and make it much more difficult to sell 
to the American people and to have ratification in Congress of a SALT 
agreement if it should be negotiated between me and Brezhnev and 
those who work under us.

So, I never have favored the establishment by me or Brezhnev of a 
linkage between the two; saying that if the Soviets and the Cubans 
stay in Ethiopia, for instance, we would cancel the SALT talks. I 
think that the SALT agreement is so important for our country, for 
the safety of the entire world, that we ought not to let any impedi
ment come between us and the reaching of a successful agreement. 
But there is no doubt that if the Soviets continue to abuse human 
rights, to punish people who are monitoring the Soviets’ compliance 
with the Helsinki agreement,  ̂ which they signed on their own free 
will, and unless they show some constraints on their own involvement 
in Africa and on their sending Cuban troops to be involved in Africa, 
it will make it much more difficult to conclude a SALT agreement 
and to have it ratified once it is written.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 29, 1978, p. 973.
® The arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, 

pp. 304-308.
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Stafement by French President Giscard d’Estaing to the Special 
Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament 
[Extract], May 25, 1978"

The world today is in a state of over-armament. In order to xmder- 
stand this situation we must remember that it was the last World 
War, the most devastating in human history and one that found an 
immediate extension in the cold war, that provided the yardstick by 
which the two super-Powers measured their armaments. It is actually 
a yardstick for wartime, not for peacetime.

These thoughts should lead us to undertake a new in-depth study 
of the disarmament problem. We have not come together simply to 
deplore a failure or to accept the inevitable: we are here to seek the 
means of achieving real progress.

Two preliminary observations suggest themselves.
Progress cannot be made towards disarmament unless further prog

ress is also made towards improving international relations. It is not 
only when we discuss disarmament that we make progress but also 
each time we mitigate any international tension. The policy of detente 
between East and West, the improvement of the security of African 
States, the implementation of an over-all and just settlement in the 
Middle East, the consideration of the situation of China—all these 
things are necessary if progress is to be made on disarmament.

The second point is that if our ultimate goal is to be real, general 
and controlled disarmament, we have to seek the means for this not 
in mirages of Utopia but in an analysis of the concrete conditions of 
our times.

This is where France can make its contribution by proposing a way 
of approaching disarmament. I should like now to set forth for the 
Assembly the principles and contents of this proposal.

This approach is based on three fundamental ideas.
First, there exists for every State a legitimate right to security. 

This right is universal, it is the same for all and sanctioned by the 
Charter of the United Nations. On this point reality and the law 
coincide. No State, weak or strong, rich or poor, is ready to abdicate 
responsibility for its basic security.

Although the principle of this right to security is incontestable, the 
practical implications it will inevitably have for disarmament must 
be considered. With the world as it is today, the immediate goal for 
disarmament cannot be to achieve a zero level of armaments the world 
over. Proposing complete disarmament at the outset would not further 
the cause of disarmament and peace, no more, for that matter, would 
any of our States consider eliminating all internal normal means of 
keeping law and order, regardless of how much respect they might

^A/S~10/PV.3 (prav.), pp. 2-30.
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have for their citizens. We can do better than repeat the mistake of 
plans which could not be implemented because they were too unrealistic 
and could be used as excuses for inaction.

France proposes making the legitimate right to security central to 
our deliberations because this right is part of substantive law and 
will make it possible, as we shall see, to seek concrete ways of making 
progress towards disarmament.

The second idea is that disarmament is not exclusive to a few coun
tries but must instead become the business of everyone. The meeting 
of this special session is a visible but temporary demonstration of this 
idea. We must make sure that henceforth this idea guides all future 
disarmament discussions. Of course, the responsibility of the super- 
Powers, which alone account for two-thirds of world weapons 
expenditures, is unquestionable. But most of the forums in which dis
armament is discussed were created in an era dominated by con
frontation between blocs. In spite of the changes which have occurred 
in these forums, they continue to bear the imprint of this effect. We 
must now create the possibility for all States to take part in an en
deavour that will be in the interests of everyone.

The third idea is that the approach to disarmament must take into 
account regional situations. Indeed, in a world as diverse as the world 
of today, to wish to impose the same principles on all States would 
be to fly in the face of reality and make ineffectiveness a certainty. 
This would be even truer if these principles were to be conceived with 
the two biggest Powers in mind, for those two Powers, although com
parable to each other, are not comparable to any other Power. By 
starting with regions, by analysing threats to security as they are 
perceived by the States involved, there is hope of finding both the 
most effective measures and the consensus needed to apply them.

These three ideas— t̂hat disarmament must be based upon the legiti
mate right to security, that it is the business of all and that it must be 
approached on a regional basis—lead to a revision of the aims and 
methods of disarmament.

In order to demonstrate this, I shall discuss disarmament first from 
the world standpoint and then from the regional standpoint.

From the world standpoint, we must ensure that disarmament is 
brought about with the help of all, under the supervision of all and 
for the benefit of all.

First, with the help of all. To be sure, we may decide—as I hope we 
do, and others have indeed proposed this— t̂o hold other special ses
sions. But that will not remove the necessity to establish permanent 
institutions.

In terms of deliberation, the principle of universality entails that 
one particular committee of the General Assembly must be given the 
responsibility of following disarmament issues on a permanent basis, 
with the participation of all States.

In terms of negotiations, it means that the more select body en
trusted with this task should reflect the rule of universality in its
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spirit, composition and procedures. As we all know, this is not true 
at present of the Conference of the Committee [on Disarmament] 
meeting in Geneva. The time has come to replace it with another body 
having more concrete ties to the United Nations system, an open 
membership and an assurance of equal standing for the participants. 
In this regard, Mr. President, I have noted the comments you, your
self, made when you opened this session. Once these principles had 
been put into practice, France would be prepared to discuss ways and 
means of establishing such a body and would then participate in it.

In terms of ideas, it means that we must have an instrument of dis
armament studies at the level of the world Organization. Such bodies 
have already been established in several countries, particularly in 
Sweden, and some are recognized to be authoritative. How useful such 
a body could be if it were attached to the United Nations, which would 
provide it with material support while respecting its need for intel
lectual independence. Such an institute could, in addition to its re
search, conduct studies on weapons levels modelled on the work done 
by the International Monetary Fund on the financial standing of its 
member States. That is why, without disregarding the initiatives other 
States have taken along these lines, I propose that a world institute for 
disarmament studies be established. The French delegation will submit 
a specific plan to this end.

Disarmament must be achieved with the help of all, but also under 
the supervision of all. The problem of supervision, as everyone knows, 
is ctucial to disarmament: there can be no real disarmament without 
effective control. Advances in technology, which have also resulted in 
the most awesome of weapons, now offer new possibilities through the 
use of observation satellites.

The two biggest Powers are the only ones that have such equipment 
right now. Other countries, such as France, will in their turn be ac
quiring it in the next five years, but it will remain for a long time in 
the hands of a tiny minority of States. We feel that it is time for the 
surveillance capabilities of these satellites to be made available to the 
international community. That is why France is proposing studies on 
the creation of a satellite monitoring agency.

Satellites alone will not solve the whole problem of supervision. We 
know that international use of satellites will raise complex questions, 
but the advantages of such an agency for the international community 
are too obvious for each State not to wish to do its part, under condi
tions that will have to be carefully defined and studied.

Disarmament must work to the benefit of all. The idea of a link be
tween disarmament and development has been current for a long time, 
and this emerged in the comparison of figures in military expenditures, 
which were 14 times higher than expenditures devoted to development 
assistance. So far this idea has not been translated into reality because 
there has been no objective or indisputable way of measuring the true 
level of armaments. This does not make it any less important as a mat
ter of simple justice.
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For reasons connected both with advances in detection and with the 
rationale of deterrence, it so happens that the most powerful weapons, 
conventional and nuclear, are relatively well known.

Setting up a special disarmament fund for development remains a 
difficult undertaking. France has drawn up proposals on this subject 
and will be submitting them for discussion by this Greneral Assembly 
along with plans which have been or will be submitted by other Mem
ber States and in the light of the observations made to us the day be
fore yesterday by the Secretary-General.

Important as they are, these initial proposals alone will not suffice. 
They may advance disarmament by paving the way for it, accompany
ing it or exercising surveillance over it, but they will not have a direct 
effect on it.

No approach to disarmament will be complete imless measures at the 
world level are supplemented by action to reduce armaments taken on 
the basis of regional situations.

Let us take a look at the military map of the world. Two large zones 
are apparent. In the first, there are no nuclear weapons. In the second, 
they are an essential element of the balance of power.

It is indispensable that this basic distinction be made before we can 
proceed clearly. The problem and its solutions cannot be the same for 
the two zones.

First let us consider the nuclear-free zones. Nothing could be more 
destabilizing and nothing would enhance more the legitimate right to 
security than to introduce nuclear weapons into these zones. The result 
inevitably would be a further escalation of the arms race. The goal 
that must be given priority is, therefore, that of avoiding this risk.

It is clearly the responsibility of the countries concerned to preserve 
their status as non-nuclear States. Some of them have already taken 
concrete steps with a view to forming themselves into nuclear-free 
zones. This is the case in Latin America.  ̂ Others, sensing this need, 
have announced their intention of doing so. I am referring here to 
Africa.

With respect to this point, I have taken note of the wishes expressed 
at the Islamic Conference at its recent meeting in Dakar.^

In choosing this option, the States of these zones are exercising their 
sovereignty without, of course, infringing the rules of international 
law. They have, however, the right to be assured that there will be no 
discrimination against them, either in terms of their security or of 
their development.

In terms of their security, the decision by the States of a region to 
preserve a nuclear-free status should entail an obligation for the nu- 
clear-weapon States to refrain from seeking a military advantage 
from the situation. Nuclear-weapon States should in particular pre-

* The Latin American nuclear free zone treaty may be found in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1961, pp. 69-83.

® Ante^ pp. 264r-265.
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elude, according to a formula to be defined, any use or threat of the 
use of nuclear weapons against States that are part of a nuclear-free 
zone.

In terms of their development, this decision should be accompanied 
on the part of the countries supplying materials and equipment for 
nuclear power by the implementation of an appropriate policy of non
proliferation. It would, of course, have to be meticulously prepared 
so as to prevent any risk of spreading nuclear weapons, but at the same 
time it would have to be an open policy in order to provide easier ac
cess to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, particularly once the mili
tary risk had been ruled out.

France would welcome it if continents decided to become either 
wholly or partially nuclear-free zones. While it is not up to my coun
try to take the initiative in regions to which it does not belong, France 
is prepared to encourage this process by negotiating the necessary 
agreements with these zones in order to give a contractual and bind
ing form to the commitments I have mentioned.

It is also in this spirit that France signed and ratified Additional 
Protocol II of the Tlatelolco Treaty as early as 1974.̂  France also 
hopes to be able to sign Additional Protocol I.'" With a view to doing 
so, it is to enter into contact with the authorities constituted by the 
Treaty for the purpose of examining the conditions under which its 
signature might be effected.

It is not enough to rid these zones of the nuclear danger. It is also 
necessary to block the threat of a conventional arms race. Once again 
it is in a regional framework that the problem could be tackled with 
the greatest chance of success. Consultations among countries of the 
same region should make it possible to establish a ceiling for weapons 
or successive levels of arms reduction.

Should regional agreements of this type be concluded, France would 
be prepared to help the implementation of them by adjusting its pol
icy of military-equipment sales. A combined meeting of the countries 
of the same region that import military equipment with all the sup
plier countries would seem to me to be the most realistic approach to
wards achieving what we hope to achieve: a concerted limitation on 
sales and purchases.

These, then, are the areas in which France proposes action in all the 
regions of the world not covered by the nuclear deterrents. Unless this 
action is to be imposed on us, the effort must be collective: every State, 
whether nuclear or non-nuclear, supplier or purchaser of conventional 
arms, must play its part.

There remains the vast zone that extends over the greater part of 
the northern hemisphere, from America to the Soviet Union across 
the whole of Europe. It is here, in Europe and in Asia, that the world’s 
foremost Powers confront each other. It is here that a conflict, if

* See Documents on Disarmament^ 19671 p. 83.
p. 82.
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it were to break out, would have the most devastating consequences 
for the whole of manldnd.

The salient feature of this zone is that i£ is protected by the nuclear 
deterrent and has been for more than a quarter of a century now. Nu
clear weapons have become an integral part of the over-all military 
balance there. For this reason the rivalry between the super-Powers 
has never led to an annihilating exchange, despite some grave alarms 
which we all remember.

Nowhere else would a mistake prove more immeasurably costly. 
Nowhere else must the analysis of a situation be so rigorous in order 
to correspond to the immensity of the danger. It is therefore impera
tive to dismiss the illusion, however tempting it may be, that it would 
be enough to eliminate nuclear weapons to ensure in that region the 
security of all. Such a measure would have no other result in present 
circumstances than that of disturbing the balance of conventional 
arms. That in turn would generate even greater danger.

The primary threat in that region does not lie in the actual exist
ence of nuclear weapons but in the accumulation of these weapons 
and in the continual progress made in refining them.

On these two levels, quantitative and qualitative, the rhythm of de
velopment is being set by the United States and the Soviet Union. It is 
from their rivalry that a fatal imbalance could emerge. By leading 
these two countries to acquire means vastly superior to those required 
for deterrence alone, that rivalry could make plausible the ‘‘first 
strike” theory and that of so-called “limited” nuclear wars that sup
posedly would be waged outside “national sanctuaries” on the terri
tories of other countries.

It is indeed on the efforts of these two countries that halting the 
arms race will depend first and foremost.

American and Soviet leaders realize this. For several years now they 
have been negotiating the limitation of their strategic armaments. 
France welcomes this and hopes that their efforts will be successful. 
It does not underestimate the difficulty of the imdertaking, namely 
to achieve substantial reductions in the quantity of weapons and to 
bring about a technological “freeze” without jeopardizing either the 
security of the two partners or that of their allies. The results will 
be translated into reality only slowly and in stages. We hope that 
these stages will come soon and will be substantial.

In what way, then, can France make a contribution? There is a 
considerable disparity between the nuclear strategic forces of the 
super-Powers and those we possess to make our deterrence capability 
secure and credible. I f  after successive reductions the nature of this 
disparity were to be altered, we could then act accordingly.

The threat posed to Europe does not stem solely from the accumu
lation and further refinement of nuclear weapons alone. It also stems 
from the presence on our continent of enormous arsenals of conven
tional weapons and the disparity between them. There must be no
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mistake about this: nuclear disarmament would soon reach its limits 
if  this situation remained uncorrected. The visible inequality in con
ventional weapons constitutes a real impediment to nuclear arms 
reductions.

Accordingly, France is proposing to all the countries which are 
concerned with the future of European security and which out of that 
concern participated in the Conference on Security and Co-operation 
in Europe that they should meet in conference to discuss disarmament 
in Europe. Tomorrow we shall be submitting to them a plan detailing 
the goals, the field of application and procedures for such a confer
ence. I shall simply say that in taking this initiative France intends 
to remain faithful to the spirit that guided it throughout the Helsinki 
Conference.® The conference advocated by France would aim in the 
first stage at building up trust among all countries of Europe by 
instituting measures for providing appropriate information and 
notification and, in the second stage, at achieving a genuine reduc
tion of armaments within the European geo-strategic complex that 
extends from the Atlantic to the Urals.

I f  we succeed in this, we shall have improved security in the Euro
pean continent by defusing the detonator where it is situated now and 
will have opened up to the world the prospect of a future less fraught 
with danger.

These are France’s thoughts and proposals for furthering the dis
armament endeavour.

In the time allowed me here I cannot reply in advance to any criti
cism. I have nonetheless thought about it. Some criticism will come 
from those who insist on an over-all, immediate decision to eliminate 
weapons. I f this view reflects noble conviction, no one will reproach 
them. But if it serves as an excuse for refusing to take action, then it 
is shameful to present illusions as real hopes.

Other criticism will come from those who hesitate to take the first 
step. The $400 billion spent yearly on weapons does indeed reflect the 
collective anxiety of all leaders for the security of their peoples. Who 
will dare to be the first to lower his guard ?

Because I sincerely believe that no leader, not even the most liberal, 
can toy with the security of his people, I am proposing this concrete 
approach which consists in reconciling step by step the dialectics of 
security and disarmament: to prevent, wherever possible, the introduc
tion of nuclear weapons, to reduce in stages the level of nuclear 
strategic weapons while maintaining balanced deterrence, and to begin 
a regional debate on the level of security and the limitation of arms 
sales. We have no illusions; should this be undertaken and achieved by 
our generation, the last to have been involved in the horrors of world

® The arms control portions of the Final Act of this conference may be found 
in Documents on Disarmamentj 1975, pp. 304-308.
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conflict, then trust will begin to take root and the stage of general dis
armament can usefully be discussed.

In conclusion, I should say that six years ago in Santiago, Chile, we 
discussed the age-old effort of our species, the human race, to fight 
poverty and hunger, over and above race and boundary. Today we are 
talking about another effort, the effort to prevent conflict among men, 
conflict tJhat also goes back thousands of years, evidence of which is to 
be found among the earliest remains of primitive man in the first 
weapons he used to defend himself. The clash of these weapons re
sounds throughout our history, often heralding the chronicles of glory 
yet scattering the ashes of dead cities and spreading the stains of spilled 
blood across the earth.

This is the effort that we must make, the effort to ensure the suprem
acy of knowledge over ignorance, of justice over inequality and of 
peace over war.

As the strange dawn of the third millennium draws closer, let us 
make our contribution so that mankind may cross the threshold of the 
new age in less poverty and in greater peace.

Soviet Proposals Submitted to the Special Session of the Gen
eral Assembly Devoted to Disarmament: Practical Measures 
for Ending the Arms Race, May 26, 1978 ^

The entire course of world developments has now brought the ques
tion of ending the arms race to the centre of international politics.

The accelerating and expanding process of the development, manu
facture and deployment of new types of weapons and systems of 
armaments is acquiring ever more dangerous features. The soaring 
destructive potential in the arsensals of States is already sufficient to 
challenge, if activated, the very existence of man on earth.

If the arms race is not halted, political detente, achieved as a result 
of great efforts by many States and peoples, may come to a standstill. 
If the threat of military confrontation starts to mount again, it will 
hardly be possible to maintain even the current level of international 
trust, without which normal relations between States are inconceivable.

The arms race, consuming as it does an ever-increasing share of the 
material and intellectual resources of mankind, can prevent any solu
tion to the extremely complicated problems of economic development. 
If the arms race continues, it will be difficult to resolve those global 
and universal problems whose urgency has increased so greatly over 
the last few decades—the provision of food, the development of radi
cally new sources of energy, the exitensive use of the oceans and outer 
space, the eradication of disease and the preservation of the 
environment.

^A/S-lO/AC.l/4.
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The bilateral and multilateral arms limitation agreements concluded 
in the 1960s and 1970s have undoubtedly had and continue to have a 
certain restraining influence on the arms race. By closing some chan
nels for the development and proliferation of weapons of mass destruc
tion and somewhat narrowing others, those agreements have averted 
the worst. Yet, because of their limited nature and the fact that not all 
States—and, what is more, not all the nuclear Powers— ĥave become 
Parties to them, they have failed to halt the arms race.

At the same time, the pace at which agreements on limiting the arms 
race are being achieved is slower than that at which the arms race 
itself is developing. Moreover, in some highly dangerous aspects of 
the arms race a point may be reached beyond which it will no longer 
be possible to conclude arms-limitation agreements based on mutual 
verification. Weapons systems are already being developed and are 
close to the production stage which do not lend themselves to such 
verification at all in terms of limiting their quantity and their quali
tative characteristics.

History has confronted States and peoples with a choice. As L. I. 
Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union and Chairman of the Presidium of 
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR said recently, “International rela
tions are now, as it were, at a crossroads, leading either to a growth of 
trust and co-operation or to a growth of mutual fear, suspicion and 
arms stockpiling, a crossroads leading ultimately either to lasting 
peace or, at best, to balancing on the brink of war.”

Only one choice is possible: it is essential to hring about a decisive 
’breakthrough in the struggle to end the ar'ms race. Time can no longer 
be wasted— t̂hat would be fraught with extremely grave consequences. 
No State any longer has the right to withhold its contribution to end
ing the arms race. And no Government will be able to justify before 
its own people actions which do not promote the solution of this prob
lem, much less those which are counterproductive.

Ending the arms race is the common task of all States, all Govern
ments and all peoples. Dealing with this task requires a joint effort.

Accordingly, the Soviet Union, pursuing the invariable Leninist 
policy of peace and peaceful co-operation, addresses an appeal and a 
proposal to all States Members of the United Nations to take, as soon 
as possible, a number of urgent steps towards halting the arms race. 
For its part, the Soviet Union is prepared to help in every possible 
way to carry them out and to participate directly, where necessary, in 
translating them into reality.

It is the view of the Soviet Union, as L. I. Brezhnev recently stated, 
that the time has come to give thought to ending completely any fur
ther quantitative and qualitative build-up of arms and armed forces 
of States with a la/rge military potential^ thus creating conditions for 
their subsequent reduction. Specifically, the Soviet Union is calling
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for discussion of a programme for the implementation of the follow
ing measures within a specified limited period:

—Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons;
—Cessation of the production of, and prohibition of, all other types 

of weapons of mass destruction;
—Cessation of the development of new types of conventional arma

ments of great destructive capability;
—Renunciation by the permanent members of the Security Council, 

and by countries which have military agreements with them of the 
expansion of their armies and the build-up of their conventional 
armaments.

Of course, it will not be easy to reach agreement on such matters.
A start should be made, therefore, with the cessation of the produc

tion of nuclear weapons.
At the same time, the Soviet Union for its part declares in no un

certain terms that it is against the use of nuclear weapons; only ex
traordinary circumstances, aggression against the Soviet Union or its 
allies by another nuclear Power, can compel it to resort to this extreme 
means of self-defence.

1. Since the main danger is generated by the accelerating nuclear 
arms race, efforts of States should be focused on measures to halt the 
arms race in this area and subsequently to reverse it.

There is no doubt that it would have been much easier to solve this 
problem at the stage when nuclear weapons had just emerged. That 
was precisely what the Soviet Union proposed at the time— t̂o ban 
nuclear weapons once and for all. However, its proposal was not ac
cepted. Now that States are armed with a wide range of nuclear weap
ons systems and now that the nuclear factor dominates the military 
reality of today and is basic to strategic planning, the problem has 
become immeasurably more difficult.

Nevertheless, it would be la grave error to believe that it has now 
become altogether impossible to reverse the course of events in the 
field of nuclear armaments. In the political and social fields. States 
and peoples have been confronted with no less difficult challenges, but 
they have proved equal to them. Statesmanship, an honest and ob
jective approach to the core of the problem, an awareness of the his
toric responsibility for the success of the entire cause, purposefulness 
and perseverance can provide ways of solving this highly complex 
problem as well.

The Soviet Union firmly advocates early action to this end. L. I. 
Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union and Chairman of the Presidium of 
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, has put forward proposals for end
ing the production of all types of nuclear weapons and gradually 
reducing their stockpiles until they have heen completely destroyed. 
What we are proposing now is a discussion of the question of how to 
proceed to appropriate negotiations.
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We believe that all the nuclear Powers should take part in the nego
tiations and that failure by any of them to do so would place a heavy 
burden on its policy. It would also seem useful to have a certain num
ber of non-nuclear States involved in these negotiations. The specific 
formula for participation in the negotiations could be agreed upon 
through diplomatic channels, or within the framework of an appro
priate preparatory committee. The same procedure could be applied 
in order to reach agreement on the agenda for the negotiations and to 
determine the items to be considered and acted upon.

No one should have any illusions— t̂his is a vast and extremely com
plex area. It includes the questions of how to achieve the cessation of 
the production of nuclear weapons and proceed to a gradual reduction 
in their accumulated stockpiles; questions relating to stages or phases 
of progress in this direction; questions pertaining to the extent to 
which individual nuclear Powers should become involved in this proc
ess at each stage, taking into account differences in the level of their 
military nuclear potential; questions as to how to leave the existing 
balance in the sphere of nuclear might undisturbed, while at the same 
time constantly lowering its level.

Of course, the formulation and implementation of measures to end 
the production of nuclear weapons and gradually destroy their stock
piles should run parallel to, and be inseparable from, the consolida
tion of political and international legal guarantees for the security of 
States. The conclusion of a world treaty on the non-use of force in 
international relations would be a major step in that direction. The 
proposals of the Soviet Union to that effect are well known. Further
more, there is the decision of the General Assembly on the non-use of 
force in international relations and the permanent prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons.

Talks on these subjects will require much effort and hard work. But 
what is needed now, first of all, is to start the negotiations and put 
the matter on a practical plane.

To this end, the Soviet Union proposes that the current special 
session of the General Assembly should adopt a decision of principle 
on the need to start negotiations on nuclear disarmament and on the 
non-use of force, determine the procedure for their preparation, and 
set a specific date for their beginning. Setting the date would em
phasize that States are firm in their intent to relieve mankind once 
and for all from the threat of nuclear war.

2. One of the most important objectives of ending the arms race is 
undoubtedly the prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons. In the 
last 10 years, since the conclusion of the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons, substantial progress has been made towards 
the solution of that problem. Nevertheless, not everything necessary 
has been done and further efforts are required now.

Needless to say, nuclear weapons in the hands of States situated in 
areas of conflict and tension would be particularly dangerous. A nu
clear conflict, should it flare up in any such region, could trigger an
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all-out nuclear clash. It is precisely for this reason that the plans to 
develop nuclear weapons in South Africa and Israel, which have come 
to light, cause such profound concern. These plans should not be al
lowed to materialize; sharply increased instability and tension in the 
regions in question would escalate the nuclear danger for all 
mankind.

Obviously, there is a need to secure the more active participation of a 
large number of States, including non-nuclear States, in the consolida
tion of the non-proliferation regime. Therefore, the wishes they ex
press in this connexion should be given close attention.

It will be recalled that what they want above all is stronger security 
guarantees for non-nuclear States. At present, such guarantees exist 
in the form of the obligation assumed by the USSE, the United States 
of America and the United Kingdom in the Security Council to under
take certain actions to provide support for the victim of nuclear ag
gression. This is an important obligation. But many non-nuclear States 
would like the nuclear Powers to take yet another step— t̂o undertake 
not to use nuclear weapons against them.

The Soviet Union declares that it will never use nuclear weapons 
against those States which renounce the production and acquisition of 
nuclear weapons and have no nuclear weapons on their territories. We 
are ready to conclude special agreements to that effect with any such 
non-nuclear State. We call upon all other nuclear Powers to follow 
our example and assume similar obligations.

The establishment of nuclear-free zones in various regions of the 
world can help to reduce the threat of nuclear war and consolidate the 
regime of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Proceeding from 
its fundamental position of support for the desire of States in any 
given region not to allow nuclear weapons on their territories, the 
Soviet Union has decided to sign Additional Protocol II of the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco), thus assuming an obligation to respect the denucleariza
tion of that continent. Of course, this obligation on our part will re
main valid only if the other nuclear Powers also respect the status of 
that zone and if the parties to it guarantee a truly denuclearized regime 
there.

Progress in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy is undoubtedly one 
of the promising ways to solve the energy problem, and the Soviet 
Union favours broader international co-operation in this area, pro
vided, of course, that it is carried out under conditions which rule out 
its use to increase possibilities for the development of nuclear weapons. 
At the same time, looking ahead, it can be said with confidence that 
nuclear energy, however important, is not the only key for solving 
the energy problem.

Alternative approaches are emerging today which do not lead to 
greater nuclear risk. They are thermonuclear synthesis, the use of solar 
and geothermal energy, and a number of other sources of energy, all
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of which may prove to be highly promising. Their development also 
promises cheaper energy than nuclear energy.

The Soviet Union is prepared to co-operate on a constructive basis 
with other States in research activities concerning new sources and 
types of energy. We have recently stated our readiness to take part, 
together with the United States of America, the European countries, 
Japan and other States, in the ‘‘Tokamak” international project—a 
thermonuclear reactor designed to produce a controlled thermonuclear 
reaction with a release of energy higher than the energy input.

It will be recalled that the Soviet Union is already providing services 
to a number of countries which are having their natural uranium en
riched at Soviet enrichment facilities. To promote a broad use of the 
peaceful atom to solve energy problems, the Soviet Union is prepared 
to go on rendering such services under appropriate international 
guarantees.

3. The strengthening of the regime of the non-proliferation of nu
clear weapons is directly linked to another, no less pressing issue, that 
of the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territories of States 
where there are no such weapons at present. This issue must be resolved 
as well.

Speaking in practical terms, no nuclear weapons should be stationed 
in the future, either in the form of deployed combat nuclear systems 
or in the form of stockpiles of nuclear warheads, bombs, shells and 
mines, on the territories of those States where there are no nuclear 
weapons today. Once agreement is reached on this matter, a process 
which could have dangerous consequences, such as the destabilization of 
the existing strategic situation, will be halted.

It is obvious that the solution of this problem depends to a large 
degree on those non-nuclear States where there are at present no 
nuclear weapons. Some of them have already made statements to the 
effect that they will not allow nuclear weapons on their territories. 
It would be desirable for other non-nuclear States in a similar situa
tion to adopt the same attitude.

As in the case of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, how
ever, a great deal depends on the nuclear Powers, especially if we 
take into account the means at their disposal for exerting political 
influence through allied and other channels. The nuclear Powers could 
take a major positive step if they assumed a clear and plain obligation 
not to station nuclear weapons in those countries where there are no 
such weapons at present. Naturally, such an obligation should be 
universal in character, that is to say, it should be applicable to any 
non-nuclear State on whose territory there are no nuclear weapons, 
regardless of whether any particular nuclear Power is or is not an 
ally of that State.

The Soviet Union declares its readiness to assume such an obliga
tion and calls upon all the other nuclear Powers to follow suit. Agree
ment in principle among nuclear Powers in this regard would make
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it possible for them to hold an exchange of views on the form that 
such an obligation should take.

4:. The 'prohibition of the development of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destmction figures prominently among international 
priorities. It is the view of the Soviet Union that this problem could 
have been solved several years ago when it was raised for the first time. 
Unfortunately, its solution has been stalled because of the attitude 
adopted by certain States. It is all the more important to multiply 
efforts in this direction now when rapid development of scientific 
research in the most diverse fields is perceptibly increasing the danger 
that new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction will see 
the light of day.

International action is urgently required to rule out, once and for all, 
the emergence and deployment of n^idron weapons. The question of 
banning such weapons has been discussed in recent months at various 
inter-State levels, including the top levels, as well as by the world 
public and the most eminent representatives of the contemporary 
scientific community. As a result of these discussions, it can be stated 
with confidence that:

—Neutron weapons are an especially inhuman means of mass de
struction of people;

—Neutron weapons will inevitably lower the threshold of a nuclear 
war and consequently will increase the probability of such a war;

—The introduction of neutron weapons by one group of States will 
inevitably lead to similar action on the part of another group of 
countries, and this will open up a new channel for the nuclear arms 
race, just as happened in the 194(  ̂with atomic, and in the 1950s 
with thermonuclear, weapons;

—The emergence of any one type of neutron weapons could mark 
but a start of this race: the first type will inevitably be followed 
by other types with even greater destructive capability, designed 
to attain objectives broader than those currently conceived, in
cluding objectives which go beyond the confines of a single 
continent.

These are the immutable facts that induced certain States, includ
ing the Soviet Union, to submit to the Committee on Disarmament a 
draft international convention on the prohibition of the production, 
stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons.

In view of the fact that the United States Government has post
poned its final decision to begin the production of neutron weapons, 
the Soviet Union will not begin their production either as long as the 
United States does the same. However, the Soviet Union remains an 
advocate of the complete prohibition of neutron weapons.

I f the interests of the security of the peoples are to be taken into 
account, consideration of the proposal concerning the prohibition of 
neutron weapons should be accorded high priority in the work of the
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Comniit|tee on Disarmament, while the thirty-third session of the Gen
eral Assembly could sum up the results of the work accomplished.

There is still time to block the advance of the neutron death and 
not allow it to materialize. Prompt action is required, however, and 
the Soviet Union once again urges all States to take such action.

5. Ending the arms race requires the early and successful completion 
of the talks already under way to this end at the bilateral, regional 
and international levels. In a number of cases, the talks have identified 
ways which can lead to agreement, and a considerable, perhaps even 
the main, part of the work has already been accomplished. Final suc
cess can be achieved by multiplying these efforts and making them 
even more purposeful.

This is primarily true of the Soviet-United States talks on the 
limitation of strategic offensive arms  ̂ designed to limit the deploy
ment of the most dangerous and destructive armaments, the use of 
which would be tantamoimt to unleashing a nuclear world war.

Serious difficulties are known to have arisen on several occasions at 
the talks on the limitation of strategic offensive arms. Many of the 
difficulties have now been overcome and there are fairly good possi
bilities for the solution of remaining problems. It is extremely im
portant not to allow new obstacles, new problems, to arise in the way 
of a successful completion of the talks. The agreement can and mu^ 
be concluded in the very near future.

After an agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms 
has been concluded, efforts in that direction should be continued with
out delay. They should lead to a substantial decrease in the levels of 
strategic offensive arms and to a further limitation of their qualitative 
improvement—naturally on the basis of the principle of equal security 
for both sides and with due account for all the related factors. The 
Soviet Union will be prepared to conduct serious and business-like 
talks on all these questions.

There is a real opportunity to bring the talks on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests to a prompt and success
ful conclusion. The peoples of the world have been awaiting this op
portunity for the past 15 years, since the conclusion of the Treaty 
banning nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water.

In order to clear the path towards constructive agreememt on the 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, the Soviet 

* Union, as is known, has recently taken a number of steps in the areas 
where the main difficulties were encountered. We have agreed to veri
fication on a voluntary basis, to a moratorium on peaceful nuclear 
explosions, and to the entry into force of the Treaty even if initially 
only three of the five nuclear Powers— t̂he USSR, the United States 
of America and the United Kingdom— b̂ecome Parties to it. We are in 
favour of the early completion of the drafting of the treaty and its 
signing.

317-783 0 80 25
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Practical talks are also under way on the prohibition of the develop
ment  ̂ production and stockpiling of chemical weapons aTid on their 
destruction. But here progress has been extremely slow, and this state 
of affairs cannot be considered normal. Although certain difficulties 
have arisen in the course of the talks and consultations on the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons, mainly in connexion with the problem of 
control, they are not insurmountable. The problem of control over the 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chem
ical weapons and their destruction can be solved on the basis of national 
means of verification supplemented by well-considered international 
procedures.

For its part, the Soviet Union has made and will continue to make 
efforts to bring about the successful completion of the talks on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. Similiar efforts, however, are re
quired on the part of the other participants in the talks.

An advanced stage has been reached in the preparation of an agree
ment banning another type of weapon of mass destruction—radiolog
ical toeapons  ̂that is to say, weapons which affect living organisms by 
radiation resulting from the non-explosive disintegration of radio
active material. The draft convention banning the development, pro
duction and use of radiological weapons has already been partly agreed 
between the participants in the talks. The Soviet Union considers 
that this work should be completed without unnecessary delay.

There is also a possibility of placing on a practical footing the solu
tion of the question concerning the reduction of armed forces and con
ventional armaments. The Soviet Union has consistently and con
tinuously favoured meaningful measures to this end. On various oc
casions, such measures have been the subject of exchanges of views, 
consultations and negotiations, both on a bilateral basis and at inter
national forums.

The time has now come to proceed from general discussions to 
actual work, to concrete talks, in accordance with the programme of 
practical measures which the Soviet Union is now submitting for the 
consideration of States Members of the United Nations.

It is high time to make headway in the negotiations on the reduc
tion of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe, Here the issue 
under discussion involves the reduction of military tension in an area 
where such tension is particularly high, and where the confrontation 
of the armies of the two military-political alliances is especially 
dangerous.

Success in these negotiations would be an important contribution to 
the improvement of the over-all international situation, and would 
serve as an example and a model for practical steps to reduce armed 
forces and armaments in other parts of Europe, as well as in other 
regions of the world.

The reason why there has been no progress for a number of years 
in the negotiations on the reduction of armed forces and armametits
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in Central Europe is that the Western participants in the negotia
tions insist, without any grounds, on the so-called asymmetrical 
reduction of the armed forces and armaments of both sides, to the detri
ment of the security of the socialist States. Although the somewhat 
revised proposals submitted by the Western coimtries in mid-April 
of this year are to a significant degree also one-sided, the Soviet Un
ion is ready to do everything in its power to reach mutually acceptable 
solutions at the Vienna talks.

Unlike the NATO countries, the Soviet Union has long ceased to 
build up its armed forces in Central Europe and does not intend to 
increase them in the future by a single soldier or a single tank.

Military detente on the European continent also requires other steps 
recently proposed by the socialist States—above all an undertaking 
by the States participating in the European Conference not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons against each other. The purport and sig
nificance of this proposal are evident. Clearly, its implication would 
considerably facilitate an agreement on the reduction of armed forces 
and armaments in Central Europe. The proposal has been made, 
enough time has been allowed for its preliminary study, and it is time 
now to begin discussing it jointly at an appropriate international 
forum.

The Soviet-United States talks on the limitation and subsequent 
reduction of military activities in the Indian Ocean can well be con
cluded in a matter of months. Both the participants directly involved 
in the talks and the numerous littoral States of the Indian Ocean con
cerned with the strengthening of their own security, have an equal 
stake in their success. The degree of progress achieved at the talks, 
about which the United Nations is regularly kept informed by both 
sides through the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, attests to 
the feasibility of full agreement. To achieve this, the talks must be 
intensified and unjustifiably prolonged recesses, which only delay their 
completion, must be avoided.

Immediately following the conclusion of an agreement on the “freez
ing” or “stabilization” of military activities in the Indian Ocean at 
the present levels, talks should be held on the drastic reduction of 
such activities, including the dismantling of foreign military bases. 
Thus, the idea advocated by many States, and above all by the littoral 
States, that the Indian Ocean should be turned into a zone of peace 
would be largely implemented.

Progress is possible in the recently initiated Soviet-United States 
consultations on the limitation of the international trade in and trans
fers of conventional armaments. This is an urgent problem which 
needs to be solved. This can be accomplished in the general context 
of international detente, the consolidation of international peace, the 
elimination of existing war danger points and the prevention of the 
emergence of new such danger points.
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This means that reasonable and precise political and international 
legal criteria should be formulated in order to determine in which 
situations and in regard to which recipients arms transfers are justi
fied and permissible, and in which they must be prohibited or dras
tically limited. Such criteria should be based on the Charter of the 
United Nations, the definition of aggression, and the decisions of the 
United Nations concerning the granting of material and moral sup
port to peoples fighting for their liberation from colonial and racist 
oppression.

Obviously, not only the USSE and the United States of America, 
but also other States that supply such arms, should take part in 
solving the question of the limitation of international trade in and 
transfers of conventional armaments.

6. It is essential to strengthen those international treaties and agree
ments in force which are designed to limit the arms race and to en
sure their universality and the participation in them of all States 
without exception.

A whole network of such treaties and agreements has been built up 
by now. It includes: the Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in 
the atmosphere, i*n outer space and under water; the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;"* the Treaty on Principles 
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of 
Outer Space;  ̂ 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; the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Bio
logical) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destructio'n; ® the Conven
tion on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of En
vironmental Modification Techniques.’'

In view of the fact that there are 149 States Members of the United 
Nations, it is impossible to regard as normal a situation in which only 
106 States are Parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 
in the three environments, 102 States to the Treaty on the Non-Pro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, 73 States to the Convention banning 
bacteriological weapons, 65 States to the Treaty on the prohibition 
of the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed 
and the ocean floor, and about the same number of States to other 
treaties and agreements.

Why do one third or even half of all States avoid participating in 
these important international treaties and agreements? Neither na-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
1968, pp. 461^65.

^lUd., pp. 3&-43. 
mi, pp. 7-11.
1912, pp. 133-138.

V&id., i977, pp. 322-326.
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tional interests, nor the desire for more far-reaching measures in the 
field of disarmament, nor references to the fact that a given State 
does not have at its disposal the types of weapons which are limited 
or banned under these agreements, can be an obstacle to accession to 
them. At the same time, it is quite evident that universal participa
tion in these treaties and agreements will enhance their effectiveness 
and political prestige.

The United Nations General Assembly has repeatedly urged all 
States to become parties to the treaties and agreements in force on the 
limitation of the arms race. The present state of affairs demands that 
such appeals should at last elicit a universal positive response, reflect
ing the unity of all the States of the world in their desire to put a stop 
to the arms race.

7. There is apparently a broad measure of agreement that, in our 
age, economic development is inseparable from the solution of the 
problem of« ending the arms race and bringing about disarmament. The 
resources which would be released as a result of practical action by 
States to this end would constitute a very important source for the 
improvement of the well-being of countries and peoples, and would 
be a significant reserve for the expansion of development assistance. 
The more radical the appropriate measures, the deeper and farther 
they would reach, and the more additional material resources could be 
diverted towards those objectives.

There is also another approach which would make it possible, di
rectly and immediately, even before important measures in the field 
of disarmament are carried out, to combine both aspects of the matter: 
the imposition of material limitations on the arms race and the release 
of certain additional resources for peaceful purposes. This approach 
is the reduction of military hudgets.

The General Assembly has repeatedly expressed itself in favour of 
the implementation of that measure, and the use of part of the funds 
thus released to provide assistance to developing countries. The inten
tion at that time was first of all to reduce the military budgets of the 
permanent members of the Security Council by the same percentages 
in the case of all the States concerned. That decision has not yet been 
implemented because certain States, including some permanent mem
bers of the Security Council, refuse to work towards reaching practical 
agreement, invoking, inter alia  ̂ the argument that the military 
budgets of States are not comparable.

The Soviet Union, seeking to facilitate a solution to this question, 
is now proposing that States with a large economic and military po
tential, including all the permanent members of the Security Coun
cil, should agree on specific reductions in their own military budgets 
not in terms of percentage points but in absolute figures. Such agree
ment might cover, for instance, a period of three years, beginning with 
the budget of the next financial year.
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At the same time, agreement could be reached on specific amounts 
which each State that reduced its military budget would allocate for 
increased aid to developing countries. In such a case, it would be 
desirable to set up machinery within the framework of the United 
Nations for the distribution of such funds among the States receiving 
aid.

He He 4c

In submitting the above ideas on practical ways of ending the arms 
race, for the consideration of this special session of the General Assem
bly, the Soviet Union believes that the steps proposed are a bare mini
mum. Without their implementation the arms race will not be halted.

At the same time, the steps proposed are substantial. Their imple
mentation would actually mark a turning-point in the entire course of 
international development: from the arms race and military tension 
to military detente, and a radical lessening of the threat of war.

Moreover, all these steps are feasible. All of them take into account 
the existing balance of forces would result in no unilateral advantages 
or benefits whatsoever for anybody to the detriment of the security 
interests of others. On most of them, talks are already in progress and 
in many cases are nearing completion. With regard to other steps, 
such talks could be started in the near future.

Willingness to move ahead decisively and political will are essential 
if the arms race is to be ended. The responsibility of each State for the 
present and the future of the peoples is so great that a State which 
failed to co-operate in meeting this historic challenge would be com
mitting a crime against humanity.

This special session of the United Nations General Assembly has the 
necessary authority and power to make a real contribution towards 
progress in ending the arms race. This is its duty and it must live up to 
it. In discharging its task, the General Assembly will lay the founda
tion for the convening and success of the World Disarmament Confer
ence. Having taken effective steps to end the arms race, States would 
be able to proceed to a radical solution of the disarmament problem, 
including general and complete disarmament.

Statement by the Argentine Representative (Montes) to the Spe
cial Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarma
ment: Ratification of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of TIatelolco) [Extract], 
May 26, 1978"

At the risk of repetition, we should like to stress that we shall un
reservedly support any fair and appropriate initiative to prevent any

 ̂A/S-10/PV.5 (prov.), pp. 57-60.
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type of proliferation and that we shall continue to co-operate with 
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IA E A ), as we have always 
done, in laying down and observing the respective safeguards. How
ever, with equal firmness we nmst stress that we shall exercise to the 
full our inalienable right to acquire, refine and apply advances in 
nuclear technology for the benefit and progress of the Argentine 
people.

My country, together with other Latin American republics, took an 
active part in the negotiating process which culmitiated in the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, better 
known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco.^ The Treaty was opened for signa
ture in 1967, and Argentina signed it in the same year, seeing it as an 
instrument that was entirely in keeping with the objective of prohibit
ing the acquisition, manufacture and stockpiling of nuclear arms in 
the area and of ensuring respect for its prohibitions by nuclear- 
weapon Powers, both inside and outside the continent.

Unlike the Non-Proliferation Treaty,  ̂the Treaty of Tlatelolco rec
ognizes no category of privileged countries. All the sister States of 
Latin America are placed on a precisely equal footing in assuming the 
obligations it lays down. By creating a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the 
Treaty makes a genuine contribution to nuclear disarmament while 
providing due protection for nuclear development for peaceful 
purposes.

I have great satisfaction in announcing here that the Government 
of Argentina, in strict compliance with its principles, has initiated the 
procedures necessary for the ratification of the Treaty of Tlatelolco. 
We do so in the confidence that it will be signed by those nuclear- 
weapon Powers which have not yet done so, thus enabling it to enter 
fiilly into force.

This decision is a further demonstration of the spirit of peace and 
harmony underlying our policy and of our unstinting support for the 
idea of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons when this goal is 
sought by appropriate and equitable measures.

My Government, in order to demonstrate its devotion to the cause 
of disarmament, has also initiated proceedings for the ratification of 
the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
and on Their Destruction,^ and also on 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,® which we signed in 1972 and 1971, respectively.

 ̂The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83. 
" IMd., 1968, pp. 461-^65.

1972, pp. 133-138.
^IUd.,1971, pp. 7-11.
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Statement by FRG Chancellor Schmidt to the Special Session of 
the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament [Extract], 
May 26, 1978"

Mr. President, let me sum it up in a language which has been more 
widely understood in this Chamber than my own.

The task, as we see it, with regard to armaments—nuclear and other 
weapons alike—is to bring about balanced and verifiable limitations, 
to effect specific and balanced reductions and, hopefully, one day to 
bring about the total elimination of arms. Complete and internation
ally controlled disarmament remains the goal.

If it is to be successful that process requires a comprehensive security 
policy, based on four guidelines: first, political, strategic and military 
balance; secondly, detente, containment of conflicts and reconcilia
tion of interests; thirdly, capacity for effective crisis manage
ment; and, fourthly, predictability and calculability of political and 
military conduct. With those guidelines in mind, we are co-operating 
in the talks at Geneva and Vienna with a sense of commitment and 
initiative.

This special session of the United Nations General Assembly de
voted to disarmament has an opportunity to demonstrate the credi
bility of international efforts in the field of disarmament and arms 
control. We hope this special session will avail itself of this oppor
tunity. To this end it is necessary that we be able to discuss the existing 
problems frankly, but without polemics, and to reach our decisions by 
consensus. That would be a demonstration of our ability to work to
gether in a global framework to strengthen peace and security.

With that aim in mind, I put forward the following proposals:
First, our experience with the verification of our commitment not 

to produce chemical weapons is at the disposal of other nations.
Secondly: We shall make available our seismological facilities for 

the verification of a comprehensive test ban.
Thirdly: We support restrictions on the international transfer of 

conventional arms.
Fourthly: We support efforts to increase confidence through a 

greater degree of transparency in military expenditures and activities.
F ifthly: We shall have reached our goal only if the nations succeed 

in trusting each other. Here much will depend on the yoimg people. 
This is why we are in favour of the United Nations considering 
specific ways of bringing the youth of different nations into closer 
contact.

It has been the general experience that all-embracing, new, dramatic 
concepts for global disarmament hold out no prospect of success. What 
we need instead are many individual advances, progress step by step, 
each step taken with the determination to harmonize conflicting 
interests.

W S -10 /P V .5  (prov.), pp. 83-86.
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Anyone who dismisses the idea of compromise in principle is not 
Sit for peax̂ e. If he is not prepared to meet others halfway he cannot 
expect them in turn to move towards him. Anyone who cultivates 
enemy stereotypes and prejudices will himself be regarded as an 
enemy.

There is far too much enmity in this world. What we need instead 
is partnership. Such partnership must ensue from the recognition that 
no one can guarantee his own security and peace by himself alone.

The historical experiences of nations differ from one another, and 
their ideologies differ even more. My personal experience of the Sec
ond World War made me a committee member of a political party 
and movement in my country which has fought for arms limitation for 
the past 115 years. For the past 20 years I have devoted my energy to 
this cause with determination, with realism and with a sense of com
mitment.

I have done so because I know that the horrors of the past must 
not be repeated. We Germans know that preventing this is to a large 
extent our task.

The world can be confident; we Germans will live up to that' task.

Statement by Chinese Foreign Minister Huang to the Special 
Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament 
[Extract], May 29, 1978"

The Chinese Government and people have always stood for genuine 
disarmament and have made positive efforts for it. We have not only 
supported all rational proposals of disarmament and put forward a 
number of suggestions of our own, but also taken a series of concrete 
measures which accord with the wishes of the people of all countries.

We have always stood for the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons, and have on many occasions stated 
that we will at no time and in no circumstances be the first to use nu
clear weapons.

We have always firmly supported the demands of small- and medi- 
um-sized countries for the establishment of nuclear-free zones and 
peace zones, and have undertaken a due commitment towards the Latin 
American nuclear-free zone.

We have always stood for the dismantling of all military bases on 
foreign soil and the withdrawal of all armed forces stationed abroad. 
We have no military bases and no troops abroad, and we will never ask 
any country for military bases or station our troops on the territory of 
any other country.

We have always stood for the complete prohibition and thorough

" A/S-10/PV.7 (prov.), PP. 67-81.
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destruction of biological and chemical weapons, and we firmly uphold 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Meth
ods of Warfare.^

We have always held that all countries have the right to develop nu
clear energy for peaceful purposes, and we are firmly opposed to the 
attempt of the super-Powers to hamper, on the pretext of nuclear non
proliferation, the development by other countries of their own nuclear 
industry.

We have always been opposed to the practice of using military aid 
to extort privileges, pose armed threats or make exorbitant profits, and 
we ourselves have never resorted to it.

We have solemnly declared that we will not seek hegemony in any 
part of the world. Our Constitution includes the explicit provision that 
China “will never seek hegemony or strive to be a super-Power.” And 
we have publicly declared to the people of the whole world that if one 
day China should play the tyrant in the world, they should work to
gether with the Chinese people to overthrow it.

The principled position of the Chinese Government and people on 
the question of disarmament is open and above board. Our deeds and 
words are in accord, and we always live up to our words. We firmly 
support all the rational proposals put forward by the small and medi
um-sized countries, but we must thoroughly expose the disarmament 
hoaxes of the super-Powers. That is what we did in the past and what 
we will continue to do in the future.

People call for disarmament in the hope that it will reduce the dan
ger of war. Hence the worth of a disarmament measure lies not in its 
face value but in its real effect. Any measure that helps to safeguard 
international peace and security and postpone the outbreak of a war 
should be supported; conversely, any measure that serves the interests 
of either super-Power in seeking hegemony and preparing for war 
must be opposed. Here is the difference between genuine disarmament 
and sham disarmament.

The people of the whole world eagerly demand nuclear disarmament 
and the elimination of the danger of a nuclear war. We do not be
lieve in the horror story spread by the super-Powers that a nuclear 
war will destroy all mankind, but like the people of other countries, 
we Chinese are firmly opposed to a nuclear war. Everyone knows that 
the only way truly to free mankind from the threat of nuclear war 
is through the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nu
clear weapons. Over the years we have repeatedly called on all coun
tries to declare that they will prohibit and destroy nuclear weapons 
completely, thoroughly, totally and resolutely, that is, no use, no ex
port, no import, no manufacture, no testing, no stockpiling of nuclear 
weapons, and the destruction of all existing nuclear weapons. And we 
have proposed the holding of a conference of the heads of all countries

 ̂The protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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to discuss the question of the complete prohibition and thorough de
struction of nuclear weapons, and first of all to conclude an agree
ment on the non-use of nuclear weapons. But the super-Powers have 
not responded to our proposals, and the talks on nuclear disarmament 
have been going on for more than a dozen years without any sub
stantive progress. We believe that, in order to reduce the threat of 
nuclear war to the small and medium-sized countries in the absence 
of an agreement on the non-use of nuclear weapons, a measure of 
urgency is for all nuclear countries to undertake not to resort to the 
threat or use of nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear countries and 
nuclear-free zones.

This is a reasonable and.practical measure. Non-nuclear countries 
pose no threat to nuclear Powers; why should not the nuclear Powers 
undertake not to use nuclear weapons against them? If the super- 
Powers even refuse to take this minimum action, it will only prove 
that their statements about desiring to see nuclear weapons prohibited 
and the danger of a nuclear war removed are sheer lies.

Important though nuclear disarmament is, it cannot by itself elim
inate the danger of war. Thus the reduction of conventional armaments 
has become a matter of increasing urgency. Both world wars broke 
out before the invention of nuclear weapons. The reality today is that 
the super-Powers, especially the Soviet Union, are maMng an all out 
effort to expand their conventional arsenals. The amount of conven
tional weapons produced by the Soviet Union alone already equals 
the sum total of those produced by the United States and the Western 
European countries. In face of the rapid growth in Soviet conven
tional military strength, the United States has also noted the need to 
shift the emphasis in arms expansion to conventional weapons. When 
the two super-Powers, which are the only countries capable of launch
ing a world war, come into conflict, they may fight a nuclear war, but 
it is more likely that they will fight a conventional war. When the 
two sides use large quantities of new types of sophisticated conven
tional weapons which are highly lethal and destructive to fight a war 
over vast areas, it will spell disaster for the people of many countries. 
In Europe, which is the focus of contention between the two hege- 
monist Powers, it is plain that the Soviet Union, using as a smoke
screen the conference on mutual reduction of forces in central Europe, 
has in recent years greatly strengthened its conventio'nal military de
ployments, expanded its military manpower and renovated its weapons 
and equipment. The number of its ground forces stationed in eastern 
Europe has exceeded 600,000. It has moved up more and more tanks, 
armoured transport cars and artillery pieces, and upgraded the attack 
capability of its air force. It has also deployed huge fleets in the 
Barents Sea, the North Sea, the Baltic and the Mediterranean to form 
a naval encirclement of Western Europe. In short, it has positioned 
and readied its conventional military forces for a surprise attack on 
Western Europe.
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Having done all the above, this super-Power, which had all along 
refused to renounce the first use of nuclear weapons, suddenly turned 
benevolent by proposing at the recent European Security Conference 
that all participants sign an agreement on mutual renunciation of the 
first use of nuclear weapons. As some discerning observers in the West 
have pointed out, this Soviet proposal was aimed at facilitating its 
blackmail and eventual invasion of Western Europe by means of its 
predominant conventional forces. It is thus unrealistic to assume that 
nuclear disarmament alone will lessen the danger of a world war, and 
it is even more so to believe that it will prevent local wars. Conven
tional forces are being used by the two super-Powers in the struggle 
for world hegemony to carry out aggression and expansion every
where, posing an ever greater threat to the independence and security 
of all peoples. Social-imperialism, in particular, has been using tanks, 
aeroplanes, guns and warships, and not strategic nuclear weapons, in 
its many armed threats or military adventures in the Middle East, in 
Africa and in Asia. It can thus be seen that for the purpose of lowering 
the war danger it is no less urgent to reduce the conventional arma
ments of the super-Powers than to reduce their nuclear armaments. 
The non-aligned countries have stressed that “conventional weapons 
which give cause for grave concern should also be the object of dis
armament agreements”. This view is perfectly correct. Equal impor
tance should be attached to the reduction of conventional armaments 
and that of nuclear armaments, and the two should proceed in con
junction. The super -Powers must not be allowed to exploit the peoples’ 
urgent desire foi* nucleaT* disarmament in their attempt to delay the 
reduction of their conventional arms, or even to intensify their race 
in conventional arms.

The war machines of the two super-Powers have reached unprece
dented proportions in peace-time history and have become swords of 
Damocles hanging over the heads of the people of the world. It is 
imperative that the super-Powers take effective disarmament meas
ures, cut down their huge arsenals and reduce their military threats 
to other countries. The Soviet Union and the United States must first 
of all take the following action: first, declare that at no time and in 
no circumstances will they resort to the threat or use of nuclear weap
ons against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-free zones; secondly, 
withdraw all their armed forces stationed abroad and undertake not 
to dispatch armed forces of any description to other countries and 
dismantle all their military bases and paramilitary bases on foreign 
soil and undertake not to seek any new ones; thirdly, stop their nuclear 
and conventional arms race and set out to destroy by stages their 
nuclear weapons and drastically reduce their conventional weapons; 
fourthly, undertake not to station massive forces or stage military 
exercises near the borders of other countries, and undertake not to 
launch military attacks, including surprise attacks, against other coun
tries on any pretext; and, fifthly, undertake not to export weapons to
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other countries for the purpose of bringing them under control or 
fomenting war or abetting threats of war.

When major progress has been made in the destruction of Soviet 
and United States nuclear weapons and in the reduction of their con
ventional weapons, the other nuclear countries should join the Soviet 
Union and the United States in destroying all nuclear weapons. It is 
high time that the super-Powers demonstrated their sincerity for 
disarmament with actual deeds instead of hollow words.

It is understandable that many small and medium-sized countries 
should have proposed that funds released through the reduction of 
military expenditures under disarmament measures be channelled to
wards the economic development of the developing countries. Some 
third-world countries have explicitly demanded that the two leading 
nuclear countries undertake to be the first to do so. This demand is 
well-founded. The two super-Powers, which are sharply increasing 
their military expenditures for arms expansion and war preparations, 
have obtained funds through plundering the developing countries as 
well as through exploiting the people in their own countries. For the 
development of their national economy, the developing countries rely 
mainly on their own efforts. They have also to strive for the establish
ment of a new international economic order. It is fully justifiable that 
they demand the channelling towards their economic development of 
the resources released through reduction of the military expenditures 
of the super-Powers, for they are only asking for the return of a part 
of the super-Powers’ ill-gotten wealth. Nevertheless, it would not be 
so easy to make the super-Powers do so. Take the case of the Soviet 
Union: it has been talking for many years about “aiding the develop
ing countries with funds released by disarmament”, but this has been 
mere lip service designed for demagogic effect. It has proposed a 10 
per cent cut in military expenditures, yet each year it increases its 
military expenditures by 4 or 5 per cent. I f it really wants to be gener
ous, why does it not begin by cancelling the debts incurred by some 
developing countries through their arms purchases from it? Some 
second-world countries have already reduced or exempted debts of 
developing countries. Why cannot the Soviet Union do the same ?

The strong demand of the small and medium-sized countries for a 
reform in the machinery for disarmament is fully legitimate. Machin
ery such as the Geneva Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
has long been under the control of the two super-Powers and has be
come a forum where they talk sham disarmament and obstruct genuine 
disarmament. This state of affairs must be thoroughly changed. Ques
tions of disarmament and international security, which concern the 
interests of all countries, should be deliberated by an international 
organ with the participation of all countries under the auspices of the 
United Nations. The items and procedures of disarmament negotia
tions should be decided on by this organ, while machinery responsible 
for disarmament negotiations should be truly free of super-Power 
control and should be set up through consultations by the above
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mentioned deliberative organ. Only in this way can the views of every 
country be fully expressed. The one or two super-Powers must not be 
allowed to manipulate the negotiating machinery and to impose their 
will on other countries. It is also necessary to point out that, unless the 
super-Powers change their stubborn attitude of obstructing disarma
ment, it would be very difficult to achieve success no matter what kind 
of negotiating machinery there may be.

The danger of war stemming from Soviet-United States rivalry is a 
growing menace to the people of the world. To put off a new world war 
is the common task of the people of all countries. True, the struggle 
for disarmament is aimed at making it more difficult for the super- 
Powers to carry out their plans of arms expansion and war prepara
tions. But historical experience as well as present-day realities tell us 
that the imperialists always divide the world in proportion to strength, 
and that the arms race is an indispensable means of their rivalry for 
hegemony. They are contending for world hegemony; they will not 
readily agree to reduce their armaments and weaken their war ma
chines. As long as imperialism and social-imperialism exist, general 
and complete disarmament is an even more impossible goal. Hence, 
we must not pin our hopes for the maintenance of world peace on dis
armament. There are many other things we can do to delay the out
break of a war.

First, tell the people of the world about the danger of war and its 
root cause and urge them to get prepared materially and organiza
tionally to resist a war of aggression. The better their preparations, 
the less the chance that the warmongers will dare to unleash a war. 
Conversely, if the super-Powers are allowed to spread illusions of 
peace with the result that the people lower their guard, fail to per
ceive the real threat of war, put blind faith in peaceful negotiations 
and the so-called “balance of terror” or pin their hopes on general 
and complete disarmament, opportunities will open up before the 
warmongers and the danger of a new world war will grow. Therefore, 
the struggle for disarmament can help to put off a war only if it is 
accompanied by full exposure of the super-Powers’ plot of sham 
disarmament and real arms expansion, and if the people of the world 
are alerted to the danger of war. The lesson must never be forgotten 
that both world wars broke out amidst a chorus of “peace” and “dis
armament”.

Secondly, strengthen the anti-hegemonist struggle in all spheres. 
The struggle of the people of the world against the hegemonism of 
the two super-Powers and their struggle against the latter’s policy 
of war are the two sides of a coin. The super-Powers want to grab 
world hegemony by launching a world war and, in preparing for this 
war, they are committing acts of hegemonism in all parts of the 
world. Everywhere they are engaged in aggression and expansion, 
seizing resources and areas and routes of strategic importance and 
stepping up their deployments for a global war. The people of the 
world can upset the war plans and deployments of the two hegemonist
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Powers and put off a new world war by waging a sustained struggle to 
frustrate their acts of aggression ana expansion, that is, to stop their 
infringement on the sovereignty and encroacliment on the territories 
and territorial seas of other countries, prevent their interference in 
the internal affairs of other countries by the threat or use of force 
or any other means, and thwart their attempts to set or redivide 
spheres of influence in any part of the world. Therefore, the people ŝ 
struggle for disarmament must be linked up with the struggle in 
defence of national independence, state sovereignty and territorial 
integrity and against super-Power aggression, interference, subver
sion and control. The struggle against the super-Powers must be 
waged not only in the realm of disarmament but in all other fields as 
well. Recently, some countries have got rid of the Soviet military in
stallations in their territories and territorial seas; others have sternly 
rejected Soviet bids to lease bases; and still others have denied over
flight to Soviet airplanes transporting arms. These are effective steps 
against social-imperialism’s war plans, and they are admirable steps.

In order to put off the outbreak of war, it is also necessary to op
pose a policy of appeasement. The Soviet Union is increasing its 
military threat to Western Europe, striving to expand its influence 
in the Middle East and carrying out a series of military adventures 
in Africa. From this it is clear that the aims of Soviet global strategy 
are: to control and monopolize Europe, to weaken and squeeze out 
the influence of the other super-Power in all parts of the world, and 
ultimately to supplant the other super-Power and establish its own 
hegemony over the whole world. Facts show that this super-Power 
flaunting the label of socialism is more aggressive and adventurous 
than the other super-Power; it is the most dangerous source of a new 
world war and is sure to be its chief instigator.

Yet, there are some people in the West today who are cowed by 
Soviet military threats and are afraid of war, or who indulge in a 
false sense of security and deny the existence of a serious danger of 
war. Politically, they seek peaceful co-operation to accommodate the 
Soviet hoax of “detente”. Economically, they offer big loans and tech
nical equipment to pacify the Soviet Union.

Militarily, they seek a respite through compromises and concessions. 
They even dream of averting the danger threatening themselves by 
sacrificing the security of others. Whether they do it knowingly or 
not, to pursue such policies of appeasement will only serve to camou
flage and abet social-imperialism’s war preparations and bring the war 
closer. It is precisely to encourage the trend of appeasement that the 
Soviet Union has been so diligently selling its fraud of “disarmament” 
and “detente”. Hence, it is necessary to guard against appeasement in 
the struggle for disarmament.

While there is the danger of a new world war, the possibility does 
exist of putting off its outbreak. This depends to a great extent on 
whether or not the people of all countries can make progress and score 
victories in their struggle against hegemonism. I f the people of the
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world, including the people of the United States and the Soviet Union, 
get united, if all countries subjected to the aggression, interference, 
control, subversion or bullying of the two hegemonist Powers, the So
viet Union and the United States, get united to form and broaden to 
the maximum an international united front against hegemonism, and 
if they fight with redoubled energy, they will surely be able to frus
trate the super-Powers’ policies of aggression and war and uphold 
world peace. The world will certainly move in the direction of prog
ress and not retrogression. The future of mankind is infinitely bright.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extract], May 31, 1978 ^

16. The Allied leaders expressed their concern at the continual 
expansion of Warsaw Pact offensive capabilities. Faced with this situa
tion, and notwithstanding Soviet statements that these massive mili
tary resources are not designed to threaten the security of the Allied 
countries, the latter have no option but to continue two complementary 
approaches: on the one hand, strengthen their defensive capabilities 
and on the other, seek to promote negotiations on arms control and 
disarmament agreements. The Allies will continue to follow the latter 
approach whenever possible, but progress in this direction necessarily 
depends on a positive attitude on the part of the Warsaw Pact 
countries.

17. The Allied leaders recognised that effective and verifiable limita
tion of arms, aimed i’n particular at correcting the existing imbalances 
in Europe in the conventional field, is an indispensable condi
tion for a durable improvement in East-West relations and for the 
consolidation of peace.

18. The Allied leaders discussed the US-USSR Strategic Arms Lim
itation Talks. They welcomed progress made in the negotiations and 
expressed support for US efforts to conclude an agreement which is 
responsive to the security interests and concerns of the Alliance and 
which enhances strategic stability and maintains deterrence.

19. With respect to Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions, the 
Allies who participate in the negotiations in Vienna reaffirmed their 
commitment to these negotiations which they first proposed at the 
Ministerial Meeting in Reykjavik ten years ago,  ̂and their determina
tion to bring them to a successful conclusion. They confirmed their 
endorsement of the agreed objective of the negotiations to contribute 
to a more stable relationship and the strengthening of peace and se
curity in Europe. This objective would be achieved by their proposal 
to create approximate parity in ground forces in the area of reductions

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 1978, p. 9.
 ̂This proposal may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 449-450.
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through the establishment of a common collective ceiling on ground 
force manpower and the reduction of the disparity in tanks.

They called attention to the important new initiative which they 
introduced into the negotiations on 19th April, to which they now 
look for a serious and constructive response from the Warsaw Pact 
participants. These Allies consider that the data discussion in Vienna 
is an essential element in the efforts towards a satisfactory outcome 
and that the clarification of the data base is therefore decisive for 
substantial progress in the negotiations.

These Allies state that they will propose that a meeting of the 
negotiations at Foreign Minister level should be convened at an 
appropriate date once substantial progress has been made in the 
negotiations and it is clear that a meeting at this level could con
tribute effectively to the early conclusion of a mutually satisfactory 
agreement.

20. The Allies welcomed the United Nations Special Session on 
Disarmament. They expressed their resolve to participate in it con
structively and their hope that this important conference would 
produce substantial results. Allied leaders agreed that the destructive
ness of modern weaponry, the danger of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, the needs of the developing countries and the requirements 
of their own societies make co-operation on a wide range of disarma
ment and arms control issues an urgent task for all countries. Progress 
in this direction cannot but contribute to international prosperity and 
make easier the necessary growth in financial resources devoted to 
development. The Allies reaffirmed their determination to persevere, 
through negotiation, in the pursuit of realistic and verifiable disarma
ment and arms control measures that enhance stability, reduce force 
levels and promote security. To these ends, they agreed to make fuller 
use of the Alliance machinery for thorough consultation on arms 
control and disarmament issues.

21. Until such time as it proves possible to achieve a satisfactory 
military balance at lower levels of forces through realistic and veri
fiable force reduction agreements, the Allies will continue to devote all 
the resources necessary to modernize and strengthen their own forces 
to the extent required for deterrence and defence. They will continue 
the efforts they have undertaken to preserve and promote the strong 
industrial and technical capability which is essential to the defence of 
the Alliance as a whole. The provision of new and existing generations 
of weaponry will require the most effective use of defence resources 
and deepened co-operation in armaments. In this connection, the Allies 
welcomed the steps that had been taken pursuant to the initiative 
agreed in London on the intensification of the Transatlantic Dialogue. 
The Allies are convinced that the effectiveness of their forces can be 
increased through enhanced interoperability and standardization of 
equipment and defence equipment planning procedures.

317-783 0 80 26
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Remarks to Reporters by President Carter: News Reporting on 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, June 2, 1978 ^

I understand that on occasion there will be inadvertent inaccuracies 
in reporting of news. And this is part of our system and I don’t con
demn i t ; I live with it. But this morning there was an example that I 
think is serious enough to warrant a direct appearance before you by 
the President of the United States. This story in The ’Washington 
Postj “White House Imposes Freeze on Strategic Arms Talks,” is 
totally inaccurate.

And before that story was published, the reporters were informed 
that the story was totally inaccurate. The editors decided to go ahead 
with it anyhow. It damages our country, it damages my credibility, 
and I think it damages the prospect for a continuation of the basic 
policy of our Government, which has not changed since I came in 
office; that is, to proceed aggressively with SALT discussions, to 
conclude a treaty as early as possible and without delay because of 
political considerations, and to make sure that that treaty, when con
cluded, is in the best interests of our country.

This matter has never been discussed, even informally, among the 
three people in our Government responsible for SALT discussions— 
Paul Warnke, the head of ACDA, Secretary of State Cyrus Vance, 
or myself. We have never even discussed it, and I wanted to make it 
clear and on the record that this story is inaccurate, that our policy is 
unchanged. And this is the statement I wanted to make to you.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Van der Klaauw) 
to the Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to 
Disarmament: Proposal To Establish an International Orga
nization for Verification of Disarmament Agreements 
[Extract], June 2, 1978"

I wish to conclude my statement by now making a formal proposal.
I propose that, in due course, we establish an international dis

armament organization to deal with verification and implementation 
of present and future disarmament treaties.

As is well-known, some disarmament agreements require rather 
elaborate permanent consultative machinery among parties and con
tain substantial implementation and verification procedures.

My purpose in presenting this proposal on an international dis
armament organization is to create an operational framework for 
consultation and verification of disarmament agreements, as well as

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 5,1978, p. 1029. 
 ̂A/S-10/PV.14 (prov.), p. 56.
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a clearing house for information on these maters. At present there 
exists an international organization for the verification of one world
wide disarmament treaty, the Non-Proliferation T reatyand that is 
the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna. No comparable 
machinery is available with respect to, for instance, a chemical weap
ons treaty or a nuclear test ban. Hopefully, we will see in the not too 
distant future multilateral disarmament treaties as the one I have 
just mentioned. It is essential and timely to give some thought to the 
implementation machinery for such multilateral agreements. This 
could avoid the establishment of all kinds of consultative commis
sions and the like, some of them with permanent staiffs. I do hope that 
the suggestions I have made on international disarmament organiza
tion will gradually mature and that in due course the idea will be 
accepted by the international community.

Remarks by South African Foreign Minister Botha: Nuclear 
Policy [Extract], June 6, 1978^

Then he (an opposition Member of Parliament) raised a very 
thorny and delicate issue in regard to the nonproliferation treaty.  ̂
This, he ought to know, is a rather sensitive area. He will remember 
that the Honorable the Prime Minister formally stated last year that 
we did not have and did not intend developing nuclear explosive de
vices.  ̂This is the first point I want to make in this respect. The ques
tion of South Africa’s accession to the nonproliferation treaty has 
been under consideration over the last few years. Allow me to state 
categorically that the South African Government supports the prin
ciple of nonproliferation. We are certainly very much in favour of it, 
because we are aware of the dangers of proliferation. However, what 
is, in the first instance, of great importance to us, is that we should 
like to be satisfied that that will, at the same time, not endanger the 
secrecy of our own process of enrichment. In addition, we should 
wish to be satisfied that the discriminatory measures so far taken 
against South Africa in this field, will cease. The government is very 
serious in this respect. The Honorable the Prime Minister dealt with 
this in some of his addresses last year. While dealing with this, I  
should just like to refer also to the unconstitutional ousting of South 
Africa from the Board of Governors of the International Atomic

 ̂Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂ACDA files. The statement was made during a parliamentary debate on for

eign policy.
^The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
" A statement by Prime Minister Vorster on this subject is printed ibid., 1977, 

pp. 540-543; television remarks by him on the subject may be found iUd,, p. 657.
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Energy Agency. This is something of which the Honorable member 
for Constantia is aware, something to which he also, quite rightly 
referred.

There are, of course, some even more serious aspects that should 
be taken into account. For instance, we want to be reassured regarding 
the withholding of the supply of fuel for the Safari reactor. This fuel 
was withheld from us in spite of an agreement with the United States, 
in spite of the fact that we had paid for it and in spite of the fact that 
the fuel would have been subject to International Atomic Energy 
Agency safeguards. In spite of these three factors, we are not getting 
the fuel for which we paid. We should therefore like to be satisfied 
in this respect. Furthermore, there is the question of the supply of fuel 
to the Koeberg nuclear installation. Again we want to know whether 
ESCOM, who has a contract witti the United States for the supply of 
that fuel, will have that fuel delivered to it. We want guarantees in this 
respect. Finally, I might mentioji that, according to Article 4 of the 
nonproliferation treaty, nuclear powers are obliged to make available 
to other signatories access to technology and equipment. We want to 
know whether South Africa, if ever she should decide or consider to 
accede, be treated—in terms of that treaty—like any other ordinary, 
normal state in the world or whether South Africa will again be 
singled out. Will special provisions again be made for us? Will we 
again, in that way have to suffer discrimination which will make it 
impossible for us to accede to that treaty ?

These are the questions that keep us busy. They are receiving atten
tion. I should therefore like to appeal to the Honorable member for 
Constantia to accept my reply and not raise any further difficult ques
tion in this respect.

Address by President Carter at the U.S. Naval Academy 
[Extract], June 7, 1978^

Today I want to discuss one of the most important aspects of that 
international context—the relationship between the world’s two great
est powers, the United States of America and the Soviet Union.

We must realize that for a very long time our relationship with the 
Soviet Union will be competitive. That competition is to be construc
tive if we are successful. Instead it could be dangerous and politically 
disastrous. Then our relationship must be cooperative as well.

We must avoid excessive swings in the public mood in our country— 
from euphoria when things are going well, to despair when they are 
not; from an exaggerated sense of compatibility with the Soviet Union, 
to open expressions of hostility.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents^ June 12, 1978, pp. 1052-1057.
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Detente between our two countries is central to world peace. It’s 
important for the world, for the American public, and for you as 
future leaders of the Navy to understand the complex and sensitive 
nature.

The word “detente” can be simplistically defined as “the easing of 
tension between nations.” The word is, in practice, however further 
defined by experience, as those nations evolve new means by which they 
can live with each other in peace.

To be stable, to be supported by the American people, and to be a 
basis for widening the scope of cooperation, then detente must be 
broadly defined and truly reciprocal. Both nations must exercise re
straint in troubled areas and in troubled times. Both must honor 
meticulously those agreements which have already been reached to 
widen cooperation, naturally and mutually limit nuclear arms produc
tion, permit the free movement of people and the expression of ideas, 
and to protect human rights.

Neither of us should entertain the notion that military supremacy 
can be attained, or that transient military advantage can be politically 
exploited.

Our principal goal is to help shape a world which is more responsive 
to the desire of people everywhere for economic well-being, social 
justice, political self-determination, and basic human rights.

We seek a world of peace. But such a world must accommodate di
versity—social, political, and ideological. Only then can there be a 
genuine cooperation among nations and among cultures.

We desire to dominate no one. We will continue to widen our co
operation with the positive new forces in the world.

We want to increase our collaboration with the Soviet Union, but 
also with the emerging nations, with the nations of Eastern Europe, 
and with the People’s Eepublic of China. We are particularly dedi
cated to genuine self-determination and majority rule in those areas of 
the world where these goals have not yet been attained.

Our long-term objective must be to convince the Soviet Union of 
the advantages of cooperation and of the costs of disruptive behavior.

We remember that the United States and the Soviet Union were 
allies in the Second World War. One of the great historical accom
plishments of the U.S. Navy was to guide and protect the tremendous 
shipments of armaments and supplies from our country to Murmansk 
and to other Soviet ports in support of a joint effort to meet the Nazi 
threat.

In the agony of that massive conflict, 20 million Soviet lives were 
lost. Millions more who live in the Soviet Union still recall the horror 
and the hunger of that time.

I ’m convinced that the people of the Soviet Union want peace. I  
cannot believe that they could possibly want war.

Through the years, our Nation has sought accommodation with the
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Soviet Union, as demonstrated by the Austrian Peace Treaty,2 the 
Quadripartite Agreement concerning Berlin,® the termination of 
nuclear testing in the atmosphere, joint scientific explorations in space, 
trade agreements, the antiballistic missile treaty,  ̂ the interim agree
ment on strategic offensive armaments,  ̂ and the limited test ban 
agreement.®

Efforts still continue with negotiations toward a SALT II agree
ment, a comprehensive test ban against nuclear explosives, reductions 
in conventional arms transfers to other countries, the prohibition 
against attacks on satellites in space, an agreement to stabilize the 
level of force deployment in the Indian Ocean, and increased trade 
and scientific and cultural exchange. We must be willing to explore 
such avenues of cooperation despite the basic issues which divide us. 
The risks of nuclear war alone propel us in this direction.

The numbers and destructive potential of nuclear weapons has been 
increasing at an alarming rate. That is why a SALT agreement which 
enhances the security of both nations is of fundamental importance. 
We and the Soviet Union are negotiating in good faith almost every 
day, because we both know that a failure to succeed would precipitate 
a resumption of a massive nuclear arms race.

I ’m glad to report to you today that the prospects for a SALT II  
agreement are good.

Beyond this major effort, improved trade and technological and cul
tural excha‘nge are among the immediate benefits of cooperation be
tween our two countries. However, these efforts to cooperate do not 
erase the significant differences between us.

What are these differences?
To the Soviet Union, detente seems to mean a continuing aggressive 

struggle for political advantage and increased influence in a variety of 
ways. The Soviet Union apparently sees military power and military 
assistance as the best means of expanding their influence abroad. Obvi
ously areas of instability in the world provide a tempting target for 
this effort, and all too often they seem ready to exploit any such 
opportunity.

As became apparent in Korea, in Angola, and also, as you know, in 
Ethiopia more recently, the Soviets prefer to use proxy forces to 
achieve their purposes.

To other nations throughout the world, the Soviet military buildup 
appears to be excessive, far beyond any legitimate requirement to de
fend themselves or to defend their allies. For more than 15 years, they 
have maintained this program of military growth, investing almost 15 
percent of their total gross national product in armaments, and this 
sustained growth continues.

’ 6 UST 2369, TIAS 3298, 217 UNTS 223.
" 24 UST 283. TIAS 7551; 24 UST 348, TIAS 7551.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201. 
® Ihid., pp. 202-204.

1963, pp. 291-293.
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The abuse of basic human rights in their own country, in violation of 
the agreement which was reached at Helsinki, has earned them the con
demnation of people everywhere who love freedom. By their actions, 
they’ve demonstrated that the Soviet system cannot tolerate freely ex
pressed ideas or notions of loyal opposition and the free movement of 
peoples.

The Soviet Union attempts to export a totalitarian and repressive 
form of government, resulting in a closed society. Some of these char
acteristics and goals create problems for the Soviet Union.

Outside a tightly controlled bloc, the Soviet Union has difficult po
litical relations with other nations. Their cultural bonds with others 
are few and frayed. Tlieir form of government is becoming increas
ingly unattractive to other nations, so that even Marxist-Leninist 
groups no longer look on the Soviet Union as a model to be imitated.

Many countries are becoming very concerned that the nonaligned 
movement is being subverted by Cuba, which is obviously closely 
aligned with the Soviet Union and dependent upon the Soviets for 
economic sustenance and for military and political guidance and 
direction.

Although the Soviet Union has the second largest economic system 
in the world, its growth is slowing greatly, and its standard of living 
does not compare favorably with that of other nations at the same 
equivalent stage of economic development.

Agricultural production still remains a serious problem for the 
Soviet Union, so that in times of average or certainly adverse condi
tions for crop production, they must turn to us or turn to other nations 
for food supplies.

We in our country are in a much more favorable position. Our in
dustrial base and our productivity are unmatched. Our scientific and 
technological capability is superior to all others. Our alliances with 
other free nations are strong and growing stronger, and our military 
capability is now and will be second to none.

In contrast to the Soviet Union, we are surrounded by friendly 
neighbors and wide seas. Our societal structure is stable and cohesive, 
and our foreign policy enjoys bipartisan public support which gives 
it continuity.

We are also strong because of what we stand for as a nation: the real
istic chance for every person to build a better life ; protection by both 
law and custom from arbitrary exercise of government power; the 
right of every individual to speak out, to participate fully in govern
ment, and to share political power. Our philosophy is based on per
sonal freedom, the most powerful of all ideas, and our democratic way 
of life warrants the admiration and emulation by other people 
throughout the world.

Our work for human rights makes us part of an international tide, 
growing in force. We are strengthened by being part of it.

Our growing economic strength is also a major political factor, po
tential influence for the benefit of others. Our gross national product
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exceeds that of all nine nations combined in the European Economic 
Community and is twice as great as that of the Soviet Union. Addi
tionally, we are now learning how to use our resources more wisely, 
creating a new harmony between our people and our environment.

Our analysis of American military strength also furnishes a basis for 
confidence. We know that neither the United States nor the Soviet 
Union can launch a nuclear assault on the other without suffering a 
devastating counterattack which could destroy the aggressor nation. 
Although the Soviet Union has more missile launchers, greater throw- 
weight, and more continental air defense capabilities, the United States 
has more warheads, generally greater accuracy, more heavy bombers, 
a more balanced nuclear force, better missile submarines, and superior 
antisubmarine warfare capability.

A successful SALT II agreement will give both nations equal but 
lower ceilings on missile launchers and also on missiles with multiple 
warheads. We envision in SALT III an even greater mutual reduction 
in nuclear weapons.

With essential nuclear equivalence, relative conventional force 
strength has now become more important. The fact is that the military 
capability of the United States and its allies is adequate to meet any 
forgeable threat.

It is possible that each side tends to exaggerate the military capabil
ity of the other. Accurate analyses are important as a basis for making 
decisions for the future. False or excessive estimates of Soviet strength 
or American weakness contributes to the effectiveness of the Soviet 
propaganda effort.

For example, recently alarming news reports of the military budget 
proposals for the U.S. Navy ignored the fact that we have the highest 
defense budget in history and that the largest portion of this will go 
to the Navy.

You men are joining a long tradition of superior leadership, sea
manship, tactics, and ship design. And I ’m confident that the U.S. 
Navy has no peer, no equal, on the high seas today, and that you. I, 
and others will always keep the Navy strong.

Let there be no doubt nbout our present and future strength. This 
brief assessment which I ’ve just made shows that we need not be 
overly concerned about our ability to compete and to compete success
fully. Certainly there is no cause for alarm. The healthy self-criticism 
and the free debate which are essential in a democracy should never 
be confused with weakness or despair or lack of purpose.

What are the principal elements of American foreign policy to the 
Soviet Union ? Let me outline them very briefly.

We will continue to maintain equivalent nuclear strength, because 
we believe that in the absence of worldwide nuclear disarmament, such 
equivalency is the least threatening and the most stable situation for 
the world.

We will maintain a prudent and sustained level of military spend
ing, keyed to a stronger NATO, more mobile forces, and undiminished
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presence in the Pacific. We and our allies must and will be able to 
meet any foreseeable challenge to our security from either strategic 
nuclear forces or from conventional forces. America has the capability 
to honor this commitment without excessive sacrifice on the part of 
our citizens, and that commitment to military strength will be honored.

Looking beyond our alliances, we will support worldwide and re
gional organizations which are dedicated to enhancing international 
peace, like the United Nations, the Organization of American States, 
and the Organization for African Unity.

In Africa we and our African friends want to see a continent that 
is free of the dominance of outside powers, free of the bitterness of 
racial injustice, free of conflict, and free of the burdens of poverty and 
hunger and disease. We are convinced that the best way to work to
ward these objectives is through affirmative policies that recognize 
African realities and that recognize aspirations.

The persistent and increasing military involvement of the Soviet 
Union and Cuba in Africa could deny this hopeful vision. We are 
deeply concerned about the threat to regional peace and to the auton
omy of countries within which these foreign troops seem permanently 
to be stationed. That is why IVe spoken up on this subject today. And 
this is why I and the American people will support African efforts 
to contain such intrusion, as we have done recently in Zaire.

I urge again that all other powers join us in emphasizing works of 
peace rather than the weapons of war. In their assistance to Africa, 
let the Soviet Union now join us in seeking a peaceful and a speedy 
transition to majority rule in Rhodesia and in Namibia. Let us see 
efforts to resolve peacefully the disputes in Eritrea and in Angola. 
Let us all work, not to divide and to seek domination in Africa, but 
to help those nations to fulfill their great potential.

We will seek peace, better communication and understanding, cul
tural and scientific exchange, and increased trade with the Soviet Union 
and with other nations.

We will attempt to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
among those nations not now having this capability.

We will continue to negotiate constructively and persistently for a 
fair strategic arms limitation agreement. We know that no ideological 
victories can be won by either side by the use of nuclear weapons.

We have no desire to link this negotiation for a SALT agreement 
with other competitive relationships nor to impose other special con
ditions on the process. In a democratic society, however, where public 
opinion is an integral factor in the shaping and implementation of 
foreign policy, we do recognize that tensions, sharp disputes, or threats 
to peace will complicate the quest for a successful agreement. This is 
not a matter of our preference but a simple recognition of fact.

The Soviet Union can choose either confrontation or cooperation. 
The United States is adequately prepared to meet either choice.

We would prefer cooperation through a detente that increasingly 
involves similar restraint for both sides; similar readiness to resolve
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disputes by negotiations, and not by violence; similar willingness to 
compete peacefully, and not militarily. Anything less than that is 
likely to undermine detente. And this is why I hope that no one will 
underestimate the concerns which I have expressed today.

A competition without restraint and without shared rules will esca
late into graver tensions, and our relationship as a whole with the 
Soviet Union will suffer. I do not wish this to happen, and I do not 
believe that Mr. Brezhnev desires it. And this is why it is time for 
us to speak frankly and to face the problems squarely.

By a combination of adequate American strensrth, of quiet self- 
restraint in the use of it, of a refusal to believe in the inevitability of 
war, and of a patient and persistent development of all the peaceful 
alternatives, we hope eventually to lead international society into a 
more stable, more peaceful, and a more hopeful future.

You and I leave here today to do our common duty—protecting our 
Nation’s vital interests by peaceful means if possible, by resolute action 
if necessary. We go forth sobered by these responsibilities, but con
fident of our strenfifth. We go forth knowing that our Nation’s goals— 
peace, security, liberty for ourselves and for others—will determine 
our future and that we together can prevail.

To attain these goals, our Nation will require exactly those qualities 
of courage, self-sacrifice, idealism, and self-discipline which you as 
midshipmen have learned here at Annapolis so well. That is why your 
Nation expects so much of you, and that is why you have so much to 
give.

I leave you now with my congratulations and with a prayer to God 
that both you and I will prove worthy of the task that is before us and 
the Nation which we have sworn to serve.

Questions Submitted by Senator Glenn to the Deputy to the 
Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and 
Technology (Nye): Nuclear Fuel Export to India, June 8, 
1978"

Question L On paq̂ e 88 of the hearing transcript, Mr. Stoel proposes 
that the Executive Branch prepare a contingency plan for removing 
United States-origin fuel from India before the possible termination 
of exports to that nation at the end of the 18-month period provided in 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act.  ̂ Has the Executive Branch at
tempted to develop a contingency plan of the type envisioned by Mr. 
Stoel to reacquire the United States-origin spent fuel in India within

^Nvclear Fuel Exr^ort to India: Hearing Before the S(nhcommittee on Arms 
Control, Oceans and International Environment of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session on Pro
posed Sale of Enriched Uranium To Fuel India's Tarapur Reactors, May 24,1978, 
pp. 376-377. For :Mr. Xye’s response, see post, pp. 388-391.

 ̂AntCj pp. 118-164.
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this period ? If so, what are the principal elements of the plan ? If no 
such contingency plan is being developed, how does the Department 
of State envision the United States will be able to exercise its option 
under the United States-Indian agreement for cooperation to reacquire 
the spent fuel ?

Question 2, In his testimony, Mr. Leventhal asserted that India has 
resisted the application of advanced IAEA safeguards techniques, 
‘namely, the use of seals and cameras. Is this correct ? Are such tech
niques now being used to safeguard United States exported material 
and the Tarapur reactors ? If not, what impact does this have on the 
effectiveness of the safeguards covering these ?

Question S, At pages 68 and 69 of the hearing transcript, in referring 
to the Special Safeguards Implementation Report (SSIR), you state 
that the report does not indicate a problem of significance for safe
guards at any low-enriched uranium fuel fabrication facility. Please 
explain the apparent inconsistency between this statement and the 
conclusion of section 5.3.2 of the SSIR.

Question 4- Is India now development [developing f~\ enrichment 
technology? If so, please describe the status of these development 
efforts.

Question 5, In his testimony before the Subcommittee, Mr. Leventhal 
proposed that the Executive Order issuing the fuel export be revised 
to provide for shipment of the export after a 6-month period during 
which time additional negotiations with the Indian Government could 
be pursued. A memorandum to Commissioner Gilinsky dated April 3,
1978, prepared by the NEC Office of Policy Evaluation states that the 
present fuel shipment could be delayed until January, 1979, without 
affecting the ability of the Indians to maintain the continuous opera
tion of the Tarapur reactors. Does the Department of State believe 
that such a deferral of the present export would affect the ability of the 
Indians to maintain the continuous operation of the Tarapur reactors ?

Question 6. The April 3 memorandum to Commissioner Gilinsky also 
appears to indicate that with the present shipment the Indians will 
have enough fuel to maintain the Tarapur reactors in continuous op
eration through the early part of 1980, a point beyond the period pro
vided in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act for negotiations regard
ing the adoption of full-scope safeguards. With this in mind, is it the 
present intention of the Department of State to recommend the ap
proval of additional export licenses for India during the next 18 
months so as to provide fuel for the Tarapur reactors after the early 
1980 date ?

Question 7. On page 72 of the hearing transcript, you indicate with 
respect to the 21 tons of heavy water provided to India under the terms 
of the 1956 contract that the Indians have been very cooperative in 
discussions concerning the future use of this material. Could you 
please provide the Subcommittee with a full explanation of the nature 
of these discussions and the position taken by the Indian Government
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with respect to this material. (Your response may be classified, if 
necessary.)

Senate Bill To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
June 8, 1978^

A n  A ct

To authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1979 under the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Act.
Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representatives of the 

United States of America in Congress assemhled  ̂ That section 36 of 
the Arms Control and Disarrrwrnent Act is amended—

{ l )hy  striking out in subsection (a) (3) ‘‘weapons systems or tech- 
nologŷ  ̂ and inserting in lieu thereof HechnA)logy with potential 
military application or weapons systems'̂ '̂ ; and

(^) hy amending subsection (b) {2) to read as follows:

“ (®) No request to the Congress for authorizations or appropria
tions for—

“ (J.) any program described in subsection {A) {1) or (^), or 
“ ( 5 )  any program described in subsection (a) (3) and found by 

the Nation^ Security Council  ̂on the basis of the advice and recom
mendations received from the Director  ̂to hxwe a significant impact 
on arms control and disarmament policy or mgotiaiions^

shall be transmitted without a complete statement analyzing the im
pact of such program  ̂either as an individual program or as an ag
gregation of related programs  ̂ on arms control and disarmament 
policy and negotiations. I t shall not be in order in the Senate to con
sider any bill or joint resolution or any amendment thereto  ̂ or any 
report of a committee of conference  ̂which contains any such request 
urdess such statement has been transmitted not less than seven calendar 
days prior thereto. The provisions of the preceding sentervce are 
enacted—

‘‘(i) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and as 
such are deemed a part of the rules of the Senxite and supersede 
other rules of the Senate only to the extent such provisions are 
inconsistent therewith; and

“ {ii) with full recognition of the constitutional right of the Sen
ate to change such rules at any time  ̂in the same manner and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule of the Senate.

Any such statement transmitted in classified form shall be accom
panied by an unclassified version thereof.

 ̂95th Cong., 2d sess. The Administration bill can be found ante, p. 99; the House 
bUl, antCy p. 260; and the final act, pp. 488-490.
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Sec, 8. Section 49(a) of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
(22 U.S.C. 2589 (a )), is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 49. (a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, there are au
thorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1979 the sum of $18,395,000 
(and such additional amounts as may be necessary for increases in 
salary, pay, retirement, other employee benefits authorized by law, and 
other nondiscretionary costs) and which $1,000,000 shall be available 
only for the purpose of furthering the nuclear safeguards programs 
and activities of the International Atomic Energy Agency, and of 
which such sums as may be necessary shall be available to conduct a 
study of the arms control study centers at academic institutions, and 
to report the results of such study with possible recommendations to 
Congress not later than January 31, 1979. The sums authorized to be 
appropriated by this subsection shall remain available until expended.”

Sec. S. Section 49 of the Arms Control and Disarmxmmnt Act  ̂ as 
amended by section 2 of this Act  ̂is further amended hy adding at the 
end thereof the following:

‘‘{d) Beginning with its request to the Congress for an authoriza^ 
tion of appropriations for the fiscal year 1980̂  and with such request 
for each fiscal year thereafter^ the Agency shall accompany such re
quest with a detailed budget for each bureau and fu/actional category 
within eojch bureau  ̂which budget shall set forth and justify obliga
tions and outlays for the fiscal year for which such request is made and 
for the fiscal year preceding and next following such year?\

Sec. 4. The amendment made by section 2 shall take effect on Octo
ber 1,1978.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to authorize appropriations 
under the Arms Control and Disarmament Act for the fiscal year
1979, a*nd for other purposes.”-

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Young) to the Special Ses
sion of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament: U.S. 
Program of Peaceful Nuclear Assistance, June 9, 1978^

Ten years ago this month the General Assembly took a major step 
toward halting the nuclear arms race by passing U.N. Resolution 2373 
commending the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
and requesting that the depository governments open it for signature.^ 
Non-nuclear-weapon states parties to this treaty are obligated not to 
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear explosive devices and to ac-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1978, pp. 42-43. The statement was made 
In the Ad Hoc Committee.

 ̂The res. may be found in Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 431-432, and 
the treaty text, i&td., pp. 461-465.
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cept the safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA). The Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) also contains 
obligations on the part of the nuclear weapon states to share the peace
ful benefits of nuclear energy with non-nuclear-weapon states Non
proliferation Treaty parties and to move toward nuclear disarmament.

More than 100 countries have become parties to this milestone treaty, 
which has contributed significantly to the maintenance and strengthen
ing of international security since its entry into force in 1970. Ten ad
ditional states have signed the NPT but have not yet ratified. The NPT 
stands as a truly international effort to avoid the increased dangers we 
all would face should additional nations acquire nuclear explosives.

Support for the NPT cuts across regional and ideological boundaries 
and includes more than 70 nonaligned countries. Considerable progress 
toward universal adherence has been sustained over the past few years 
with a number of countries with advanced nuclear power programs 
joining since 1975. We welcome the statements made by the represen
tatives of Indonesia and Turkey  ̂at this special session announcing 
their intention to ratify the treaty.

Many states have been strong proponents of the NPT, and we wel
come the continuation of that support. We urge all parties to promote 
additional adherence, particularly within their own region, as a means 
of insuring against a future characterized by competition in develop
ing nuclear weapons. We urge nonparties to once again consider the 
very real benefits of NPT adherence, particularly as a framework for 
moving us all toward a world truly free of nuclear weapons.

Strong support for the NPT has been one of the integral elements 
of U.S. nonproliferation policy for the past 10 years. President Carter 
has encouraged universal NPT adherence and while signing the Nu
clear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 ® declared that this goal is central 
to the objectives of that legislation.®

The United States recognizes that the ultimate success of this en
deavor depends to some extent on the ability of the existing non-nu
clear -weapon states to limit and ultimately reduce their own
nuclear arsenals. Vice President Mondale acknowledged this special 
responsibility, which is also embodied in article IV of the NPT, and 
emphasized the U.S. commitment to seeking substantial reductions, 
following SALT II.*̂  President Carter has placed nuclear arms control 
as a high priority item on the U.S. foreign policy agenda and has 
pledged to work toward the elimination of all nuclear weapons from 
this Earth.

The U.S. commitment to share the peaceful benefits of the atom is 
strong and irrevocable. This policy has been a constant for many years, 
and the United States has a record second to none in providing such 
assistance. Since the 1950’s the United States has cooperated with over

® A/S-10/PV.11 (nrov.), p. 8.
 ̂A/S-IO/PV. 15 (prov.), p. 16.
 ̂Ante, pp. 118-164.

*The President’s statement is printed ante, pp. 165-167. 
"Anfe, pp. 323-332.
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40 countries on a bilateral basis and has provided very substantial as
sistance through the IAEA, of which there are now 110 member states.

We are confident the recently enacted legislation provides a frame
work for making the United States a reliable nuclear supplier by 
bringing more stability and predictability into the nuclear export 
licensing process. This will help us discharge our obligations pursuant 
to article IV of the NPT, i.e. to facilitate peaceful nuclear cooperation 
with due consideration for the developing countries.

Recipient states should understand the heavy responsibility the 
United States assumes as a supplier state in insuring that its exports 
are not misused. The very real contribution of the peaceful applica
tions of nuclear energy to human development could be severely dam
aged by instances of diversion to military uses. Supplier and recipient 
states alike would suffer as a result. The United States believes there 
is no incompatability between our efforts to restrain the spread of 
certain sensitive nuclear technologies and our continued willingness 
to contribute to the peaceful nuclear development of other countries.

As further evidence of U.S. willingness to assist actively in sharing 
the peaceful uses of the atom, Vice President Mondale announced that 
the President would be proposing an expanded program of peaceful 
nuclear assistance. As a followup, on the occasion of this reaffirmation 
of U.S. support for the NPT, it is fitting to place before this body the 
details of this initiative—particularly since in a major portion of this 
program preference will be given to developing countries that are 
party to the NPT.

Since the NPT review conference in 1975,® the United States has 
been granting: such preference in a portion of its assistance through 
the IAEA. With the establishment of the following program, we will 
be expanding this policy and acknowledging the significant contribu
tion that NPT parties have made to international nonproliferation 
efforts. We call on other states in a position to do so to consider estab
lishing similar programs.

Congressional approval will be sought for the following measures:

• The establishment of a “trust” program under the IAEA that 
would authorize up to $1 million annually for 5 years and be exclu
sively for developing countries party to the N PT;

• A similar authorization of $5 million over 5 years to provide 20% 
enriched uranium fuel for research reactors through the IAEA with 
preference given to developing countries party to the N PT ; and

• Provision of up to $1 million annually in “fuel cycle” services for 
research reactors, principally for the purpose of fuel fabrication serv
ices where it would assist countries in the use of lower enrichment 
levels in research reactors.

These latter two proposals are aimed at an objective we all can 
share: that is, minimizing the use of highly enriched uranium (HEU)

* The final declaration of this conference is printed in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1975, pp. 146-156.
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in research reactors. This material is readily useable in nuclear weap
ons and if seized by irresponsible governments or terrorists could 
pose a serious danger to the security of all nations.

In addition, the United States strongly reaffirms its willingness to 
finance, through the Export-Import Bank, appropriate projects in the 
nuclear field while limiting such financing to those countries which 
meet our nonproliferation requirements—with preference given to 
NPT parties.

Through such policies as those just announced, we are continuing to 
strengthen our commitment to nuclear cooperation while recognizing 
the important relationship of such a policy to our mutual efforts at 
avoiding the further proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Address by Indian Prime Minister Desai Before the Special Ses
sion of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament: 
Indian Nuclear Policy [Extract], June 9, 1978^

In this context I should like to refer to the Nuclear Non-Prolifera
tion T r e a t y o f  which much has been said in this hall and outside. 
India is among those who have not signed this Treaty. There has been 
considerable misunderstanding of our motives. To remove these I 
should like to declare that we yield to none in our commitment to com
prehensive disarmament. We are the only country which has pledged 
not to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons even if the rest of the 
world did so. I solemnly reiterate that pledge before this august 
Assembly. In fact, we have gone further and abjured nuclear explo
sions even for peaceful purposes. We ask from others no more than the 
self-restraint we impose upon ourselves. But our objection to the 
Treaty is because it is so patently discriminatory. It makes an invidi
ous distinction between countries having nuclear weaponry and those 
devoted to the pursuit of nuclear research and technology entirely for 
peaceful purposes. Paradoxically, the Treaty gives the former a 
monopoly of power and confers on them freedom for commercial ex
ploitation of nuclear know-how, while on the latter it places restric
tions which may impede peaceful development of nuclear science. 
Along with the partial test-ban Treaty, the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
has placed the nuclear military Powers in a position which enables 
them to continue with the utilization of nuclear energy for military 
purposes while telling others: “Thus far and no further”. Despite 
protestations of peace and despite realization of the dangers of nuclear 
warfare, the super-Powers between them have conducted 254 nuclear

' A/S-10/PV.24 (prov.), pp. 7-10.
* Tlie treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461—465.
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tests during the last eight years. The weapons now with the super- 
Powers are deadlier and larger in numbers. The Non-Proliferation 
Treaty has thus failed to arrest the growth of nuclear armaments as 
anticipated, either qualitatively or quantitatively.

Interview of Indian Prime Minister Desai on NBC-TV ‘‘Meet the 
Press” : Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes and Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons [Extract], June 11, 1978 ^

Question, Mr. Prime Minister, ever since independence, India has 
taken a moral position in the world, speaking out for peace, and it was 
quite a shock I think to the world when India exploded a nuclear 
device.

In your speech to the United Nations Special Assembly on Disarma
ment this week you said that India has pledged that they will never 
develop a nuclear weapon. At the same time, however, you said that 
India can’t sign the nonproliferation treaty as long as other people 
have weapons.  ̂I f  someone like yourself, if a country like India doesn’t 
take this chance and step forward and say, ‘‘We are doing something,” 
how do you expect other people to follow ?

Answer, I have just spoken to the United Nations.. . .  The attitude 
of India is very clear. Ever since the atomic bomb was devised, India 
opposed it. And we have consistently tried to see that atomic weapons 
disappear. And therefore when the explosion was made three years 
ago in my country by my predecessor, I have no doubt that she did not 
do it for any purposes of weapons. She did it only to make use for 
peaceful purposes. But then she did it in a very secretive manner 
which gave a feeling to other countries—^which is natural; I don’t find 
fault with them— t̂hat India might go that way, and therefore trouble 
arose.

But I  do not believe she did it for any purpose of that kind. But she 
was not wise in my view.

I personally do not think it is necessary at all to have explosions for 
peaceful purposes. We have therefore said that we do not make any 
atomic weapons in the future even if the whole world makes them.

We will stand out against that and we will not make any explosions. 
And this is what we want the world to do and unless the whole world 
does it, well, it cannot come about. And yet people like us who profess 
it, we have got to set an example by ourselves, whether others may do

 ̂Transcript.
* The portion of the speech referred to here is printed supra.

317-783 0 80 27
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or not, and be confident that others also will take it up. Holding this 
view, people are surprised we are not signing the nonproliferation 
treaty. Now who are asking for a nonproliferation treaty ? Those who 
have ample arsenals, those who are making explosions, and explosions 
at any old time and adding new weaponry, and this is that those who 
don’t do it must give a pledge. Let them give a pledge and I will be 
there. But if they don’t do it, is it right that they should ask another 
who doesn’t do it to do it? It is discriminative, it is against our self- 
respect. Our independence is not less than theirs and it is only to assert 
that right that we are saying that it is not fair. And yet I am afraid 
this is not being understood. Well, I hope truth will be understood 
and I have no doubt that truth prevails in the end, and if our bonafides 
are complete, well, everybody will see them. We are not making any 
war against anybody, we are prepared to suffer for it, and that will 
turn the hearts of other people, change them. That is all the things 
that we are doing.

Statement by Secretary of State Vance: U.S. Assurance on Non- 
Use of Nuclear Weapons, June 12, 1978^

After reviewing the current status of the discussions in the U.N. 
Special Session on Disarmament, after consultations with our princi
pal allies, and on the basis of studies made in preparation for the spe
cial session, the President has decided to elaborate the U.S. position on 
the question of security assurances. His objective is to encourage sup
port for halting the spread of nuclear weapons, to increase interna
tional security and stability, and to create a more positive environment 
for success of the special session. To this end, the President declares:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any non
nuclear-weapons sta,te party to the NPT [Non-proliferation 
Treaty] 2 or any comparable internationally binding commitment 
not to acquire nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of an 
attack on the United Sta'tes, its territories or armed forces, or its 
allies, by such a state allied to a nuclear-weapons state or associated 
with a nuclear-weapons state in carrying out or sustaining the 
attack.

It is the President’s view that this formulation preserves our secu
rity commitments and advances our collective security as well as en
hances the prospect for more effective arms control and disarmament.

 ̂Department of State Bulletvrij Aug. 1978, p. 52.
* For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968y pp. 461-465.
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News Conference Statement by President Carter: Arms Embargo 
Against Turkey [Extract], June 14, 1978 ^

The most immediate and urgent foreign policy decision to be made 
by the current legislative session is in lifting the arms embargo 
against Turkey. The points that the Congress intended to underscore 
3 years ago, when the embargo was imposed, have all been made, but 
now the embargo is not contributing to a settlement of the Cyprus 
dispute, nor is it helping to improve our relationship with our allies, 
Turkey and Greece. It’s driven a wedge between those two countries 
and has weakened the cohesiveness and the readiness of NATO. It’s 
thereby harmed our own national security interests in the eastern 
Mediterranean, an area which is crucial to the defense of the southern 
flank of Europe, and also our own access and that of others to the 
Middle East.

It’s important to implement an effective policy in this area of the 
eastern Mediterranean—Greece, Turkey, Cyprus area. We have three 
purposes, all of which are equally important. First, to serve U.S. and 
NATO security interests, as well as the security interests of Greece 
and Turkey as nations; second, to improve the relationship between 
Greece and Turkey; and third, to facilitate progress toward a Cyprus 
settlement.

I ’m asking the Congress to support me in enacting the full program, 
which, in addition to removing the embargo against arms sales to 
Turkey, provides for military sales credits to both Turkey and to 
Greece, provides for economic aid to Turkey, and provides further 
funds for relief and rehabilitation for refugees in Cyprus.

Both Greece and Turkey are valuable friends and allies of our own. 
Lifting the embargo is essential to our hopes for peace and stability 
in the eastern region of the Mediterranean. And I hope that the 
American people and the Congress will give me their support in the 
realization of U.S. interests in this critical area of the world.

Statement by a U.S. Representative (Newman) to the Special 
Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament: 
U.S. Offer Regarding Technical Monitoring Services, June 14, 
1978^

As Vice President Mondale annoimced in his speech to the General 
Assembly on May 24,̂  the United States is prepared to consider re

® Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 19, 1978, p. 1091.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1978, pp. 43-44. The statement was made 

in the Ad Hoc Committee.
 ̂Ante, pp. 323-332.
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quests for technical monitoring services, such as aircraft photo recon
naissance and ground-sensor detection, in situations where such ‘̂eyes 
and ears of peace” might support disengagement agreements or other 
regional stabilizing measures.

Among the objectives for arms control set out by the Vice President 
was the strengthening and expansion of regional arrangements and 
capabilities. This critical but still embryonic dimension of arms con
trol can be important to building peace and stability and lightening 
the economic burden of arms competition in specific regions of the 
world. Since the risk is ever present in an interdependent world that 
local conflict may escalate and ignite broader hostilities, regional arms 
control also has global significance.

Regional arms control may involve agreed reductions and limita
tions of forces and armaments. It may also involve exchanges of infor
mation designed to enhance openness about military matters and thus 
build mutual confidence. Or, it may comprise measures to increase 
stability by restricting the activity or disposition of forces; these 
may function in a number of ways, such as reducing the risk of acci
dental conflict or making it more difficult to achieve surprise in attack 
or otherwise lessening the advantage of being the initiator of 
hostilities.

Measures in this last category have been called stabilizing measures 
and would include arrangements for the disengagement of forces fol
lowing hostilities as well as measures agreed to between parties at 
peace. In either case, their success may depend critically upon the 
availability of means to verify compliance with the restrictions agreed 
to and to provide prompt warning in case of a breach. In facilitating 
verification and assuring warning, modern technology can play an 
important role. Although experience is limited and local situations 
may vary greatly, we believe the disengagement agreement in the 
Sinai demonstrates this potential.^

The Sinai agreement established a precisely defined buffer zone 
separating the forces of the two sides and patrolled by a TJ.'N. Emer
gency Force. Bounding this zone on each side are additional bands of 
territory in which forces are permitted but with strict limitations on 
numbers and types of armaments, on numbers of units and men, and 
on new construction. Additional weapons restrictions apply beyond 
these areas of limitation. Within the buffer zone, each side is permitted 
to maintain a single strategic early-warning station using national 
means of surveillance.

As an integral part of these arrangements, and at the request of the 
parties, the United States in February 1976 established a tactical 
early-warning system, consisting of four unattended ground-sensor 
fields—one at each end of the strategic Giddi and Mitla Passes of the 
western Sinai— t̂hree manned watch stations, and inspection posts at 
the entrances to the surveillance stations maintained by the parties

* The agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975̂  pp. 438-446.
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in the buffer zone. The specific functions of the U.S. operation are to 
detect and report any movement of armed forces or any preparation 
for such movement into the two passes and to verify operations at the 
parties’ surveillance stations in order to insure that they are in compli
ance with the terms of the disengagement agreement. To these func
tions has since been added that of detection and identification of 
aircraft which overfly the early-warning area.

Surveillance of the buffer zone and the areas of limited forces and 
armaments is also provided by roughly biweekly U.S. aerial photo
graphic surveillance, from which both raw and interpreted products 
are provided to the parties within 4-14 days. This supplements recon
naissance flights by the parties themselves, which are permitted only 
up to the middle line of the buffer zone.

An analogous operation on the Golan Heights is limited to aerial 
photo surveillance.

Each of these operations has been a success, both technically and 
politically. Despite high levels of tension in the region, the program 
has contributed significantly to the growth of mutual confidence 
among the countries involved.

The United States is prepared to consider requests for similar moni
toring services in situations where they might be applicable. To the 
extent possible U.S. assistance would be provided under the auspices 
of the United Nations or of regional organizations but, in any event, 
only upon the joint request of the affected states. Bequests for assist
ance will be examined on a case-by-case basis. Should the United 
States decide to provide assistance, the form it takes will necessarily 
be tailored to the geophysical, military, and political circumstances in 
the affected region.

The specific services the United States would be prepared to con
sider providing would include the following:

Provision of land-hased sensors to monitor movements in potential 
invasion routes and staging areas  ̂ as xoell as across borders. The 
United States has extensive experience with a wide variety of passive 
and active sensors. The particular mix of devices most appropriate for 
a specific mission will depend primarily on the physical environment 
in which the equipment must work, but appropriate systems can be 
fashioned for most physical conditions on Earth, including a wide 
range of terrains and climates.

As a group, these land-based sensors are robust, highly sensitive, 
and easily monitored. For maximum effectiveness, the techniques they 
employ require a clearly demarcated and, preferably, uninhabited no
man’s land, as well as an international inspection team to investigate 
suspicious or ambiguous evidence. In particular cases, this team might 
be provided by the United Nations or by regional organizations. Over 
the long-run, a limited number of on-the-spot technicians would also 
be required to maintain the equipment.
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Assistance with aircraft photo reconnaissance and associated photo 
interpretation. Where such reconnaissance is intended to verify com
pliance with agreed force limitations, the limitations should be defined 
so as to be readily monitorable. For example, tanks and artillery are 
easil} 3ntifiable, but verifying numbers of troops has proved more 
difficult in the Sinai experience. In some circumstances, it might prove 
desirable to establish joint facilities for locally based photo interpreta
tion that would bring together technicians from the requesting organi
zation or affected states, as well as U.S. technical advisers. Such a 
program could lower costs and increase mutual confidence. Adequate 
training could be provided in roughly 60-90 days.

Appropriate cost-sharing by concerned parties including the United 
States will be arranged on a case-by-case basis.

While the United States is ready to entertain requests for services 
of the sort I have described, we recognize their limitations. They are 
not a panacea. They cannot replace the political will and negotiating 
flexibility which must lie at the heart of effective arms control. Their 
applicability in any given situation will depend upon the political/ 
military context as well as the physical environment. Verification of 
arms control agreements, whether using advanced technology or not, 
must be designed not abstractly but practically on a case-by-case basis 
and must, above all, be responsive to the security interests of the 
affected states. Given appropriate conditions, however, the United 
States is persuaded that technical “eyes and ears” can be an important 
ingredient in successful regional arrangements to strengthen peace 
and stability.

Letter From the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for Secu
rity Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye) to Senator 
Glenn: Nuclear Fuel Export to India, June 15, 1978 ^

Thank you for your letter of June 8 which forwarded several ques
tions related to the issue of the export licenses of India’s Tarapur 
reactors.^

I am pleased to provide the following responses for the consideration 
of your Committee.

In regard to your question concerning: plans of the Executive Branch 
for removing US origin fuel from India, we are now considering, in 
consultation with the NEC, options for the disposition of Tarapur 
Atomic Power Station spent fuel. India has taken a cooperative ap
proach in our discussions in the past on such disposition, and any

^Nuclear Fuel Export to India: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Arms 
Control, Oceans and International Environment of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations^ United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session on Pro
posed Sale of Enriched Uranium To Fuel Indians Tarapur Reactors, May 24,1978, 
pp. 377-379.

Ante, pp. 376-378.
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solution to this problem must, of course, be reached jointly. Pending 
development with India of such arrangements, the Executive Branch 
has focused efforts on assisting India in developing storage capacity 
under effective safeguards, in view of the current acute shortage 
[of storage?] capacity at the Tarapur facility and this plan should be 
implemented shortly.

'Concerning Mr. Leventhal’s assertion that India has resisted the 
application of advanced IAEA safeguards techniques including the 
use of seals and cameras,  ̂ we understand that, while India may have 
at one time resisted the installation of such devices, seals and cameras 
are in full use now at the Tarapur Atomic Power Station, including 
the spent fuel storage basins, as part of the IAEA safeguards measures. 
In this connection, I would also like to address some of the other 
assertions made by Mr. Leventhal in his testimony.^ We have no basis 
to believe that India is now considered a problem state by the IAEA as 
Mr. Leventhal maintains. Moreover, his assertion that the IAEA safe
guard regime that is applied to India does not meet the safeguards 
criteria of the Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 ® is simply not accurate. 
The question of the adequacy of such safeguards has been considered 
by the Executive Branch and the NEC in connection with other ex
ports. Based on all the information available, we have no reason to 
believe that safeguards are not being effectively aipplied.

In regard to your question concerning my statement on the Special 
Safeguards Implementation Eeport, there appears to be some mis
understanding of my position. I did observe that the IAEA Secretariat 
had indicated that there was a definite need for improvement in the 
implementation of safeguards, including those of bulk handling 
facilities, with regard to inventory taking and verification of material 
flow. A need for improvement, however, should not be equated to an 
assertion that safeguards are, therefore, inadequate. In this regard, 
we note that Section 5.3.1 of the SSIR states that in no cases has the 
reported MUF data considered to be of safeguards significance. More
over, the SSIE’s over-all conclusion was that in none of the 42 states in 
which inspections were carried out was there any diversion of a signifi
cant quantity of safeguarded material, and the Secretariat was con
fident that in these states there was no diversion at all. A basic purpose 
of the SSIE, which will now be issued on an annual basis, is to identify 
those areas in which technical and other improvements are called for 
in the IAEA safeguards system to make it more effective and to focus 
efforts of the Agency and its member states. Improvement in imple
mentation of safeguards at bulk handling facilities is such an area. We 
strongly support this effort to critically review Agency safeguards and

® “The Plumbat Affair,” New York Times, Apr. 30, 1978. Reprinted in Nuclear 
Fuel Export to India : H ea r i^  . . ., pp. 365-366.

^lUd,, pp. 362-364.
® Ante, pp. 118-164.
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intend to work through the Agency on steps to correct these and other 
deficiencies noted in safeguards implementation reports.

In regard to possible Indian development of enrichment technology, 
we are aware of no Indian plans or actions to develop commercial 
scale enrichment facilities although India, like many other states, may 
be engaged in research on various forms of uranium enrichment.

In regard to your question concerning the fuel supply needs of the 
Tarapur reactors, as a result of uncertainties over the future avail
ability of slightly-enriched uranium fuel, the Tarapur Atomic Power 
Station (TAPS) has been operating at only 70 percent of its design 
capacity since September 1977 in order to exte*nd fuel life. By operating 
at such reduced levels and with the present amount of fuel inventory, 
TAPS probably could be operated without complete interruption 
of power output even if further deliveries of new enriched uranium 
were deferred until January 1979. However, operation of the 
Nuclear Fuel Complex (NFC) where the TAPS fuel is fabricated has 
been severely disrupted since March 1978, when its supply of fresh 
uranium feed was exhausted. This has resulted in personnel layoffs, 
increased unit costs and loss of production which it would be impos
sible to make up even if fresh feed were received immediately. We do 
not believe that continuation of this situation is conducive to the dia
logue we are conducting with India on nonproliferation matters in
cluding full-scope safeguards.

Concerning the Department’s intentions on recommending further 
shipments to India, in our testimony before Congress on this case, I 
stressed that the issue under consideration was continued supply 
through the period provided by law, not simply for a single shipment. 
Assuming that there are no material changed circumstances and good 
faith negotiations continue between India and the US on resolving the 
issues involved, the Department of State intends to recommend that 
the NEC approve further supply that is needed for the operation of 
TAPS until this is no longer possible under the law. We interpret the 
amount of material needed for operation to be the amount required to 
sustain normal operation of the Nuclear Fuel Complex at Hyderabad 
for the production of TAPS fuel, consistent with the usual method of 
operating this facility.

We believe that such a recommendation would be consistent not only 
with the intent of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, but also 
with our agreement for cooperation with India which provides that 
the United States will sell to the Government of India during the pe
riod of the agreement . . all requirements of the Government of 
India for enriched uranium for use as fuel in the Tarapur Atomic 
Power Station, it being understood that the Tarapur Atomic Power 
Station shall be operated on no other special nuclear material than that 
made available by the United States . . .” ®

* 14 UST 1484; TIAS 5446; 488 UNTS 21.
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With regard to the 21 tons of heavy water that the US supplied in 
1956, it is unfortunate that our supply agreement was loosely written 
and did not require safeguards or precisely define use for ‘‘peaceful 
purposes”. The heavy water is mixed with that produced in India 
in a common pool. The Indians have told us informally that they are 
willing to discuss ways in which an amount of unsafeguarded heavy 
water equal to that supplied by the US for CIRUS could be entered in 
the inventory of a safeguarded reactor. We intend to pursue this in our 
continuing dialogue.

I hope that these responses will prove helpful in enabling you and 
your colleagues to support the Presidential decision to continue supply 
to India during the negotiation period provided by the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978.

Sincerely,

Joint Statement by the United States and Latin America: Treaty 
of TIatelolco, the Organization of American States, and Arms 
Transfers [Extract], June 17, 1978^

To promote world peace, they pledge:

—To work to bring into effect the Treaty of TIatelolco banning 
nuclear weapons from Latin America and the Caribbean.^

—To strengthen the peacekeeping machinery of the Organization 
of American States and the United Nations.

—To work toward an effective regional limitation of conventional 
armaments based on cooperation among suppliers and purchasers to 
put an end to their acquisition for offensive purposes. They are deeply 
concerned about the waste of resources to purchase arms and are 
therefore encouraged by the decision of the countries which signed 
the Ayacucho Declaration to renew their determination to find a new 
agreement to limit purchases of weapons.  ̂ They also hope that the 
Ayacucho example will be expanded to include all Latin American 
countries, and perhaps to other regions as well.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 26, 1978, p. 1123. The 
statement was issued foUowing m ultilateral discussions by the Presidents of 
Colombia, Costa Rica, the United States, and Venezuela, the Chief of Govern
ment of Panama, and the Prime Minister of Jamaica, present in Panama City 
on the occasion of the exchange of the instruments of ratification of the Panama 
Canal Treaties between the Republic of Panama and the United States.

* The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament^ 1967. pp. 69-83.
* The Ayacucho Declaration may be found 1974, PP- 81flf-822. A declara

tion of renewal by the foreign ministers of the signatory countries of the 
Ayacucho Declaration is printed post, pp. 400-401.
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Answers by the Chairman of fhe Nuclear Regulatory Commis
sion (Hendrie) to Additional Questions by Senator Glenn: 
Nuclear Fuel Export to India, June 19, 1978^

Question 1, State the legal basis for the Commission’s issuing ex
port licenses in the absence of a finding by the Office of Nuclear Ma
terials Safety and Safeguards as to the adequacy of safeguards apply
ing to such exports.

Answer, Chairman Hendrie and Commissioner Kennedy respond 
as follows:

The statutory language of the NNPA does not explicitly condition 
the licensing of nuclear exports on an NRC finding of safeguards 
‘‘adequacy”, as it does in the case with physical security, where no 
IAEA requirements of any kind are imposed. In any case, the statute 
does not call for a specific finding by the Commission’s Office of Nu
clear Materials Safety and Safeguards.

Section 127 of the Atomic Energ}'̂  Act of 1954, as amended, sets 
forth the specific basis for NRC export licensing in the form of cri
teria which must be met before the Commission may issue export 
licenses. Section 127(1), which expresses the criterion pertaining to 
safeguards provides:

IAEA safeguards as required by Article 111(2) of the Treaty 
(on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons)^ will be applied 
with respect to any such material or facilities proposed to be ex
ported and subject to the applicable agreement for cooperation and 
to any special nuclear material used in or produced through the use 
thereof.

It should be noted that the statutory language of this criterion does 
not explicitly reference safeguards adequacy. This is in contrast to 
language of the criterion pertaining to physical security (Section 
127 (3) which specifically provides that:

adequate physical security measures will be maintained with re
spect to such materials or facilities proposed to be exported and to 
any special nuclear material used in or produced through the use 
thereof, (emphasis supplied)

Based on this distinction it is our view that the Commission is re
quired to make an explicit finding of adequacy with reference to 
physical security measures but has not been directed to make such a 
finding regarding IAEA safeguards. We believe that this interpreta
tion of Section 127(1) is supported by the legislative history under

 ̂Nuclear Fuel Export to Intfia: Hearing Before the 8ul)committee on Arms 
Control, Oceans and International Environment of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, 'Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on Pro
posed Sale of Enriched Uranium To Fuel India's Tarapur Reactors, May 24, 
1978, pp. 334-337.

* I.e., the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act, see ante, pp. 118-164.
® The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968  ̂ pp. 461-465.
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lying that Section. The Eeport of the House Committee on Interna
tional Kelations on H.E. 8638 (Report No. 95-587) provides no 
indication that the Commission is to make an explicit adequacy find
ing on IAEA safeguards. The Senate Eeport on S. 897 (Report No. 
95-467) however states at p. 15:

Safeguards must be applied to the affected items in any recipient 
nation except a nuclear weapon state. This criterion is consistent 
with the provisions of Article III (2) of the NPT, which requires 
the U.S., as a party to the Treaty, to ensure that all such exports 
are subject to ^equate safeguards, (emphasis supplied)

Although this statement is inaccurate because the NPT does not 
mandate that IAEA safeguards must be adequate before material can 
be exported, it can be interpreted as a Congressional statement that 
safeguards be adequate. However, it is sufficiently general that it 
could also be read as a Congressional indication that IAEA safe
guards, as part of the overall NPT regime, are adequate.

In part because of its ambiguity. Commissioners raised the issue of 
the Commission’s role in determining safeguards adequacy in letters 
to the Senate at the time it was considering the Nuclear Nonprolifera
tion Act. Commissioner Kennedy forwarded his personal views to 
Senator Church on January 26, 1978; Commissioner Gilinsky sent 
his views to Senator Glenn on January 30,1978; and the Commission 
sent a letter to several Congressional Committees on February 2,1978 
(copies of these three letters are attached) These letters informed the 
Congress that the Commission was not presently making a determi
nation that safeguards were adequate before acting upon an export 
license application. Congress was thus fully aware of this issue when 
it did not modify Section 127 (1) to specifically provide that the Com
mission determine that IAEA safeguards were adequate. Based on 
the language of the statute and this legislative history the Commis
sion does not find in the Nonproliferation Act an explicit requirement 
to determine that IAEA safeguards are adequate as a prerequisite 
for export licensing.

However, this does not mean that the Commission does not consider 
the safeguards adequacy question in making its export licensing de
terminations. Even if all six Section 127 criteria are met the Com
mission must also determine that the export is “not inimical to 
the common defense and security of the United States.” See Section 
57 of the Atomic Energy Act. The legislative history and Commission 
practice indicate that the Commission has great flexibility in deter
mining what is “inimical to the common defense and security of the 
United States.” The safeguards issue is an important factor in the 
Commission’s determination. The Commission may, in its discretion, 
refuse to issue a license based upon its judgment that safeguards at 
a particular site are inadequate. On the other hand, the common de

*Not printed here.
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fense and security standard is sufficiently broad to permit the Com
mission to export nuclear material even if there are doubts about the 
adequacy of safeguards if the Commission determines that other fac
tors make the export noninimical.

Further, we stated in our February 2, 1978 letter the Commission 
continues to believe that the U.S. should make every reasonable effort 
to gain better and more timely information on overall international 
safeguards effectiveness and on any significant safeguards problems 
in countries receiving U.S. exports.

Commissioners Gilinsky and Bradford respond as follows:
The statutory language of the NNPA does not explicitly condition 

the licensing of nuclear exports on an NRC finding of safeguards 
‘‘inadequacy”, as it does in the case with physical security, where no 
IAEA requirements of any kind are imposed. (In any case, the statute 
does not call for a specific finding by the Commission’s Office of Nu
clear Material Safety and Safeguards.)

At the same time the Act provides that NRC findings that the nu
clear export would not be inimical to the common defense and security 

and would meet the new statutory criteria (including Criterion 1 
Sec. 127 and Sec. 128) are to be based on “a reasonable judgment of 
the assurances provided and other information available to the Fed
eral Government. . . Further, the Act specifically left open an 
NRC option to independently conduct ‘̂ country or site specific visita
tions in the Commission’s consideration of the application of IAEA 
safeguards” as part of its review of a nuclear export license applica
tion to the country in question. The only logical purpose for providing 
an option for such visits would be to authorize the Commission to 
supplement its information and analysis on safeguards effectiveness 
to enable it better to determine whether or not IAEA safeguards had 
been operating effectively and/or would be capable of operating 
effectively in the country for the lifetime of the exported U.S. equip
ment and fuel. Clearly, Congress intended that the NRC should be 
capable of assuring itself of the adequacy of the protection provided 
for U.S. nuclear exports; it expected the NRC to receive all relevant 
information on the subject from Executive agencies, to seek such addi
tional information that the Commission finds necessary, and where 
indicated, to act on that information in individual license applications 
both in the context of Criterion 1 and in the context of other findings 
of the Act.

Question 2, Why were the opinions, regarding this export, of Com
missioners Bradford and Gilinsky on the one hand and Commissioner 
Kennedy on the other, not issued simultaneously ?

Answer, At a Commission meeting held on Thursday, April 20, 
1978 the Commission met to discuss License Application XSNM-1060. 
At that meeting the Commission voted 2-2 on issuance of the license. 
The Commission then voted to submit the license application to the 
President for decision pursuant to Section 126(b).(2) of the Atomic
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Energy Act of 1954. Commissioners Gilinsky and Bradford released 
a statement of their views at the end of that meeting. Commissioner 
Kennedy proceeded to prepare his statement following the Commis
sion’s April 20 meeting; his statement was issued as soon as it was 
completed on Monday, April 24.

Question 3. Commissioners Bradford and Gilinsky in their opinion 
cite a July 10,1974, letter in which the Indians dispute that under the 
safeguards agreement pertaining to the Tarapur fuel the IAEA is 
responsible for verifying that the safeguarded material is not used 
for any nuclear explosive device. Has the Commission verified whether 
this is the continuing view of the Indian Government, and, if so, how 
does the Commission believe this affects the adequacy of safeguards 
covering the fuel?

Answer, The Commission has not verified whether the July 10,1974 
letter represents the continuing view of the Indian government re
garding the purposes of IAEA safeguards at the Tarapur Atomic 
Power Station. However, the Commission has received no information 
indicating a change in India’s position. This position could conceiv
ably affect the adequacy of safeguards measures on the basis that they 
covered activities connected with a peaceful nuclear explosive, al
though it is unclear how this distinction might come into play.

Chairman Hendrie and Commissioner Kennedy wish to note, in 
addition, that primarily because of concerns with the July 10 letter, the 
U.S. Government sought and obtained additional assurances from 
India with regard to the Tarapur facility. These were contained in a 
September 17,1974 letter to Dixy Lee Eay, then Chairman of the U.S. 
Atomic Energy Commission, from H. N. Sethna, Chairman, Govern
ment of India Atomic Energy Commission, which stated that:

The Government of India would like to reassure the Government 
of the United States of America that the special nuclear material 
that has been or is hereafter made available for, or produced in the 
Tarapur Atomic Power Station located at Tarapur will be devoted 
exclusively to the needs of that Station . , .

In addition. Prime Minister Desai has stated on several recent occa
sions that India has no current intentions to detonate any additional 
nuclear explosive devices.

While important, the September 1974 letter and Prime Minister 
Desai’s assurances do not completely eliminate the Commission’s con
cern about the continued adequacy of safeguards covering the Tarapur 
facility and the Commission continues to seek ways to further im
prove and expand IAEA safeguards in India.

Question Has the Indian Government accepted the use by the 
IAEA of cameras and seals for safeguarding the Tarapur fuel ? If not, 
how, in the Commission’s'view, does this affect the adequacy of safe
guards covering the Tarapur fuel ?

Answer, The Commission has no information beyond that provided
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by the Executive Branch to the Committee in its June 15,1978 response 
to the same question.®

Chairman Hendrie and Commissioner Kennedy also believe that it 
should be noted that the kind of safeguards agreement which India 
has with the Agency (an INFCIRC 66, Rev. 2, Agreement) does not 
explicitly require the use of cameras and seals.

Commissioner Gilinsky and Bradford note that “Other than being 
informed of the State Department’s response on this point, we have 
no other information on the use of seals and cameras at Tarapur. We 
intend to look into this matter.”

Question 6. Mr. Leventhal alleged in his testimony that the NEC 
is contemplating a realignment of responsibilities with respect to in
ternational safeguards review activities between the Office of Inter
national Programs and the Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and 
Safeguards. Is the NRC contemplating realignment ? I f  so, please pro
vide the details of any such proposed change of responsibilities, the 
status of the Commission’s consideration of this matter, and, if any 
realignment has been implemented, the reasons for the Commission’s 
decision in this regard.

Answer. The NRC is reviewing, with a view to clarifying, the rela
tions between the Office of International Programs and the Office of 
Nuclear Materials Safety and Safeguards in matters pertaining to 
international safeguards review activities. This clarification will not 
reduce the authority of NMSS. Both IP and NMSS will continue to 
share international safeguards responsibilities. The issues before the 
Commission pertain to the relationships between the offices for each 
of the various safeguard functions.

In general, the activities and responsibilities of the two offices are 
being spelled out in more detail in areas such as:

Processing of export-import licensing.
Participation in interagency groups dealing with physical protec

tion and international safeguards matters.
Participating in international programs dealing with physical pro

tection and international safeguards matters.
Implementation of IAEA Safeguards Agreement.
Establishment of physical protection and international safeguards 

review criteria for export-import licensing.
Interaction with the Intelligence Community on international safe

guards matters.

The Commission, at a recent public meeting, asked that the staff 
redraft the points at issue for further Commission review and discus
sion. Attached is a staff paper which was made available at that meet
ing outlining the discussion before the Commission.®

® The June 15 response Is printed anie^ pp. 388-391. 
® Not printed here.
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White House Announcement: Commencement of Bilateral Dis
cussions on Antisatellite Activities [Extract], June 20,1978 ^

—The United States finds itself under increasing pressure to field 
an antisatellite capability of its own in response to Soviet activities 
in this area. By exercising mutual restraint, the United States and the 
Soviet Union have an opportunity at this early juncture to study an 
unhealthy arms competition in space before the competition develops 
a momentum of its own. The two countries have commenced bilateral 
discussions on limiting certain activities directed against space objects, 
which we anticipate will be consistent with the overall U.S. goal of 
maintaining any nation’s right of passage through and operations in 
space without interference.

—^While the United States seeks verifiable, comprehensive limits on 
antisatellite capabilities and use, in the absence of such an agreement, 
the United States will vigorously pursue development of its own 
capabilities. The U.S. space defense program shall include an inte
grated attack warning, notification, verification, and contingency 
reaction capability which can effectively detect and react to threats to 
U.S. space systems.

Address by President Carter to the General Assembly of the 
Organization of American States: Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of TIatelolcp) 
and Arms Transfers [Extract], June 21, 1978^

In 1 year’s time, it will be a century since the War of the Pacific. 
We should view this anniversary, this occasion, as an opportunity to 
reaffirm our commitment to harmony in this hemisphere and to avoid 
conflict.

The difficult decisions in their region can only be made by Bolivia, 
Peru, Chile. But we stand ready with the Organization of American 
States, the United Nations, and other countries to help find a solution 
to Bolivia’s land-locked status that will be acceptable to all parties and 
will contribute to the permanent peace and development of the area.

In this same spirit, we should work together to bring into effect the 
farsighted Treaty of Tlatelolco, which bans nuclear weapons from 
Latin America.^ It was in this hall last year that I pledged to do my 
utmost to bring thi  ̂ treaty into effect and to sign Protocol I of that

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 26, 1978, p. 1137. The 
statement was included in an announcement on the establishment of a policy 
review committee for U.S. space activities.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Docvments, June 26, 1978, pp. 1142-1143.
* The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 6^83.
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treaty.® And on May 26, last year I signed it.̂  Since then, due to the 
encouragement of the countries that pioneered the treaty, the Soviet 
Union has ratified Protocol II,® and Argentina has now agreed to 
ratify the treaty.®

All but one of the countries in the hemisphere eligible to sign have 
now signed the Treaty of Tlatelolco. This precedent-setting treaty 
represents a dramatic advance for the cause of nuclear nonprolifera
tion, and we should not rest until it is complete. I also support the 
efforts of those who want to extend the spirit of Tlatelolco to other 
areas of the world and to conventional arms sales, as well.

I believe that restraint in conventional arms sales is also central to 
the cause of peace. The United States has adopted a policy, uni
laterally, which seeks to reduce the overall sale of weapons each year, 
especially the most sophisticated, lethal, and expensive weapons. We 
will not introduce an advanced weapons system into a region. And we 
are encouraging the Soviet Union, the French, and others to join with 
us in a multinational control of the sale of conventional weapons 
throughout the world.

As a major arms salesman, the United States bears and accepts a 
heavy responsibility for limiting this trade, but we cannot succeed 
alone. Our efforts will depend upon the active participation of other 
arms sellers and, obviously, on the participation of those who buy 
weapons.

I might point out that we have a better record in this hemisphere 
than is generally recognized. Four other nations of the world sell 
more weapons in Latin America than does the United States. And we 
need your help and the help of other countries to continue this progress 
toward another example of hemispheric peace and the control of 
weapons of destruction that might be observed and emulated by other 
regions of the world.

Discussions among supplier nations and providing nations have 
already begun. As make our efforts, we draw inspiration from the 
truly historic initiative that Venezuela and the other signatories of 
Ayacucho are making to remove the causes of insecurity from their 
region and thereby to reduce the pressures that make nations buy 
weapons, because they fear their neighbors.*^

As the Ayacucho nations prepare for another meeting this week,® I 
reaffirm my own country's conviction that their work is bringing us 
closer to lasting peace, and I express my hope that their efforts can 
be expanded to other weapons, both purchasers and suppliers.

We can also reduce the pressure for armaments and for regional 
violence by ensuring that all nations respect the territorial integrity

® The President's pledge is printed iMd., 1977, p. 232.
* The President’s statement on signing the protocol is printed ibid., pp. 338-339. 
®The President meant “signed.” not “ratified”. The Soviet statement on the 

occasion is printed ante, pp. 310-311: the Soviet statement on ratifying is printed 
post, pp. 709-710.

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 793-794 and ante, pp. 356-357.
 ̂The Ayacucho Declaration is printed ihid., 1974, PP. 819-822.
® The declaration by their foreign ministers is printed post, pp. 400-401.
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of others. The intrusion of foreign military forces into local disputes 
can only undermine this cause. We support improvements in the 
peacekeeping and dispute-settling machinery of the Organization of 
American States and the United Nations.

Statement by the United States Representative (Harriman) to 
the Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Dis
armament: Spread of Nuclear Weapons, June 21,1978 ^

I want to speak with you today about the most pressing problem 
that faces us as a family of nations seeking to survive in a nuclear 
world. This is the problem of the further spread of nuclear weapons 
across the face of the globe.

For more than a third of a century I have been concerned with 
this problem—as a citizen, as a public servant, and as a member of 
the human race.

In late 1941, immediately after Pearl Harbor, I came to Washington 
with Prime Minister Churchill for his meeting with President Eoose- 
velt. The Prime Minister brought with him his scientific adviser. 
Lord Cherwell, to urge President Roosevelt to undertake as a matter 
of the highest priority the development of a nuclear weapon and offer 
full British scientific cooperation. From this meeting came the Man
hattan Project that was able to produce the first nuclear bomb. We 
should recall that it then seemed a desperate race with Hitler as to 
which side would first achieve that awesome result. Fortunately, Hit
ler failed to give it the priority required, and fortunately for Europe 
that continent was spared nuclear disaster.

Since then the United States has been working to control the devas
tating power of the atom. I have been often dissatisfied with the rate 
of progress in this task. If we had managed to negotiate a compre
hensive test ban treaty instead of a partial ban in 1963 we would 
not be facing many of the grave problems that we face today.  ̂ If we 
had managed to include a MIEV ban in SALT I the whole world 
would be a safer place than it is today.^

I share your impatience with the pace of our progress towards a 
world free from the menace of nuclear devastation. But I can tell 
you also that I have been heartened by the events of the past three 
weeks here at the United Nations. I believe that there is a genuine 
dialogue going on between the nuclear and non-nuclear states. I see 
the participants in this dialogue seeking a consensus of views, rather 
than the crystallization of differences. I see a real give and take among 
the delegations here.

 ̂Press release USUN-65(78), June 21, 1978. The speech was deUvered in the 
Ad Hoc Committee.

® The limited test ban treaty is printed in Document8 on Disarmament, 196S, 
pp. 291-293.

® The SALT I agreements are printed 1912, pp. 197-205.

317-783 0 80 28
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And I am particularly encouraged because I see my own Govern
ment going forward to resolve the differences among us.

I am heartened by President Carter’s newly strengthened pledge 
last week not to use nuclear weapons against states that are committed 
not to acquire such weapons.  ̂ I am encouraged by my Government’s 
offer of greater cooperation with states that choose not to take the 
nuclear weapons path. And, as a veteran of many negotiations, I take 
particular pleasure in the gradual erasure of so many of the persistent 
brackets with which we entered this Special Session.

As a battle-scarred negotiator, I am very much aware of the diffi
culties and delays involved in the negotiation process. The last stages 
of any negotiation are necessarily the most troublesome. I discount 
the rumors that inevitably surround the fate of the major negotiations 
in which the United States is engaged—on SALT and on the Com
prehensive Test Ban. I do not discount the difficulties in settling the 
few final-stage problems. We can all be encouraged by Secretary 
Vance’s statements to the Congress this week.  ̂ I am confident that 
these problems will be resolved, but I am equally confident that it does 
no good to press the negotiators when their goal is in sight.

I mention these negotiations because, as the two most important 
negotiations in which the United States is engaged in the nuclear 
field, they represent the commitment of the United States and the 
Soviet Union to meet our obligations to the non-nuclear States. Their 
successful completion is an essential step away from nuclear prolifera
tion; and I suggest tJiat progress in Geneva is at least as important 
as progress in New York towards the common goal that we are all 
pursuing.

What I ask you, therefore, and I address myself particularly to 
those nations that have not taken up the burden of nuclear weapons, 
is to be understanding and cooperative in working out with us an 
agreed Program of Action on nuclear disarmament that can help 
further removal of that terrible threat that hangs over the whole 
world. And as we fledge [to stop and then reverse the build-up of 
nuclear armaments], we would strongly hope that non-nuclear 
weapon states would be forthcoming in giving their commitments to 
the instruments that have been devised to ensure that nuclear weapons 
will spread no further.

Declaration of the Foreign Ministers of the Signatory Countries 
of the Ayacucho Declaration, June 22, 1978^

The Foreign Ministers of Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Chile, 
Ecuador, Panama, Peru and Venezuela, the countries which signed 
the Declaration of Ayacucho,^ meeting in Washington on June 22,

Ante, p. 384.
® Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1978, pp. 14-16.
^ACDA files. Substantially the same as A/S-lO/AC.1/34 submitted to the 

G.A. special session on disarmament.
® The declaration is printed in Documents on Diaarm^ament, 1974t pp. 819-822.
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1978, in a period in which the Special Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly dedicated to disarmament is meeting, expressed 
deep preoccupation with the continuation of the arms race through
out the world and the negative consequences it implies for the eco
nomic and social development of peoples.

They declared that disarm«ament and the limitation of armaments 
are indispensable to preserve international peace and security and 
in that sense affirmed the importance of the United Nations Special 
Session on Disarmament.

They reaffirmed the importance they attribute to the principles of 
the Declaration of Ayacucho relating to the limitation of armaments 
in Latin America and reaffirmed the need to redouble efforts to create 
the conditions that could lead to an effective limitation of armaments 
in the region, so that all possible resources can be directed to the eco
nomic and social development of each of the countries of Latin 
America.

They were in accord that the persistence of international problems 
is one of the major causes of rearmament and therefore reaffirmed 
their will to bring about the solution of all controversies by peaceful 
means contributing thereby to the elimination of tensions and the 
preservation and strengthening of peace.

They expressed also their desire to explore, jointly with the other 
Latin American countries, the possibilities of reaching an agreement 
for the limitation of conventional armaments in Latin America.

They agreed to hold a subsequent meeting at the Foreign Minister 
level with the purpose of examining concrete measures in this 
direction.

V ic e  A d m . O sc a r  A n t o n io  M o n t e s  

Foreign Minister of Argentina

G e n . O sc a r  A d r ia z o ia  V a u j a  

Foreign Minister of Bolivia

D r . I n d a l e c io  L ie v a n o  A g u ir r e  

Foreign Minister of Golom'bia

Sr. H e r n a n  CtJBiLiiOs 

Foreign Minister of Chile

L ie .  J o sE  A y a l a  L a sso  

Foreign Minister of Ecuador

L ie .  N ic o l a s  G o n z a l e z  R e v il l a  

Foreign Minister of Panama

A m b . J o se  d e  l a  P u e n t e  E a d b il l  

Foreign Minister of Peru

D r . S im o n  A l b e r t o  C o n s a l v i 

Foreign Minister of Venezuela
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Statement by ACDA Director Warnke to the Special Session of 
the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament: Status of 
U.S. Arms Control Negotiations, June 23, 1978^

It is for me a great personal privilege to speak in this forum today. 
It is also a personal pleasure to note that my government attaches great 
significance to this unprecedented demonstration that all the members 
of the family of nations share a common concern about world arma
ment levels. Occupied, as we are, with major arms control negotiations 
that are of necessity bilateral and others which must, at this stage, be 
of limited participation, it is important to be reminded of this world
wide concern, and the phenomenon of speakers from 119 countries— 
including a ^core of chiefs of state and heads of government— ûnder
scores the fact that arms control and disarmament are recognized as a 
global imperative.

When Vice President Mondale spoke to the special session 4 weeks 
ago he pledged that the United States would not only speak in this 
Assembly but that also it would listen.  ̂ We have done so and have 
received, along with all the other participants, a message which is 
clear and unmistakable: The world is impatient with and intolerant 
of the circumstances in which literally the survival of human society 
is threatened by the accumulation of more and more weapons with 
greater and greater destructive power.

Now no one, particularly the United States, could seriously deny 
that we and the others who possess the major arsenals of weapons 
have a long way to go in order to meet the requirements so eloquently 
expressed in this forum. But we cannot, of course, move unilaterally or 
without regard for preservation of the military balance. We, therefore, 
have to move more slowly than we or any of you might wish. As I 
examine the Program of Action that has l^en emerging from the de
liberations over these weeks and from all the months of dedicated 
work in the preparatory committee sessions, it is apparent to me that 
the arms control negotiations in which my government is now engaged 
coincide to a remarkable extent with that Program of Action.

My agency, the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, has 
now been in existence for about 17 years. At no time in its history has 
the U.S. Government been engasred in arms negotiations that have 
the range and variety that are going on today. Some of these negotia
tions are approaching a successful conclusion, others are in midcourse, 
while still others are in their opening phases. But, almost without ex
ception, they are making significant progress.

I  thought it might be useful for me to review the present status of 
our arms control negotiations in the context of the Program of Action 
for this special session as it has thus far evolved. Although the con-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1978, pp. 44-46. The statement was made 
in the Ad Hoc Committee. Mr. Warnke spoke in his capacity as Senior Adviser 
to the IJ.S. delegation.

* The Vice President's speech is printed ante, pp. 32S-332.
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sensus document which we all hope will emerge from this session is not 
yet in its final form, we can now see its broad outlines. Indeed, its major 
points have been clear since the end of the fifth and last preparatory 
committee.

Status of U,S, Arms Control Negotiations

I will begin with the topic to which the program appropriately gives 
priority—the area of nuclear weapons, and specifically immediate and 
short-term measures to halt and reverse the arms race. In that area of 
nuclear weapons, we are vigorously pursuing negotiations with the 
Soviet Union on a SALT II agreement. We are also negotiating with 
the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom looking toward a compre
hensive test ban treaty. It is our expectation that the result of these 
trilateral negotiations would be considered by the multilateral forum 
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD).

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, SALT is and must be a continuing 
process. In SALT I (May 1972) certain limits were set on strategic 
ballistic missiles, and the destabilizing potential of antiballistic mis
sile systems was brought under control.  ̂ Looking to the future, the 
framework of the overall SALT II agreement will itself include prin
ciples on which we can proceed promptly to a SALT III negotiation.

The emerging agreement will provide—and as a matter of fact an 
accord has already been reached in principle on these provisions— n̂ot 
only for a cap on the quantitative nuclear arms race but also for sig
nificant reductions in the ceilings that were worked out tentatively by 
the United States and the Soviet Union in Vladivostok in 1974.  ̂
Moreover, for the first time in these negotiations the SALT II agree
ment will include qualitative constraints which will begin to close 
down the technological competition in strategic nuclear weapons.

It is agreed by the parties that SALT III, the third stage in our 
talks—and I hope that this will begin immediately when SALT II  
has been concluded—will aim at even deeper cuts in the numbers and 
more effective and comprehensive qualitative limitations.

Gom'prehensive Test Ban Treaty, In the nuclear area as well, the 
comprehensive test ban treaty will represent the culmination of efforts 
now extending over past two decades, and which have previously pro
duced the limited test ban treaty ® and the threshold test ban treaty.® 
What we are now pursuing is the prospect of a complete ban on all 
nuclear test explosions. The Program of Action wisely recognizes this 
ban as an essential step on the road to the eventual complete elimination 
of nuclear weapons.

During this session, after hearing the concerns that were voiced by 
the non-nuclear-weapon states, the United States has taken a further

* The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Diaarmamentf 1972  ̂ pp. 
197-205.

 ̂For the Vladivostok agreement, see ihid.f 1974, PP* 746-750.
1963, pp. 291-293.

®/6i( .̂, 1974, pp. 225-229.
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step to limit the possibility of the use of nuclear weapons and thus a 
step to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war and to discourage the 
spread of such weapons. In President Carter’s statement, read by 
Secretary Vance, the United States has pledged that it . . will not 
use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear-weapons state party to 
the NPT  ̂or any comparable internationally binding commitment not 
to acquire nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of an attack on 
the United States, its territories or armed forces, or its allies, by such a 
state allied to a nuclear-weapons state or associated with a nuclear- 
weapons state in carrying out or sustaining the attack.” ® This under
taking appreciably expands President Carter’s previous commitment 
to the October session of the General Assembly,® and this expanded 
commitment shows our determination that nuclear weapons must truly 
be treated as weapons of last resort.

My country is also pursuing an organized plan of carefully related 
policies which we believe can insure the continued peaceful develop
ment of nuclear power and the pursuit of nuclear research without 
contributing to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. A fundamental 
part of these related policies is to encourage all nations to adhere to 
the nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. We urge that they do so in 
their own self-interest and in the interest of world peace.

At times it has been argued that the nuclear powers have not acted 
promptly enough or strongly enough to discharge their obligation 
under article 6 of the N PT; under that article they pledge to pursue 
the control and reduction of nuclear arms. Dissatisfaction with the 
implementation of article 6 is even cited at times as casting doubt on 
the equity of the treaty or providing a rationale for nonadherence.

The pace of nuclear arms control beyond doubt, has been painfully 
slow. I have tried to explain today some of the reasons why more 
rapid action is difficult to achieve. I have assured you, and assure you 
now, that the United States recognizes that every effort must be made 
to accelerate movement toward sound and effective measures to limit 
nuclear arms.

We agree that the existing nuclear weapon states must recognize and 
respond to urgings that they take the action contemplated by article 6 
of the NPT. Certainly the nuclear weapon states cannot show indiffer
ence to the moral questions created by their possession of nuclear 
weapons. But the world community cannot accept dissatisfaction with 
the actions thus far taken by the existing nuclear weapon states as an 
excuse for other countries to acquire nuclear weapons. Certainly the 
risk to world peace and to human survival created by the existence of 
five nuclear weapon states cannot be diminished if more such weapons 
are acquired by additional states. Indeed, I would suggest that such 
proliferation would only reduce the pressures, the incentives, and the

’ The nonproliferation treaty, printed iftid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂Ante, p. 384.
* D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1977, pp. 604r-609.
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prospect that the existing nuclear weapon states will move toward 
nuclear arms control.

As President Carter stated before the U.N. General Assembly on 
October 4,1977:

The existence of nuclear weapons in the United States and the 
Soviet Union, in Great Britain, France, and China is something that 
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.

To strengthen global efforts to halt proliferation of nuclear weap
ons, my government has announced in this session its intention to 
enlarge its contribution to the peaceful nuclear programs of other 
countries through a number of specific new programs. While helping 
other countries meet their energy needs these programs are designed 
to strengthen the NPT by granting preference to treaty parties, to 
enhance the IAEA’s role in peaceful nuclear cooperation, and to pro
vide incentives to minimize the export of weapons-grade uranium for 
use in research reactors.

The United States also supports the concept of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones wherever circumstances permit. We have participated in 
the creation of such a zone in Latin America.̂ ^̂  Our recent signature 
of Protocol I constitutes agreement to apply the denuclearization 
provision of the treaty to our territories within the zone. We hope 
that the few remaining states which have not yet accepted obliga
tions under the treaty will be encouraged to do so.

Chemical and Radiological Weapons. The next major subhead in 
the Program of Action concerns other weapons of mass destruction. 
Here we are actively engaged, as you know, in negotiations with the 
Soviets under the auspices of the CC.D to put an end to the produc
tion of chemical weapons and to provide for the destruction of exist
ing stockpiles. As you can imagine, problems of verification are 
extremely difficult and complex but we are making good progress.

We are also at work on a treaty on the prohibition of radiological 
weapons—weapons which would produce lethal radiation without a 
nuclear explosion.

Conventional Weapons, The field of conventional weapons is also 
a subject of our currently active arms control negotiations. Conven
tional weapons account for by far the major part of the world’s annual 
arms budget. In seeking to restrict conventional arms transfers, we 
have entered into bilateral talks with the Soviet Union. Although 
these talks between the two largest suppliers of arms to foreign coun
tries are still in the primary stage, the indications are promising.

The United States, as a unilateral action, has met the goal we set 
for ourselves this year to reduce the overall volume of our arms trans

“ The treaty is printed ibid,, 1967, pp. 69-83.
^ The President’s statement on signing is printed iUd,, 1977, pp. 338-339.
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fers. However, if we are to succeed in restraining the flow of arms, 
we must involve both other suppliers and recipients in multilateral 
discussions. Regional conferences mav be a particularly useful mecha
nism for this. The Declaration of Ayacucho represents a promising 
beginning in the Latin American region, and we are encouraged by 
current efforts to broaden this agreement.^^

We attach great importance to the objective of reducing the $400 
billion devoted each year to military budgets. An important step in 
that direction would be standardized universal reporting of military 
expenditures. Recognizing the special difficulties in finding a common 
measure for military budgets of different states, we have responded to 
the invitation from the I7.N. Secretary General and have committed 
ourselves to provide our own military budget data in a standard 
format for purposes of comparison. We continue to hope that more 
states will do the same.

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions. We have been engaged for 
almost 5 years in multilateral discussions on the so-called mutual and 
balanced force reductions in Europe. These discussions, after a long 
period in which little progress was made, have begun to pick up speed 
with the recent introduction of a major new initiative by the Western 
participants and a response in the form of a counterproposal by the 
East.

Indian Ocean, Since last year, the United States and the Soviet 
Union have been conducting bilateral talks on Indian Ocean arms 
limitations. It is our hope to avert an arms build-up in this region 
by stabilizing the U.S.-Soviet military presence and then possibly 
moving on to mutual reductions.

Antisatellite Weapons, The United States and the Soviet Union 
have also, during the time of this special session, begun a series of 
negotiations looking toward control of and elimination of antisatellite 
capabilities. We regard these negotiations as important to protect 
the peaceful uses of space and to reduce the risk that antisatellite 
weapons can threaten the viability of arms control agreements which 
must rely in large part on national technical means of verification.

Regional Conflicts. It has been long recognized from bitter experi
ence, that threats to international security begin with situations of 
relatively minor conflict or potential conflict. For this reason we have 
been especially interested in work on other measures to strengthen 
international security and to build confidence so that the possibility 
of accidental conflict will be lessened, the misperception and uncer
tainty which contribute to the arms race will be reduced, and a firmer 
basis of trust will be created for the negotiation of limitations and 
reductions.

As announced by Vice President Mondale and elaborated by Mr. 
Newman,^  ̂the United States, drawing upon its own experience in the

“  The declaration is printed ibid,, 1974, PP« 819-822.
^ Ante, pp. 32a-332.
^^Ante, pp. 385-388.



BREZHNEV ADDRESS, JU N E  25 407

Middle East, is prepared to consider requests for technical monitoring 
services, such as aircraft photo reconnaissance and ground-sensor 
detection, in situations where such ‘‘eyes and ears of peace” might sup
port disengagement agreements or other regional stabilizing measures.

Development Assistance. We havQ recognized the critical relation
ship between disarmament and development as spelled out in the sec
tion of the Program of Action dealing with this subject. The United 
States believes that development assistance is a high priority objective 
which deserves serious consideration in the reprogramming of savings 
which may accrue from disarmament.

Conclusion

This brief catalogue of the ongoing activities of the United States, 
in pursuit of our common goal of a peaceful world which no longer 
bristles with armaments, demonstrates, I hope, that the activities we 
are already engaged in are in close conformity with the structure 
that you have been developing in the Program of Action.

I do not mean to suggest however, that we can rest on our laurels 
or, indeed, to argue that our efforts thus far are deserving of any 
laurel crown. When we contemplate our ultimate objectives— t̂he re
duction and elimination of nuclear weapons stockpiles, an end to the 
development and production of nuclear weapons and of nuclear weap
ons material, sharp curtailment of the global traffic in conventional 
arms, the achievement of stability and security both globally and re
gionally at greatly reduced levels of armaments, and the redirection 
to man’s social needs of the vast amounts of human energy and material 
resources now devoted to the instruments of war—and see how far 
we still must go to attain them, we can only feel a sense of urgency.

But what I want to say in this forum is that we in the United States 
have made a beginning. We are eager to carry on our work in the 
closest harmony with other members of this family of nations—a 
family which, if it is to live at all, must learn to live together.

Address by Soviet President Brezhnev: Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks [Extract], June 25, 1978^

One of the most important directions in this field is the Vienna 
talks on the limitation of armed forces and armaments in central 
Europe. I have frequently had occasion to discuss this problem, and, 
to tell the truth, I have done so with a heavy heart. Indeed, the 15th 
round of the talks has begun. They have been going on for nearly 5 
years now, but so far there have been no practical results. Yet the

^Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, June 25, 1978; FBIS Daily Report^ 
June 26, 1978, vol. I l l ,  pp. R9-R10. The address was deUvered in Minsk.
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question is not a trivial one; it is of the utmost importance for Europe 
and for the entire international situation. After considering the situa
tion in all its aspects, the socialist countries have taken another im
portant step to get the Vienna talks moving again. Our countries have 
put forward proposals in Vienna, new wide-ranging and concrete 
proposals, taking into account the whole considerable experience of 
those talks.

What is their main feature? First, they are completely clear and 
precise proposals. They name concrete figures for the Soviet and U.S. 
forces to be withdrawn in the first stage; and those figures are sub
stantial. The USSR, for its part, is willing to withdraw, in the course 
of a year, a total of 3 divisions together with their military equipment, 
including about 1,000 tanks. Secondly, the reduction of NATO and 
Warsaw Pact armed forces would be carried out in such a way as to 
preserve their balance, or, as it is called, parity.

As a result of the force reduction of all countries for each of the 
groupings in central Europe, it is proposed to establish an identical 
common ceiling. Incidentally, the actual idea of such a ceiling corre.-̂  
sponds to what was proposed by the Western countries; although, of 
course, we firmly believe that none of the participants has the right, 
hiding behind the backs of others, to evade reduction, or, still less, to 
increase its armaments at the expense of the others reduction. The 
socialist countries are proposing to their partners a reasonable and 
realistic compromise. In putting forward their proposals, they have 
met the other side even more than half-way. We appeal to the NATO 
countries: Let us, at last, get down to business. A basis for agreement 
certainly already exists. Now everything depends upon the political 
will of the West. The achievement of agreement in Vienna would en
able us to go on to discuss other specific questions of European mili
tary detente of interest to both sides.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Mutual and Bal 
anced Force Reductions Talks [Extract], June 26, 1978^

Q. Mr. President, along with the recent tougher rhetoric from 
Moscow, there’s also reportedly been an important concession by the 
Soviets that the talks over reducing the number of NATO and Warsaw 
Pact troops faced off in Europe, I wonder, in light of that, what are the 
prospects now for an agreement of those talks ?

The President, The prospects now are much better than they were a 
month ago. We, along with our NATO Allies, have been pursuing 
what we call the mutual and balanced force reductions in the European

 ̂W eekly  Compilation o f P residentia l D ocuments, July 3, 1978, pp. 1182-1183.
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Theatre for a number of years in the talks at Vienna. And the Soviets, 
this past 2 weeks—I think within the last 2 weeks—replied in a very 
affirmative way. Over the weekend President Brezhnev made a speech, 
I think at Minsk, where he said that this was a major reply on the part 
of the Soviet Union. He thought that we should assess it very care
fully.^ So, I don’t know what the future results should be.

There is a difference in estimate of the number of Soviet forces in 
the Warsaw Pact region. Eastern Europe, compared to what we think 
they have there. We think the Soviets have a superior force in the 
number of men, the number of tanks, to us. The Soviets’ estimates are 
considerably lower.

We are negotiating now with the Soviets to see where the disparity 
lies. And what we want is to have a balanced reduction, so that at the 
end of this reduction the two forces will be roughly equivalent to each 
other and that they will be at a lower level than before. So, I would 
say it’s a step in the right direction, and we will pursue it.

Assessment by the Central Intelligence Agency: Estimated Soviet 
Defense Spending, Trends and Prospects [Extract], June 26, 
1978^

K ey J udgments

Total Defense Spending. Our estimates of the ruble cost of Soviet 
defense activities during the 1967-77 period indicate that:

Soviet defense spending, defined to correspond to U.S. budgetary 
accounts and measured in constant 1970 prices, grew at an average 
annual rate of about 4 to 5 percent—from 35^0 billion rubles in 1967 
to 53-58 billion rubles in 1977.

Defined more broadly, as Soviet practice might require, defense 
spending grew from 40-45 billion rubles in 1967 to 58-63 billion rubles 
in 1977.

Economic Impact, The defense effort has had a substantial impact 
on the Soviet economy:

During the 1967-77 period, defense spending consumed an almost 
constant share of Soviet GNP—11 to 12 percent or 12 to 13 percent, 
depending on how defense spending is defined.

Defense investment consumed about one-third of the final product

 ̂Part of the speech is printed supra,
^Allocation of Resources in the Soviet Union and China—1918: Hea/rings Be

fore the Suhcommittee on Priorities and Economy in Government of the Joint 
Economic Committee, Congress of the United States, Ninety-fifth Congress, 
Second Session. Pt. 4—Soviet Union. Executive sessions, June 26 and July 14, 
1978, pp. 14-16.

The estimate was released by CIA Director Turner in connection with his 
testimony before the subcommittee on June 26.
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of machinebuilding and metalworking, the branch of industry that 
produces investment goods as well as military hardware.

Between 65 and 75 percent of the males reaching draft age were con
scripted into the Soviet armed forces. Uniformed military servicemen 
and civilians working for the Ministry of Defense constituted 3 to 4 
percent of the total labor force.

Defense takes a large share of the economy’s best scientific, techni
cal, and managerial talent and large amounts of high-quality mate
rials, components, and equipment.

The armed forces accounted directly for a small share of total Soviet 
energy consumption. Less than 5 percent of the refined petroleum and 
less than 5 percent of the heat and electricity consumed by the USSR 
went to the armed forces.

Composition arid Allocation, Ruble estimates provide insight into 
the resource composition of the Soviet defense effort and the trends in 
resource allocation among the services. Analysis based on the narrower 
definition of defense—for which the estimates are more precise—vindi
cates that during the 1967-77 period over one-half of total spending 
went for investment, a little over one-fourth for operating expendi
tures, and over one-fifth for research, development, testing, and 
evaluation.

Examination of defense spending according to service indicates that:

The Air Forces and the Ground Forces received the largest shares 
of investment and operating spending. The share going to the Air 
Forces increased during the period as a result of increased spending 
for Frontal Aviation. The Ground Forces’ share was relatively 
constant.

Spending for the Navy and the National Air Defense Forces grew 
more slowly than defense spending as a whole. As a result, the shares 
of investment and operating spending going to these forces were 
smaller in 1977 than in 1967. Most of the growth in spending for the 
Navy was allocated to ballistic missile submarines, while most of the 
growth in spending for the Air Defense Forces was allocated to inter
ceptor aircraft.

The Strategic Rocket Forces received the smallest share of invest
ment and operating spending among the five services. Spending for 
the SRF was primarily determined by deployment cycles for IGBMs 
and fluctuated more than that for any other service. By the end of the 
10-year period, spending for this service was only slightly higher 
than in 1967.

Examination of defense spending for intercontinental and regional 
forces indicates that:

Spending for intercontinental attack forces subject to SALT II 
limitation constituted a little over 10 percent of total defense spending 
and grew at a slower pace than the total.

Spending for Ground Forces and Frontal Aviation in the NATO
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Guidelines Area constituted less than 10 percent of total defense 
spending but grew at about twice the rate of the total.

Spending for Soviet forces along the Sino-Soviet border constituted 
a little over 10 percent of total defense spending and grew at more 
than twice the rate of the total.

Prospects, Soviet economic growth has been slowing in the 1960s 
and the 1970s, and we forecast a further slowdown in the 1980s. None
theless, all of the evidence available to us on Soviet defense programs 
under way and planned suggests that the long-term upward trend 
in allocation of resources to defense is likely to continue into the 
1980s. There is no indication that economic problems are causing 
major changes in defense policy. The atmosphere in Moscow with 
regard to the economy, however, is one of concern, and the Soviet 
leaders could be contemplating modest alterations in military force 
goals. But even if such alterations were undertaken, the rate of growth 
of defense spending over the next five years or so probably would 
slow only marginally.

For the next two or three years, Soviet defense spending will con
tinue to grow. Because some current ICBM, ballistic missile sub
marine, and fighter aircraft programs are nearing completion, the 
annual rates of growth in that period probably will be slightly lower 
than the long-run average.

During the early 1980s we expect the Soviets to begin testing and 
deploying a number of the new weapon systems under development. 
This probably will cause the annual rates of growth in defense spend
ing to increase to a pace more in keeping with the long-term growth 
trend of 4 to 5 percent a year.

Conclusion of a SALT II agreement along the lines currently 
being discussed would not, in itself, slow the growth of Soviet de
fense spending significantly.

Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly, June 30, 1978^

I . I ntroduction

1. Attainment of the objective of security, which is an inseparable 
element of peace, has always been one of the most profound aspira
tions of humanity. States have for a long time sought to maintain 
their security through the possession of arms. Admittedly, their sur
vival has, in certain cases, effectively depended on whether they could 
count on appropriate means of defence. Yet the accumulation of

 ̂A/RES/S-lO/2, July 13, 1978. The Tenth Special Session was the Special 
Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament. The res. was adopted 
by consensus.
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weapons, particularly nuclear weapons, today constitutes much more 
a threat than a protection for the future of mankind. The time has 
therefore come to put an end to this situation, to abandon the use of 
force in international relations and to seek security in disarmament, 
that is to say, through a gradual but effective process beginning with 
a reduction in the present level of armaments. The ending of the arms 
race and the achievement of real disarmament are tasks of primary 
importance and urgency. To meet this historic challenge is in the 
political and economic interests of all the nations and peoples of the 
world as well as in the interests of ensuring their genuine security and 
peaceful future.

2. Unless its avenues are closed, the continued arms race means a 
growing threat to international peace and security and even to the 
very survival of mankind. The nuclear and conventional arms build
up threatens to stall the efforts aimed at reaching the goals of develop
ment, to become an obstacle on the road of achieving the new 
international economic order and to hinder the solution of other vital 
problems facing mankind.

3. Dynamic development of detente, encompassing all spheres of 
international relations in all regions of the world, with the participa
tion of all countries, would create conditions conducive to the efforts 
of States to end the arms race, which has engulfed the world, thus re
ducing the danger of war. Progress on detente and progress on dis
armament mutually complement and strengthen each other.

4. The Disarmament Decade solemnly declared in 1969 bv the United 
Nations is coming to. an end.̂  Unfortunately, the objectives estab
lished on that occasion by the General Assembly appear to be as far 
away today as they were then, or even further because the arms race 
is not diminishing but increasing and outstrips by far the efforts to 
curb it. While it is true that some limited agreements have been 
reached, ‘̂ effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear 
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament” continue to 
elude man’s grasp. Yet the implementation of such measures is 
urgently required. There has not been any real progress either that 
might lead to the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete dis
armament under effective international control. Furthermore, it has 
not been possible to free any amount, however modest, of the enormous 
resources, both material and human, which are wasted on the unpro
ductive and spiralling arms race and which should be made available 
for the purpose of economic and social development, especially since 
such a race “places a great burden on both the developing and the 
developed countries”.

5. The Members of the United Nations are fully aware of the con
viction of their peoples that the question of general and complete 
disarmament is of utmost importance and that peace, security and eco
nomic and social development are indivisible, and they have therefore

* D ocum ents on D isarmament^ 1969, pp. 71S-715.
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recognized that the corresponding obligations and responsibilities are 
universal.

6. Thus a powerful current of opinion has gradually formed, lead
ing to the convening of what will go down in the annals of the United 
Nations as the first special session of the General Assembly devoted 
entirely to disarmament.

7. The outcome of this special session, whose deliberations have to 
a large extent been facilitated by the five sessions of the Preparatory 
Committee which preceded it, is the present Final Document. This 
introduction serves as a preface to the document which comprises 
also the following three sections: a Declaration, a Programme of 
Action and recommendations concerning the international machinery 
for disarmament negotiations.

8. While the final objective of the efforts of all States should con
tinue to be general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control, the immediate goal is that of the elimination of the 
danger of a nuclear war and the implementation of measures to halt 
and reverse the arms race and clear the path towards lasting peace. Ne
gotiations on the entire range of those issues should be based on the 
strict observance of the purposes and principles enshrined in the 
Charter of the United Nations, with full recognition of the role of 
the United Nations in the field of disarmament and reflecting the 
vital interest of all the peoples of the world in this sphere. The aim 
of the Declaration is to review and assess the existing situation, out
line the objectives and the priority tasks and set forth fundamental 
principles for disarmament negotiations.

9. For disarmament—the aims and purposes of which the Decla
ration proclaims— t̂o become a reality, it was essential to agree on a 
series of specific disarmament measures, selected by common accord 
as those on which there is a consensus to the effect that their subse
quent realization in the short term appears to be feasible. There is 
also a need to prepare through agreed procedures a comprehensive 
disarmament programme. That programme, passing through all the 
necessary stages, should lead to general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control. Procedures for watching over 
the fulfilment of the obligations thus assumed had also to be agreed 
upon. That is the purpose of the Programme of Action.

10. Although the decisive factor for achieving real measures of 
disarmament is the ‘̂political will” of States, and especially of those 
possessing nuclear weapons, a significant role can also be played by the 
effective functioning of an appropriate international machinery de
signed to deal with the problems of disarmament in its various aspects. 
Consequently, it would be necessary that the two kinds of organs re
quired to that end, the deliberative and the negotiating organs, have 
the appropriate organization and procedures that would be most con
ducive to obtaining constructive results. The last section of the Final 
Document, section IV, has been prepared with that end in view.
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II. D e c l a r a t io n

11. Mankind today is confronted with an unprecedented threat of 
self-extinction arising from the massive and competitive accumula
tion of the most destructive weapons ever produced. Existing arsenals 
of nuclear weapons alone are more than sufficient to destroy all life 
on earth. Failure of efforts to halt and reverse the arms race, in par
ticular the nuclear arms race, increases the danger of the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons. Yet the arms race continues. Military budgets 
are constantly growing, with enormous consumption of human and 
material resources. The increase in weapons, especially nuclear weap
ons, far from helping to strengthen international security, on the con
trary weakens it. The vast stockpiles and tremendous build-up of 
arms and armed forces and the competition for qualitative refinement 
of weapons of all kinds to which scientific resources and technological 
advances are diverted, pose incalculable threats to peace. This situa
tion both reflects and aggravates international tensions, sharpens con
flicts in various regions of the world, hinders the process of detente, 
exacerbates the differences between opposing military alliances, jeop
ardizes the security of all States, heightens the sense of insecurity 
among all States, including the non-nuclear-weapon States, and in
creases the threat of nuclear war.

12. The arms race, particularly in its nuclear aspect, runs counter 
to efforts to achieve further relaxation of international tension, to 
establish international relations based on peaceful coexistence and 
trust between all States, and to develop broad international co-opera- 
tion and understanding. The arms race impedes the realization of the 
purposes, and is incompatible with the principles, of the Charter of 
the United Nations, especially respect for sovereignty, refraining from 
the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any State, peaceful settlement of disputes and non
intervention and non-interference in the internal affairs of States. It 
also adversely affects the rights of peoples freely to determine their 
systems of social and economic development, and hinders the struggle 
for self-determination and the elimination of colonial rule, racial or 
foreign domination or occupation. Indeed, the massive accumulation 
of armaments and the acquisition of armaments technology by racist 
regimes, as well as their possible acquisition of nuclear weapons, pre
sent a challenging and increasingly dangerous obstacle to a world 
community faced with the urgent need to disarm. It is, therefore, 
essential for purposes of disarmament to prevent any further acqui
sition of arms or arms technology by such regimes, especially through 
strict adherence by all States to relevant decisions of the Security 
Council.

13. Enduring international peace and security cannot be built on 
the accumulation of weaponry by military alliances nor be sustained 
by a precarious balance of deterrence or doctrines of strategic superi
ority. Genuine and lasting peace can only be created through the effec-
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tive implementation of the security system provided for in the Charter 
of the United Nations and the speedy and substantial reduction of 
arms and armed forces, by international agreement and mutual ex
ample, leading ultimately to general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control. At the same time, the causes of the 
arms race and threats to peace must be reduced and to this end effective 
action should be taken to eliminate tensions and settle disputes by 
peaceful means.

14. Since the process of disarmament affects the vital security inter
ests of all States, they must all be actively concerned with and con
tribute to the measures of disarmament and arms limitation, which 
have an essential part to play in maintaining and strengthening inter
national security. Therefore the role and responsibility of the United 
Nations in the sphere of disarmament, in accordance with its Charter, 
must be strengthened.

15. It is essential that not only Governments but also the peoples of 
the world recognize and understand the dangers in the present situa
tion. In order that an international conscience may develop and that 
world public opinion may exercise a positive influence, the United 
Nations should increase the dissemination of information on the arma
ments race and disarmament with the full co-operation of Member 
States.

16. In a world of finite resources there is a close relationship between 
expenditure on armaments and economic and social development. Mili
tary expenditures are reaching ever higher levels, the highest percent
age of which can be attributed to the nuclear-weapon States and most 
of their allies, with prospects of further expansion and the danger of 
further increases in the expenditures of other countries. The hundreds 
of billions of dollars spent annually on the manufacture or improve
ment of weapons are in sombre and dramatic contrast to the want and 
poverty in which two thirds of the world’s population live. This 
colossal waste of resources is even more serious in that it diverts to 
military purposes not only material but also technical and human 
resources which are urgently needed for development in all countries, 
particularly in the developing countries. Thus, the economic and social 
consequences of the arms race are so detrimental that its continuation 
is obviously incompatible with the implementation of the new inter
national economic order based on justice, equity and co-operation. Con
sequently, resources released as a result of the implementation of dis
armament measures should be used in a manner which will help to 
promote the well-being of all peoples and to improve the economic 
conditions of the developing countries.

17. Disarmament has thus become an imperative and most urgent 
task facing the international community. No real progress has been 
made so far in the crucial field of reduction of armaments. However, 
certain positive changes in international relations in some areas of 
the world provide some encouragement. Agreements have been reached 
that have been important in limiting certain weapons or eliminating

317-783 0 80 29
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them altogether, as in the case of the Convention on the Prohibition 
of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction® and 
excluding particular areas from the arms race. The fact remains that 
these agreements relate only to measures of limited restraint while the 
arms race continues. These partial measures have done little to bring 
the world closer to the goal of general and complete disarmament. For 
more than a decade there have been no negotiations leading to a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament. The pressing need now is to 
translate into practical terms the provisions of this Final Document 
and to proceed along the road of binding and effective international 
agreements in the field of disarmament.

18. Eemoving the threat of a world war—a nuclear war—is the most 
acute and urgent task of the present day. Mankind is confronted with a 
choice: we must halt the arms race and proceed to disarmament or face 
annihilation.

19. The ultimate objective of the efforts of States in the disarma
ment process is general and complete disarmament under effective in
ternational control. The principal goals of disarmament are to ensure 
the survival of mankind and to eliminate the danger of war, in par
ticular nuclear war, to ensure that war is no longer an instrument for 
settling international disputes and that the use and the threat of force 
are eliminated from international life, as provided for in the Charter 
of the United Nations. Progress towards this objective requires the 
conclusion and implementation of agreements on the cessation of the 
arms race and on genuine measures of disarmament, taking into ac
count the need of States to protect their security.

20. Among such measures, effective measures of nuclear disarma
ment and the prevention of nuclear war have the highest priority. To 
this end, it is imperative to remove the threat of nuclear weapons, to 
halt and reverse the nuclear arms race until the total elimination of 
nuclear weapons and their delivery systems has been achieved, and 
to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. At the same time, 
other measures designed to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war and to 
lessen the danger of the threat or use of nuclear weapons should be 
taken.

21. Along with these measures, agreements or other effective meas
ures should be adopted to prohibit or prevent the development, produc
tion or use of other weapons of mass destruction. In this context, an 
agreement on elimination of all chemical weapons should be concluded 
as a matter of high priority.

22. Together with negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures, 
negotiations should be carried out on the balanced reduction of armed 
forces and of conventional armaments, based on the principle of un
diminished security of the parties with a view to promoting or enhanc
ing stability at a lower military level, taking into account the need of

m 2 ,  pp. 133-138.
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all States to protect their security. These negotiations should be con
ducted with particular emphasis on armed forces and conventional 
weapons of nuclear-weapon States and other militarily significant 
countries. There should also be negotiations on the limitation of inter
national transfer of conventional weapons, based in particular on the 
same principle, and taking into account the inalienable right to self- 
determination and independence of peoples under colonial or foreign 
domination and the obligations of States to respect that right, in ac
cordance with the Charter of the United Nations and the Declaration 
on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Eelations and 
Co-operation among States,^ as well as the need of recipient States to 
protect their security.

23. Further international action should be taken to prohibit or 
restrict for humanitarian reasons the use of specific conventional 
weapons, including those which may be excessively injurious, cause 
imnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects.

24. Collateral measures in both the nuclear and conventional fields, 
together with other measures specifically designed to build confidence, 
should be undertaken in order to contribute to the creation of favour
able conditions for the adoption of additional disarmament measures 
and to further the relaxation of international tension.

25. Negotiations and measures in the field of disarmament shall be 
guided by the fimdamental principles set forth below.

26. All States Members of the United Nations reaffirm their full 
commitment to the purposes of the Charter of the United Nations 
and their obligation strictly i o observe its principles as well as other 
relevant and generally accepted principles of international law re
lating to the maintenance of international peace and security. They 
stress the special importance of refraining from the threat or use of 
force against the sovereignty, territorial integrity or political inde
pendence of any State, or against peoples under colonial or foreign 
domination seeking to exercise their right to self-determination and 
to achieve independence; non-intervention and non-interference in 
the internal affairs of other States; the inviolability of international 
frontiers; and the peaceful settlement of disputes, having regard to 
the inherent right of States to individual and collective self-defence 
in accordance with the Charter.

27. In accordance with the Charter, the United Nations has a central 
role and primary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament. In 
order effectively to discharge this role and facilitate and encourage 
all measures in this field, the United Nations should be kept appro
priately informed of all steps in this field, whether unilateral, bilat
eral, regional or multilateral, without prejudice to the progress of 
negotiations.

28. All the peoples of the world have a vital interest in the success

 ̂G.A. res. 2625 (XXV), annex. For text, see General Assembly Official Records: 
Twenty^fifth Session, Supplement No, 28 (A/8028), pp. 121-124.
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of disarmament negotiations. Consequently, all States have the duty 
to contribute to efforts in the field of disarmament. All States have 
the right to participate in disarmament negotiations. They have the 
right to participate on a*n equal footing in those multilateral disarma
ment negotiations which have a direct bearing on their national 
security. While disaimament is the responsibility of all States, the 
nuclear-weapon States have the primary responsibility for nuclear 
disarmament and, together Avith other militarily significant States, 
for halting and reversing the arms race. It is therefore important to 
secure their active participation.

29. The adoption of disarmament measures should take place in 
such an equitable and balanced manner as to ensure the right of each 
State to security and to ensure that no individual State or group of 
States may obtain advantages over others at any stage. At each stage 
the objective should be undiminished security at the lowest possible 
level of armaments and military forces.

30. An acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations 
for nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States should be strictly observed.

31. Disarmament and arms limitation agreements should provide 
for adequate measures of verification satisfactory to all parties con
cerned in order to create the necessary confidence and ensure that they 
are being observed by all parties. The form and modalities of the 
verification to be provided for in any specific agreement depend upon 
and should be determined by the purposes, scope and nature of the 
agreement. Agreements should provide for the participation of parties 
directly or through the United Nations system in the verification 
process. Where appropriate, a combination of several methods of 
verification as well as other compliance procedures should be 
employed.

32. All States, and in particular nuclear-weapon States, should 
consider various proposals designed to secure the avoidance of the 
use of nuclear weapons, and the prevention of nuclear war. In this 
context, while noting the declarations made by nuclear-weapon States, 
effective arrangements, as appropriate, to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or the threat of use of nuclear weapons could 
strengthen the security of those States and international peace and 
security.

33. The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the basis of 
agreements or arrangements freely arrived at among the States of 
the zone concerned, and the full compliance with those agreements 
or arrangements, thus ensuring that the zones are genuinely free from 
nuclear weapons, and respect for such zones by nuclear-weapon States, 
constitute an important disarmament measure.

34. Disarmament, relaxation of international tension, respect for 
the right to self-determination and national independence, the peace
ful settlement of disputes in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations and the strengthening of international peace and security are
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directly related to each other. Progress in any of these spheres has a 
beneficial effect on all of them; in turn, failure in one sphere has 
negative effects on others.

35. There is also a close relationship between disarmament and 
development. Progress in the former would help greatly in the realiza
tion of the latter. Therefore resources released as a result of the 
implementation of disarmament measures should be devoted to the 
economic and social development of all nations and contribute to 
the bridging of the economic gap between developed and developing 
countries.

36. Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is a matter of universal 
concern. Measures of disarmament must be consistent with the inalien
able right of all States, without discrimination, to develop, acquire 
and use nuclear technology, equipment and materials for the peaceful 
use of nuclear energy and to determine their peaceful nuclear pro
grammes in accordance with their national priorities, needs and inter
ests, bearing in mind the need to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. International co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy should be conducted under agreed and appropriate interna
tional safeguards applied on a non-discriminatory basis.

37. Significant progress in disarmament, including nuclear dis
armament, would be facilitated by parallel measures to strengthen the 
security of States and to improve the international situation in general.

38. Negotiations on partial measures of disarmament should be 
conducted concurrently with negotiations on more comprehensive 
measures and should be followed by negotiations leading to a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control.

39. Qualitative and quantitative disarmament measures are both 
important for halting the arms race. Efforts to that end must include 
negotiations on the limitation and cessation of the qualitative improve
ment of armaments, especially weapons of mass* destruction and the 
development of new means of warfare so that ultimately scientific and 
technological achievements may be used solely for peaceful purposes.

40. Universality of disarmament agreements helps create con
fidence among States. When multilateral agreements in the field of 
disarmament are negotiated, every effort should be made to ensure 
that they are universally acceptable. The full compliance of all parties 
with the provisions contained in such agreements would also contribute 
to the attainment of that goal.

41. In order to create favourable conditions for success in the dis
armament process, all States should strictly abide by the provisions 
of the Charter of the United Nations, refrain from actions which 
might adversely affect efforts in the field of disarmament, and display 
a constructive approach to negotiations and the political will to reach 
agreements. There are certain negotiations on disarmament under way 
at different levels, the early and successful completion of which could 
contribute to limiting the arms race. Unilateral measures of arms
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limitation or reduction could also contribute to the attainment of that 
goal.

42. Since prompt measures should be taken in order to halt and re
verse the arms race, Member States hereby declare that they will 
respect the objectives and principles stated above and make every 
effort faithfully to carry out the Programme of Action set forth in 
section III  below.

III. P r o g r a m m e  o r  A c t io n

43. Progress towards the goal of general and complete disarmament 
can be achieved through the implementation of a programme of action 
on disarmament, in accordance with the goals and principles estab
lished in the Declaration on disarmament. The present Programme 
of Action contains priorities and measures in the field of disarmament 
that States should undertake as a matter of urgency with a view to 
halting and reversing the arms race and to giving the necessary im
petus to efforts designed to achieve genuine disarmament leading to 
general and complete disarmame^it under effective international 
control.

44. The present Programme of Action enumerates the specific meas
ures of disarmament which should be implemented over the next few 
years, as well as other measures and studies to prepare the way for 
future negotiations and for progress towards general and complete 
disarmament.

45. Priorities in disarmament negotiations shall be: nuclear \veap- 
ons; other weapons of mass destruction, including chemical weapons; 
conventional weapons, including any which may be deemed to be 
excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects; and reduction 
of armed forces.

46. Nothing should preclude States from conducting negotiations 
on all priority items concurrently.

47. Nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind and to 
the survival of civilization. It is essential to halt and reverse the 
nuclear arms race in all its aspects in order to avert the danger of war 
involving nuclear weapons. The ultimate goal in this context is the 
complete elimination of nuclear weapons.

48. In the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, all 
the nuclear-weapon States, in particular those among them which 
possess the most important nuclear arsenals, bear a special 
responsibility.

49. The process of nuclear disarmament should be carried out in 
such a way, and requires measures to ensure, that the security of all 
States is guaranteed at progressively lower levels of nuclear arma
ments, taking into account the relative qualitative and quantitative 
importance of the existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States and 
other States concerned.

50. The achievement of nuclear disarmament will require urgent
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negotiation of agreements at appropriate stages and with adequate 
measures of verification satisfactory to the States concerned for:

( а )  Cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of 
nuclear-weapon systems;

( б)  Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and 
their means of delivery, and of the production of fissionable material 
for weapons purposes;

(̂ ?) A comprehensive, phased programme with agreed time-frames, 
whenever feasible, for progressive and balanced reduction of stock
piles of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, leading to their 
ultimate and complete elimination at the earliest possible time.

Consideration can be given in the course of the negotiations to 
mutual and agreed limitation or prohibition, without prejudice to the 
security of any State, of any types of nuclear armaments.

51. The cessation of nuclear-weapon testing by all States within the 
framework of an effective nuclear disarmament process would be in 
the interest of mankind. It would make a significant contribution to 
the above aim of ending the qualitative improvement of nuclear weap
ons and the development of new types of such weapons and of pre
venting the proliferation of nuclear weapons. In this context the 
negotiations now in progress on “a treaty prohibiting nuclear-weapon 
tests, and a protocol covering nuclear explosions for peaceful pur
poses, which would be an integral part of the treaty,” should be con
cluded urgently and the result submitted for full consideration by the 
multilateral negotiating body with a view to the submission of a draft 
treaty to the General Assembly at the earliest possible date. All efforts 
should be made by the negotiating parties to achieve an agreement 
which, following endorsement by the General Assembly, could attract 
the widest possible adherence. In this context, various views were 
expressed by non-nuclear-weapon States that, pending the conclusion 
of this treaty, the world community would be encouraged if all the 
nuclear-weapon States refrained from testing nuclear weapons. In 
this connexion, some nuclear-weapon States expressed different views.

52. The Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the United States 
of America should conclude at the earliest possible date the agreement 
they have been pursuing for several years in the second series of the 
strategic arms limitation talks (SALT II). They are invited to trans
mit in good time the text of the agreement to the General Assembly. 
It should be followed promptly by further strategic arms limitation 
negotiations between the two parties, leading to agreed significant re
ductions of, and qualitative limitations on strategic arms. It should 
constitute an important step in the direction of nuclear disarmament 
and, ultimately, of establishment of a world free of such weapons.

53. The process of nuclear disarmament described in the paragraph 
on this subject should be expedited by the urgent and vigorous pursuit 
to a successful conclusion of ongoing negotiations and the urgent initia
tion of further negotiations among the nuclear-weapon States.
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54. Significant progress in nuclear disarmament would be facilitated 
both by parallel political or international legal measures to strengthen 
the security of States and by progress in the limitation and reduction 
of armed forces and conventional armaments of the nuclear-weapon 
States and other States in the regions concerned.

55. Real progress in the field of nuclear disarmament could create 
an atmosphere conducive to progress in conventional disarmament on 
a world-wide basis.

56. The most effective guarantee against the danger of nuclear war 
and the use of nuclear weapons is nuclear disarmament and the com
plete elimination of nuclear weapons.

57. Pending the achievement of this goal, for which negotiations 
should be vigorously pursued, and bearing in mind the devastating 
results which nuclear war would have on belligerents and non-bellig
erents alike, the nuclear-weapon States have special responsibilities 
to undertake measures aimed at preventing the outbreak of nuclear 
war, and of the use of force in international relations, subject to the 
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, including the use of 
nuclear weapons.

58. In this context all States, and in particular nuclear-weapon 
States, should consider as soon as possible various proposals designed 
to secure the avoidance of the use of nuclear weapons, the prevention 
of nuclear war and related objectives, where possible through inter
national asrreement and thereby ensure that the survival of mankind 
is not endansrered. All States should actively participate in efforts to 
brine: about conditions in international relations amon.<y States in 
which a code of peaceful conduct of nations in international affairs 
could be agreed and which would preclude the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons.

59. In the same context, the nuclear-weapon States are called upon 
to take steps to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The General Assembly notes the 
declarations made by the nuclear-weapon States and urges them to 
pursue efforts to conclude, as appropriate, effective arrangements to 
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons.

60. The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the basis of 
arrangements freely arrived at among the States of the region con
cerned constitutes an important disarmament measure.

61. The process of establishing such zones in different parts of the 
world should be encouraged with the ultimate objective of achieving 
a world entirely free of nuclear weapons. In the process of establishing 
such zones, the characteristics of each region should be taken into 
account. The States participating in such zones should undertake to 
comply fully with all the objectives, purposes and principles of the 
agreements or arrangements establishing the zones, thus ensuring that 
they are genuinely free from nuclear weapons.
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62. With respect to such zones, the nuclear-weapon States in turn are 
called upon to give undertakings, the modalities of which are to be 
negotiated with the competent authority of each zone, in particular:

( а )  To respect strictly the status of the nuclear-weapon-free zone;
( б)  To refrain from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 

against the States of the zone.

63. In the light of existing conditions, and without prejudice to other 
measures which may be considered in other regions, the following 
measures are especially desirable:

( а )  Adoption by the States concerned of all relevant measures to 
ensure the full application of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of T latelolco)taking into ac
count the views expressed at the tenth special session on the adherence 
to it;

( б)  Signature and ratification of the Additional Protocols of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco) by the States entitled to become parties to those 
instruments which have not yet done so;

(c) In Africa, where the Organization of African Unity has affirmed 
a decision for the denuclearization of the region, the Security Council 
of the United Nations shall take appropriate effective steps whenever 
necessary to prevent the frustration of this objective;

(d) The serious consideration of the practical and urgent steps, as 
described in the paragraphs above, required for the implementation of 
the proposal to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle 
East, in accordance with the relevant General Assembly resolutions, 
where all parties directly concerned have expressed their support for 
the concept and where the danger of nuclear-weapon proliferation 
exists. The establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle 
East would greatly enhance international peace and security. Pending 
the establishment of such a zone in the region. States of the region 
should solemnly declare that they will refrain on a reciprocal basis 
from producing, acquiring or in any other way possessing nuclear 
weapons and nuclear explosive devices, and from permitting the sta
tioning of nuclear weapons on their territory by any third party and 
agree to place all their nuclear activities under International Atomic 
Energy Agency safeguards. Consideration should be given to a 
Security Council role in advancing the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the Middle East;

(e) All States in the region of South Asia have expressed their 
determination to keep their countries free of nuclear weapons. No 
action should be taken by them which might deviate from that objec
tive. In this context, the question of establishing a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia has been dealt with in several resolutions

® D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1967, pp. 69-83,
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of the General Assembly, which is keeping the subject under 
consideration.

64. The establishment of zones of peace in various regions of the 
world under appropriate conditions, to be clearly defined and deter
mined freely by the States concerned in the zone, taking into account 
the characteristics of the zone and the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations, and in conformity with international law, can con
tribute to strengthening the security of States within such zones and 
to international peace and security as a whole. In this regard, the 
General Assembly notes the proposals for the establishment of zones 
of peace, inter aliâ  in :

{a) South-East Asia where States in the region have expressed in
terest in the establishment of such a zone, in conformity with their 
views;

(&) The Indian Ocean, taking into account the deliberations of the 
General Assembly and its relevant resolutions and the need to ensure 
the maintenance of peace and security in the region.

65. It is imperative, as an integral part of the effort to halt and 
reverse the arms race, to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
The goal of nuclear non-proliferation is on the one hand to prevent 
the emergence of any additional nuclear-weapon States besides the 
existing five nuclear-weapon States, and on the other progressively 
to reduce and eventually eliminate nuclear weapons altogether. This 
involves obligations and responsibilities on the part of both nuclear- 
weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States, the former undertak
ing to stop the nuclear arms race and to achieve nuclear disarmament 
by urgent application of the measures outlined in the relevant para
graphs of this Final Document, and all States undertaking to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons.

66. 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 jeopardizing energy sup
plies or the development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. 
Therefore, the nuclear-weapon States and the non-nuclear-weapon 
States should jointly take further steps to develop an international 
consensus of ways and means, on a universal and non-discriminatory 
basis, to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

67. Full implementation of all the provisions of existing instru
ments on non-proliferation, such as the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons ® and/or the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) by States 
parties to those instruments will be an important contribution to this 
end. Adherence to such instruments has increased in recent years and 
the hope has been expressed by the parties that this trend might 
continue.

® For text, see iUd.y 1968, pp. 461-465.
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68. Non-proliferation measures should not jeopardize the full exer
cise of the inalienable rights of all States to apply and d,evelop their 
programmes for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy for economic and 
social development in conformity with their priorities, interests and 
needs. All States should also have access to and be free to acquire tech
nology, equipment and materials for peaceful uses of nuclear energy, 
taking into accoimt the particular needs of the developing countries. 
International co-operation in this field should be under agreed and 
appropriate international safeguards applied through the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency on a non-discriminatory basis in order 
to prevent effectively the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

69. Each country’s choices and decisions in the field of the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy should be respected without jeopardizing their 
respective fuel cycle policies or international co-operation, agreements 
and contracts for the peaceful use of nuclear energy, provided that 
the agreed safeguard measures mentioned above are applied.

70. In accordance with the principles and provisions of General As
sembly resolution 32/50 of 8 December 1 9 7 7 international co
operation for the promotion of the transfer and utilization of nuclear 
technology for economic and social development, especially in the 
developing countries, should be strengthened.

71. Efforts should be made to conclude the work of the Interna
tional Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation strictly in accordance with the 
objectives set out in the final communique of its Organizing 
Conference.®

72. All States should adhere to 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.®

73. All States which have not yet done so should consider adhering 
to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
and on Their Destruction.

74. States should also consider the possibility of adhering to multi
lateral agreements concluded so far in the disarmament field which 
are mentioned below in this section.

75. The complete and effective prohibition of the development, pro
duction and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their destruction 
represent one of the most urgent measures of disarmament. Conse
quently, conclusion of a convention to this end, on which negotiations 
have been going on for several years, is one of the most urgent tasks 
of multilateral negotiations. After its conclusion, all States should con
tribute to ensuring the broadest possible application of the convention 
through its early signature and ratification.

 ̂General Assembly Official Records: TMrtp-second Session, Supplement No. 45 
(A/32/45), p. 30.

® Documents on Disarmament^ 1977, pp. 654-^55.
" i m . ,  1969, pp. 764^765.
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76. A convention should be concluded prohibiting the development, 
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.

77. In order to help prevent a qualitative arms race and so that 
scientific and technological achievements may ultimately be used solely 
for peaceful purposes, effective measures should be taken to avoid the 
danger and prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction based on new scientific principles and achievements. E f
forts should be appropriately pursued aiming at the prohibition of 
such new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction. Spe
cific agreements could be concluded on particular types of new weap
ons of mass destruction which may be identified. This question should 
be kept under continuing review.

78. The Committee on Disarmament should keep under review the 
need for a further prohibition of military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques in order to eliminate the dan
gers to mankind from such use.

79. In order to promote the peaceful use of and to avoid an arms 
race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof, the 
Committee on Disarmament is requested—in consultation with the 
States 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 and taking 
into account the proposals made during the 1977 Review Conference 
of the parties to that Treaty and any relevant technological devel
opments—to proceed promptly with the consideration of further 
measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms 
race in that environment.

80. In order to prevent an arms race in outer space, further measures 
should be taken and appropriate international negotiations held in 
accordance with the spirit of the Treaty on Principles Governing the 
Activities of States in the Exploration and TTse of Outer Space, in
cluding the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.^^

81. Together with negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures, 
the limitation and gradual reduction of armed forces and conventional 
weapons should be resolutely pursued within the framework of prog
ress towards general and complete disarmament. States with the largest 
military arsenals have a special responsibility in pursuing the process 
of conventional armaments reductions.

82. In particular the achievement of a more stable situation in 
Europe at a lower level of military potential on the basis of approxi
mate equality and parity, as well as on the basis of undiminished 
security of all States with full respect for security interests and inde
pendence of States outside military alliances, by agreement on appro
priate mutual reductions and limitations would contribute to the 
strengthening of security in Europe and constitute a significant step

19^1, pp. 7-11. 
1977, pp. 398-401. 
1967, pp. 38-43.
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towards enhancing international peace and security. Current efforts to 
this end should be continued most energetically.

83. Agreements or other measures should be resolutely pursued on 
a bilateral, regional and multilateral basis with the aim of strengthen
ing peace and security at a lower level of forces, by the limitation and 
reduction of armed forces and of conventional weapons, taking into 
account the need of States to protect their security, bearing in mind 
the inherent right of self-defence embodied in the Charter of the 
United l^ations and without prejudice to the principle of equal rights 
and self-determination of peoples in accordance with the Charter, and 
the need to ensure balance at each stage and undiminished security of 
all States. Such measures might include those in the following two 
paragraphs.

84. trilateral, regional and multilateral consultations and confer
ences where appropriate conditions exist with the participation of all 
the countries concerned for the consideration of different aspects of 
conventional disarmament, such as the initiative envisaged in the 
Declaration of Ayacucho subscribed to by eight Latin American 
countries on 9 December 1974.̂ ^

85. Consultations should be carried out among major arms supplier 
and recipient countries on the limitation of all types of international 
transfer of conventional weapons, based in particular on the principle 
of undiminished security of the parties with a view to promoting or 
enhancing stability at a lower military level, taking into account the 
need of all States to protect their security as well as the inalienable 
right to self-determination and independence of peoples under colonial 
or foreign domination and the obligations of States to respect that 
right, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and the 
Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly 
Relations and Co-operation among States.^^

86. The United Nations Conference on Prohibitions or Eestrictions 
of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to 
Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects, to be held 
in 1979, should seek agreement, in the light of humanitarian and 
military considerations, on the prohibition or restriction of use of cer
tain conventional weapons including those which may cause unneces
sary suffering or have indiscriminate effects. The Conference should 
consider specific categories of such weapons, including those which 
were the subject-matter of previously conducted discussions.

87. All States are called upon to contribute towards carrying out 
this task.

88. The result of the Conferences should be considered by all States, 
and especially producer States, in regard to the question of the trans
fer of such weapons to other States.

“ 7W(Z., 19U, pp. 819-822.
General Assembly Offldal Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Siipp. No, 28 

(A/8028), pp. 121-124.
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89. Gradual reduction of military budgets on a mutually agreed 
basis, for example, in absolute figures or in terms of percentage points, 
particularly by nuclear-weapon States and other militarily signifi
cant States, would be a measure that would contribute to the curbing 
of the arms race and would increase the possibilities of reallocation 
of resources now being used for military purposes to economic and 
social development, particularly for the benefit of the developing 
countries. The basis for implementing this measure will have to be 
agreed by all participating States and will require ways and means 
of its implementation acceptable to all of them, taking account of 
the problems involved in assessing the relative significance of reduc
tions as among different States and with due regard to the proposals 
of States on all the aspects of reduction of military budgets.

90. The General Assembly should continue to consider what con
crete steps should be taken to facilitate the reduction of military 
budgets, bearing in mind the relevant proposals and documents of the 
United Nations on this question.

91. In order to facilitate the conclusion and effective implementa
tion of disarmament agreements and to create confidence. States 
should accept appropriate provisions for verification in such 
agreements.

92. In the context of international disarmament negotiations, the 
problem of verification should be further examined and adequate 
methods and procedures in this field be considered. Every effort 
should be made to develop appropriate methods and procedures which 
are non-discriminatory and which do not unduly interfere with the 
internal affairs of other States or jeopardize their economic and social 
development.

93. In order to facilitate the process of disarmament, it is necessary 
to take measures and pursue policies to strengthen international peace 
and security and to build confidence among States. Commitment to 
confidence-building measures could significantly contribute to prepar
ing for further progress in disarmament. For this purpose, measures 
such as the following, and other measures yet to be agreed upon, 
should be undertaken:

(a) The prevention of attacks which take place by accident, miscal
culation or communications failure by taking steps to improve com
munications between Governments, particularly in areas of tension, 
by the establishment of “hot lines” and other methods of reducing 
the risk of conflict;

(&) States should assess the possible implications of their military 
research and development for existing agreements as well as for fur
ther efforts in the field of disarmament;

(c) The Secretary-General shall periodically submit reports to the 
General Assembly on the economic and social consequences of the 
arms race and its extremely harmful effects on world peace and 
security.
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94. In view of the relationship between expenditure on armaments 
and economic and social development and the necessity to release real 
resources now being used for military purposes to economic and social 
development in the world, particularly for the benefit of the develop
ing countries, the Secretary-General should, with the assistance of a 
group of qualified governmental experts appointed by him, initiate 
an expert study on the relationship between disarmament and devel
opment. The Secretary-General should submit an interim report on 
the subject to the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session and 
submit the final results to the Assembly at its thirty-sixth session for 
subsequent action. /

95. The expert study should have the terms of reference contained 
in the report of the Ad Hoc Group on the Relationship between Dis
armament and Development appointed by the Secretary-General in 
accordance with General Assembly resolution 32/88 A of 12 December
1977.̂ ® It should investigate the three main areas listed in the report, 
bearing in mind the United Nations studies previously carried out. 
The study should be made in the context of how disarmament can con
tribute to the establishment of the new international economic order. 
The study should be forward-looking and policy-oriented and place 
special emphasis on both the desirability of a reallocation, following 
disarmament measures, of resources now being used for military pur
poses to economic and social development, particularly for the benefit 
of the developing countries and the substantive feasibility of such a 
reallocation. A principal aim should be to produce results that could 
effectively guide the formulation of practical measures to reallocate 
those resources at the local, national, regional and international levels.

96. Taking further steps in the field of disarmament and other 
measures aimed at promoting international peace and security would 
be facilitated by carrying out studies by the Secretary-General in this 
field with appropriate assistance from governmental or consultant 
experts.

97. The Secretary-General shall, with the assistance of consultant 
experts appointed by him, continue the study of the interrelationship 
between disarmament and international security requested in As
sembly resolution 32/87 C of 12 December 1977 and submit it to the 
thirty-fourth session of the General Assembly.

98. The thirty-third and subsequent sessions of the General As
sembly should determine the specified guidelines for carrying out 
studies, taking into account the proposals already submitted including 
those made by individual countries at the special session, as well as 
other proposals which can be introduced later in this field. In doing 
so, the Assembly would take into consideration a report on these 
matters prepared by the Secretary-General.

“ A/S-lO/9.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 856-857. 

pp. 848-849.
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99. In order to mobilize world public opinion on behalf of disarma
ment, the specific measures set forth below, designed to increase the 
dissemination of information about the armaments race and the 
efforts to halt and reverse it, should be adopted.

100. Governmental and non-governmental information organs and 
those of the United Nations and its specialized agencies should give 
priority to the preparation and distribution of printed and audio
visual material relating to the danger represented by the armaments 
race as well as to the disarmament efforts and negotiations on specific 
disarmament measures.

101. In particular, publicity should be given to the Final Document 
of the tenth special session.

102. The General Assembly proclaims the week starting 24 October, 
the day of the foundation of the United Nations, as a week devoted 
to fostering the objectives of disarmament.

103. To encourage study and research on disarmament, the United 
Nations Centre for Disarmament should intensify its activities in the 
presentation of information concerning the armaments race and dis
armament. Also, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cul
tural Organization is urged to intensify its activities aimed at 
facilitating research and publications on disarmament, related to its 
fields of competence, especially in developing countries, and should dis
seminate the results of such research.

104. Throughout this process of disseminating information about 
developments in the disarmament field of all countries, there should 
be increased participation by non-governmental organizations con
cerned with the matter, through closer liaison between them and the 
United Nations.

105. Member States should be encouraged to ensure a better flow of 
information with regard to the various aspects of disarmament to 
avoid dissemination of false and tendentious information concerning 
armaments, and to concentrate on the danger of escalation of the 
armaments race and on the need for general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control.

106. With a view to contributing to a greater understanding and 
awareness of the problems created by the armaments race and of the 
need for disarmament. Governments and governmental and non
governmental international organizations are urged to take steps to 
develop programmes of education for disarmament and peace studies 
at all levels.

107. The General Assembly welcomes the initiative of the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization in plan'ning 
to hold a world congress on disarmament education and, in this con
nexion, urges that Organization to step up its programme aimed at the 
development of disarmament education as a distinct field of study 
through the preparation, inter aliâ  of teachers’ guides, textbooks, 
readers and audio-visual materials. Member States should take all
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possible measures to encourage the inconporation of such materials in 
the curricula of their educational institutes.

108. In order to promote expertise in disarmament in more Member 
States, particularly in the developing countries, the General Assembly 
decides to establish a programme of fellowships on disarmament. The 
Secretary-General, taking into account the proposal submitted to the 
special session, should prepare guidelines for the programme. He 
should also submit the financial requirements of 20 fellowships to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-third session for inclusion in the regular 
budget of the United Nations, bearing in mind the savings that can be 
made within the existing budgetary appropriations.

109. Implementation of these priorities should lead to general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control, which 
remains the ultimate goal of all efforts exerted in the field of disarma
ment. Negotiations on general and complete disarmament shall be 
conducted concurrently with negotiations on partial measures of dis
armament. With this purpose in mind, the Committee on Disarma
ment will undertake the elaboration of a comprehensive programme 
of disarmament encompassing all measures thought to be advisable in 
order to ensure that the goal of general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control becomes a reality in a world in 
which international peace and security prevail and in which the new 
international economic order is strengthened and consolidated. The 
comprehensive programme should contain appropriate procedures for 
ensuring that the General Assembly is kept fully informed of the 
progress of the negotiations including an appraisal of the situation 
when appropriate and, in particular, a continuing review of the im
plementation of the programme.

110. Progress in disarmament should be accompanied by measures to 
strengthen institutions for maintaining peace and the settlement of 
international disputes by peaceful means. During and after the im
plementation of the programme of general and complete disarmament, 
there should be taken, in accordance with the principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations, the necessary measures to maintain interna
tional peace and security, including the obligation of States to place 
at the disposal of the United Nations agreed manpower necessary for 
an international peace force to be equipped with agreed types of 
armaments. Arrangements for the use of this force should ensure that 
the United Nations can effectively deter or suppress any threat or use 
of arms in violation of the purposes and principles of the United 
Nations.

111. General and complete disarmament under strict and effective 
international control shall permit States to have at their disposal only 
those non-nuclear forces, armaments, facilities and establishments as 
are agreed to be necessary to maintain internal order and protect the 
personal security of citizens and in order that States shall support 
and provide agreed manpower for a United Nations peace force.

317-783 0 80 30



432 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

112. In addition to the several questions dealt with in this Pro
gramme of Action, there are a few others of fundamental importance, 
on which, because of the complexity of the issues involved and the short 
time at the disposal of the special session, it has proved impossible to 
reach satisfactory agreed conclusions. For those reasons they are 
treated only in very general terms and, in a few instances, not even 
treated at all in the Programme. It should be stressed, however, that a 
number of concrete approaches to deal with such questions emerged 
from the exchange of views carried out in the General Assembly which 
will undoubtedly facilitate the continuation of the study and negotia
tion of the problems involved in the competent disarmament organs.

IV. M a c h in e r y

113. While disarmament, particularly in the nuclear field, has become 
a necessity for the survival of mankind and for the elimination of the 
danger of nuclear war, little progress has been made since the end of 
the Second World War. In addition to the need to exercise political 
will, the international machinery should be utilized more effectively 
and also improved to enable implementation of the Programme of 
Action and help the United Nations to fulfil its role in the field of 
disarmament. In spite of the best efforts of the international com
munity, adequate results have not been produced with the existing 
machinery. There is, therefore, an urgent need that existing disarma
ment machinery be revitalized and forums appropriately constituted 
for disarmament deliberations and negotiations with a better repre
sentative character. For maximum effectiveness, two kinds of bodies 
are required in the field of disarmament—deliberative and negotiating. 
All Member States should be represented on the former, whereas the 
latter, for the sake of convenience, should have a relatively small 
membership.

114. The United Nations, in accordance with the Charter, has a 
central role and primary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament. 
Accordingly, it should play a more active role in this field and, in 
order to discharge its functions effectively, the United Nations should 
facilitate and encourage all disarmament measures—unilateral, bi
lateral, regional or multilateral—and be kept duly informed through 
the General Assembly, or any other appropriate United Nations chan
nel reaching all Members of the Organization, of all disarmament 
efforts outside its aegis without prejudice to the progress of 
negotiations.

115. The General Assembly has been and should remain the main 
deliberative organ of the United Nations in the field of disarmament 
and should make every effort to facilitate the implementation of dis
armament measures. An item entitled “Review of the implementation 
of the recommendations and decisions adopted by the General Assem
bly at its tenth special session” shall be included in the provisional
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agenda of the thirty-third and subsequent sessions of the General 
Assembly.

116. Draft multilateral disarmament conventions should be sub
jected to the normal procedures applicable in the law of treaties. Those 
submitted to the General Assembly for its commendation should be 
subject to full review by the Assembly.

117. The First Committee of the General Assembly should deal in 
the future only with questions of disarmament and related interna
tional security questions.

118. The General Assembly establishes, as successor to the Commis
sion originally established by resolution 502(VI) of 11 January 1952
a Disarmament Commission, composed of ^1 States Members of the 
United Nations, and decides that:

( а )  The Disarmament Commission shall be a deliberative body, a 
subsidiary organ of the General Assembly, the function of which shall 
be to consider and make recommendations on various problems in the 
field of disarmament and to follow up the relevant decisions and rec
ommendations of the special session devoted to disarmament. The Dis
armament Commission should, inter aliâ  consider the elements of a 
comprehensive programme for disarmament to be submitted as recom
mendations to the General Assembly and, through it, to the negotiating 
body, the Committee on Disarmament;

( б)  The Disarmament Commission shall function under the rules 
of procedure relating to the committees of the General Assembly with 
such modifications as the Commission may deem necessary and shall 
make every effort to ensure that, in so far as possible, decisions on sub
stantive issues be adopted by consensus;

{c) The Disarmament Commission shall report annually to the 
General Assembly and will submit for consideration by the Assembly 
at its thirty-third session a report on organizational matters; in 1979, 
the Disarmament Commission will meet for a period not exceeding 
four weeks, the dates to be decided at the thirty-third session of the 
Assembly;

{d) The Secretary-General shall furnish such experts, staff and 
services as are necessary for the effective accomplishment of the Com
mission’s functions.

119. A second special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament should be held on a date to be decided by the Assembly 
at its thirty-third session.

120. The General Assembly is conscious of the work that has been 
done by the international negotiating body that has been meeting since 
14 March 1962 as well as the considerable and urgent work that remains 
to be accomplished in the field of disarmament. The Assembly is deeply 
aware of the continuing requirement for a single multilateral disarma
ment negotiating forum of limited size taking decisions on the basis

lU d ., 1943-1959, vol. I, pp. 337-339.
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of consensus. It attaches great importance to the participation of all 
the nuclear-weapon States in an appropriately constituted negotiating 
body, the Committee on Disarmament. The Assembly welcomes the 
agreement reached following appropriate consultations among the 
Member States during the special session of the General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament that the Committee on Disarmament will be 
open to the nuclear-weapon States, and thirty-two to thirty-five other 
States to be chosen in consultation with the President of the thirty- 
second session of the Assembly; that the membership of the Commit
tee on Disarmament will be reviewed at regular intervals; that the 
Committee on Disarmament will be convened in Geneva not later than 
January 1979 by the country whose name appears first in the alpha
betical list of membership; and that the Committee on Disarmament 
will:

(a) Conduct its work by consensus;
(b) Adopt its own rules of procedure;
(c) Eequest the Secretary-General of the United Nations, following 

consultations with the Committee on Disarmament, to appoint the 
Secretary of the Committee, who shall also act as his personal repre
sentative, to assist the Committee and its Chairman in organizing the 
business and time-tables of the Committee;

(d) Rotate the chairmanship of the Conunittee among all its mem
bers on a monthly basis;

(e) Adopt its own agenda takings: into account the recommendations 
made to it by the General Assembly and the proposals presented by 
the members of the Committee;

(/) Submit a report to the General Assembly annually, or more 
frequently as appropriate, and provide its formal and other relevant 
documents to the States Members of the United Nations on a regular 
basis;

(g) Make arrangements for interested States, not members of the 
Committee, to submit to the Committee written proposals or working 
documents on measures of disarmament that are the subject of nego
tiation in the Committee and to participate in the discussion of the 
subject-matter of such proposals or working documents;

(A) Invite States not members of the Committee, upon their re
quest, to express views in the Committee when the particular concerns 
of those States are under discussion;

(i) Open its plenary meetings to the public unless otherwise decided.
121. Bilateral and regional disarmament negotiations may also play 

an important role and could facilitate negotiations of multilateral 
agreements in the field of disarmament.

122. At the earliest appropriate time, a world disarmament confer
ence should be convened with universal participation and with ade
quate preparation.

123. In order to enable the United Nations to continue to fulfil its 
role in the field of disarmament and to carry out the additional tasks
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assigned to it by this special session, the United Nations Centre for 
Disarmament should be adequately strengthened and its research and 
information functions accordingly extended. The Centre should also 
take account fully of the possibilities offered by specialized agencies 
and other institutions and programmes within the United Nations 
system with regard to studies and information on disarmament. The 
Centre should also increase contacts with non-govemmental organiza
tions and research institutions in view of the valuable role they play 
in the field of disarmament. This role could be encouraged also in 
other ways that may be considered as appropriate.

124. The Secretary-General is requested to set up an advisory board 
of eminent persons, selected on the basis of their personal expertise 
and taking into account the principle of equitable geographical rep
resentation, to advise him on various aspects of studies to be made 
under the auspices of the United Nations in the field of disarmament 
and arms limitation, including a programme of such studies.

♦ «  ♦

125. The General Assembly notes with satisfaction that the active 
participation of the Member States in the consideration of the agenda 
items of the special session and the proposals and suggestions sub
mitted by them and reflected to a considerable extent in the Final 
Document have made a valuable contribution to the work of the spe
cial session and to its positive conclusion. Since a number of those pro
posals and suggestions,^® which have become an integral part of the 
work of the special session of the General Assembly, deserve to be 
studied further and more thoroughly, taking into consideration the 
many relevant comments and observations made in both the general 
debate of the plenary and the deliberations of the Ad Hoc Committee 
of the Tenth Special Session, the Secretary-General is requested to 
transmit, together with this Final Document, to the appropriate delib
erative and negotiating organs dealing with the questions of disarm
ament all the official records of the special session devoted to 
disarmament, in accordance with the recommendations which the 
Assembly may adopt at its thirty-third session. Some of the proposals 
put forth for the consideration of the special session are listed below:

{a) Text of the decision of the Central Committee of the Romanian 
Communist Party concerning Romania’s position on disarmament 
and, in particular, on nuclear disarmament, adopted on 9 May 1978;

(&) Views of the Swiss Government on problems to be discussed at 
the tenth special session of the General Assembly;

(c) Proposals of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on practi
cal measures for ending the arms race;

“ See A/S-lO/PV.1-25, A/S-10/1-14 and 17, A/S-lO/AC.l/PV.1-16, A /S-10/ 
AC.1/1-40, A/S-lO/AC.l/L.1-17.

"°A/S-10/14.
“ A/S-IO/AO. 1/2.
^Ante, pp. 344r^56.
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{d) Memorandum from France concerning the establishment of an 
International Satellite Monitoring Agency;

{e) Memorandum from France concerning the establishment of an 
International Institute for Eesearch on Disarmament;

(/) Proposal by Sri Lanka for the establishment of a World Dis
armament Authority;

{g) Working paper submitted by the Federal Republic of Germany 
entitled “Contribution to the seismological verification of a compre
hensive test ban” ; ^

{h) Working paper submitted by the Federal Republic of Germany 
entitled “Invitation to attend an international chemical-weapon veri
fication workshop in the Federal Republic of Germany”;

(i) Working paper submitted by China on disarmament;
(j) Working paper submitted by the Federal Republic of Germany 

concerning zones of confidence-building measures as a first step to
wards the preparation of a world-wide convention on confidence- 
building measures;

(k) Proposal by Ireland for a study of the possibility of establishing 
a system of incentives to promote arms control and disarmament;

(Z) Working paper submitted by Romania concerning a synthesis 
of the proposals in the field of disarmament;

(m) Proposal by the United States of America on the establishment 
of a United Nations Peace-keeping Reserve and on confidence-building 
measures and stabilizing measures in various regions, including noti
fication of manoeuvres, invitation of observers to manoeuvres, and 
United Nations machinery to study and promote such measures;

(n) Proposal by Uruguay on the possibility of establishing a po- 
lemological agency;

(o) Proposal by Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland and the United States of America on the 
strengthening of the security role of the United Nations in the peace
ful settlement of disputes and peace-keeping;

(p) Memorandum from France concerning the establishment of an 
International Disarmament Fund for Development;^^

“ A/S-IO/AC. 1/7 (describes in detail French proposals of Feb. 23 (<mte, 
p. 97).

^A/S-IO/AC. 1/8 (describes in detail French proposals of Feb. 23 (ante^ 
p. 98).

^ A/S-IO/AC. 1/9 and Add. 1.
"«A/S-10/AC. 1/12.

A/S-lO/AC.1/13, June 6, 1978. Subsequently the FRG issued a more specific 
invitation naming time and place, postj p. 710-711.

A/S-IO/AC. 1/17.
“ A/S-IO/AC. 1/20.
"*A/S-I0/A0. 1/21.
®®A/S-10/AC.l/23.
‘̂A/S-lO/AC. 1/24.
A/S-IO/AO. 1/25.

“  A/S-IO/AC. 1/26 and corr. 1 and 2.
A/S-IO/AC. 1/28 (the document describes in detail the proposals of Feb. 23 

{ante, pp. 97-98).
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(q )  Proposal by Norway entitled “Evaluation of the impact of new 
weapons on arms control and disarmament efforts” ;

(r) Note verbale transmitting the text, signed in Washington on 
22 June 1978 by the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Argentina, 
Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Panama, Peru and Venezuela, re
affirming the principles of the Declaration of Ayacucho with respect 
to the limitation of conventional weapons

(s) Memorandum from Liberia entitled “Declaration of a new 
philosophy on disarmament”;

(t) Statements made by the representative of China, on 22 June
1978, on the draft Final Document of the tenth special session;

(u) Proposal by the President of Cyprus for the total demilitariza
tion and disarmament of the Republic of Cyprus and the implementa
tion of the resolutions of the United Nations

(v) Proposal by Costa Rica on economic and social incentives to 
halt the arms race

(w) Amendments submitted by China to the draft Final Document 
of the tenth special session

(ce) Proposals by Canada for the implementation of a strategy of 
suffocation of the nuclear arms race;

(y) Draft resolution submitted by Cyprus, Ethiopia and India on 
the urgent need for cessation of further testing of nuclear weapons

(b) Draft resolution submitted by Ethiopia and India on the non
use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war

(aa) Proposal by the non-aligned countries on the establishment of 
a zone of peace in the Mediterranean

(bb) Proposal by the Government of Senegal for a tax on military 
budgets

(cc) Proposal by Austria for the transmission to Member States of 
working paper A/AC.187/109 and the ascertainment of their views on 
the subject of verification;

(dd) Proposal by the non-aligned countries for the dismantling of

A/S-IO/AC. 1/31.
Substantially the same as the Declaration by the Foreign Ministers of the 

Signatories of the Ayacucho Declaration, ante, pp. 400-401.
“'A/S-IO/AC. 1/35.

A/S-IO/AC. 1/36.
®®A/S-10/AC. 1/39.
"®A/S-10/AC. 1/40.

A/S-IO/AO. 1/L. 2-4, A/S-IO/AC. 1/L. 7 and 8.
"̂‘A/S-lO/AC. 1/L. 6.
"A/S-IO/AC. 1/L. 10.

A/S-IO/AC. VL. 11.
"A/S-IO/AC. 1/37, par. 72. (Note: Ns. 45-51 refer to the original version of 

the Final Document and pars, do not conform to those in the final, revised ver
sion. In this instance, the reference to a Mediterranean zone of peace has been 
omitted from the version adopted by the G.A.)

“ Ibid,, par. 101. The pars, referred to in ns. 46-51 have been deleted from the 
final version.

par. 113.
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foreign military bases in foreign territories and withdrawal of foreign 
troops from foreign territories

{ee) Proposal by Mexico for the opening, on a provisional basis, of 
an ad hoc account in the United Nations Development Programme to 
use for development the funds which may be released as a result of 
disarmament measures

(//)  Proposal by Italy on the role of the Security Council in the 
field of disarmament in accordance with Article 26 of the Charter of 
the United Nations;®®

{gg) Proposal by the Netherlands for a study on the establishment 
of an international disarmament organization.®^

126. In adopting this Final Document, the States Members of the 
United Nations solemnly reaffirm their determination to work for 
general and complete disarmament and to make further collective 
efforts aimed at strengthening peace and international security; elimi
nating the threat of war, particularly nuclear war; implementing 
practical measures aimed at halting and reversing the arms race; 
strengthening the procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes; 
and reducing military expenditures and utilizing the resources thus 
released in a manner which will help to promote the well-being of all 
peoples and to improve the economic conditions of the developing 
countries.

127. The General Assembly expresses its satisfaction that the pro
posals submitted to its special session devoted to disarmament and the 
deliberations thereon have made it possible to reaffirm and define in 
this Final Document fundamental principles, goals, priorities and 
procedures for the implementation of the above purposes, either in the 
Declaration or the Programme of Action or in both. The Assembly 
also welcomes the important decisions agreed upon regarding the delib
erative and nego>tiating machinery and is confident that these organs 
will discharge their functions in an effective manner.

128. Finally, it should be borne in mind that the number of States 
that participated in the general debate, as well as the high level of 
representation and the depth and scope of that debate, are unprece
dented in the history of disarmament efforts. Several Heads of State 
or Government addressed the General Assembly. In addition, other 
Heads of State or Government sent messages and expressed their good 
wishes for the success of the special session of the Assembly. Several 
high officials of specialized agencies and other institutions and pro
grammes within the United Nations system and spokesmen of twenty- 
five non-governmental organizations and six research institutes also 
made valuable contributions to the proceedings of the session. It must 
be emphasized, moreover, that the special session marks not the end

par. 126. 
lUd., par. 141.

par. 179. 
lUd., par. 186.
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but rather the beginning of a new phase of the efforts of the United 
Nations in the field of disarmament.

129. The General Assembly is convinced that the discussions of the 
disarmament problems at the special session and its Final Document 
will attract the attention of all peoples, further mobilize world public 
opinion and provide a powerful impetus for the cause of disarmament.

Statement by the Deputy U.S. Representative (Leonard) to the 
Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Dis
armament: Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, 
June 30, 1978^

This is an historic occasion. We are meeting today in the final 
session of the largest meeting of states to discuss and deliberate on 
disarmament in the history of our small planet. We came together with 
many differing viewpoints, reflecting the inevitable but healthy variety 
that results when 149 states attempt to address a subject as complicated 
and important as disarmament, which touches almost all aspects of 
international affairs. Our meeting together in this session has itself 
been an important event. That we have been able to reach a consensus 
agreement on a Final Document  ̂is, in the view of many here, no small 
miracle. It is certainly an achievement that all delegations can be 
proud of. This is in a very real sense the first consensus document on 
disarmament in a very long time. That the effort to achieve a consensus 
document was successful—an objective regarded by many as too ambi
tious—is due to goodwill displayed by all delegations. It also reflects 
the fact that the world community today takes the subject of disarma
ment seriously.

As must be the case in any consensus document, the text, in some 
cases, does not have wording that individual states would have pre
ferred. Like other delegations who have spoken, that applies to the 
U.S. delegation. On this occasion, I will limit my remarks to a few 
comments on instances of this nature.

The United States supports the creation of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones under appropriate circumstances and, at this very time, is 
proceeding to ratification of Protocol I to the treaty of Tlatelolco.^ In 
this connection, the Program of Action calls upon the nuclear-weapon 
states to give undertakings with respect to such zones, the modalities of 
which are to be negotiated with the competent authorities of the respec
tive zones. I wish to note our understanding that the term “modalities” 
refers to both substantive provisions and procedures to be included in 
such undertakings.

The United States also supports the general proposition that an

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Aug. 1978, pp. 46-48.
 ̂The Final Document is printed supra.

® The treaty is pirlnted in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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appropriately defined zone of peace, freely determined by all states 
concerned wherever situated, can be a way to promote and maintain in
ternational peace and security in conformity with the U.N. Charter. 
The United States considers that zones of peace must be consistent 
with, and cannot abridge, the inherent right of individual or collective 
self-defense guaranteed in the charter or other rights recognized under 
international law, including the right of innocent passage, historic 
high seas freedoms, and other relevant rights. The U.S. position on the 
creation of any particular zone of peace will depend on its 
characteristics.

In addition, I would like to address myself to an aspect of the vital 
question of nonproliferation which is of concern to many states.

We recognize the right of any state to peaceful nuclear development, 
and the United States will continue to strongly support international 
cooperation in this area. This was further evidenced during this special 
session by the announcement of a program designed to strengthen our 
peaceful nuclear assistance programs, particularly through the IAEA. 
However, any such cooperation must be carried out with the realiza
tion that we all share in the responsibility for its safe use. It is essential 
that each nation plan its peaceful nuclear programs with full con
sideration for nonproliferation concerns. In the long run, this is the 
best insurance; that all nations will be able to realize the substantial 
benefits of nuclear energy without increasing the risk of catastrophic 
nuclear conflict and with assurance that the prospects for nuclear dis
armament will not be endangered.

Eegarding nuclear testing, the U.S. Government fully shares the 
desire, expressed by an overwhelming majority of the participants in 
this special session, for an early suspension of all nuclear tests. This 
objective has occupied a central place in our approach to arms control 
and disarmament and has guided our efforts in the trilateral negotia
tions currently underway in Geneva. President Carter has repeatedly 
emphasized his commitment to this goal.

We would like, however, to explain the reasons why an immediate 
moratorium on nuclear testing, which we recognize is strongly desired 
by many nations, does not seem to us to be a good idea. We have 
strongly and consistently held the view that a comprehensive test ban, 
in order to promote stability and mutual confidence among its par
ticipants, must be based on adequate measures of verification.

At this moment, we are engaged in the detailed and technically 
complex process of elaborating such measures. We have made steady 
progress in these efforts and are confident that effective and mutually 
agreeable solutions can be achieved before too long. But an immediate 
cessation of nuclear testing could seriously complicate efforts to finalize 
satisfactory arrangements. It could even have the effect of lengthening 
the negotiating process.

Therefore, while we understand the motivations of those who have 
called for a moratorium and, indeed, sympathize with them, we believe 
that the surest way of arriving at our common goal— t̂hat is, the
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earliest possible achievement of a comprehensive test ban that can 
truly promote mutual confidence among its parties—is through the 
negotiations in Geneva. And we can assure you that the U.S. Govern
ment will make every effort to bring those negotiations to a prompt 
and satisfactory conclusion.

I would also wish to say a word about the question of reduction of 
military budgets. This session has correctly noted the excessive amount 
of resources devoted to national military capabilities. The limitation 
or reduction of military budgets hold promise of benefits for all. There
fore, we regret that it was not possible to reach consensus on language 
identifying the essential first steps—standardized measurement and 
reporting, development of techniques for international comparison 
that would be an important step, and verification—which must be 
taken if we are to advance toward negotiated reductions. My govern
ment continues to attach importance to this subject, and it is our hope 
that the General Assembly, at its 33d Session will be able to return to 
it in a constructive manner.

I would at this time also like to make a brief comment on a pro
cedural matter. My delegation does not at this stage wish to object to 
the procedures suggested concerning the financial implications of pro
posals adopted by this assembly. The growing frequency of special 
sessions and the significance of the financial implications of this special 
session, however, suggest that in the future arrangements for spe
cial sessions should be such that provision is made to permit the full 
and proper application of rule 153 of the rules of procedure. In the fu
ture both the Secretariat and delegations should plan the scheduling 
and organization of special sessions so thait sufficient time is allocated 
to permit full compliance with rule 153.

These few comments I have made are in no way intended to reflect 
on the high significance my delegation attaches to the document we 
have just adopted, or on the importance of the fact that it has been 
adopted by consensus.

In this document, we have prepared not only a Declaration on Dis
armament, but in the Program of Action, a guide for future efforts. 
That guide is broad in scope. It also reflects the effort to bridge the 
differences that have existed. If in some cases it lacks the precision 
we might wish, we must remember it is our first effort in a forum like 
this to chart our future course of action. In the period ahead we, to
gether, seek to sharpen our focus and narrow our differences, in both 
the deliberative and negotiating bodies.

In this regard it is proper to note the significance of the agreements 
reached regarding disarmament machinery.

For example, the reactivation of the Disarmament Commission will 
enable us to bring the insights of many nations into our common 
effort to halt and reverse the arms race.

With regard to the negotiating body, we have achieved a significant 
breakthrough in having agreed on a negotiating body open to all 
nuclear-weapon states. The United States welcomes the return to active
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f)articipation in negotiations of our old friend and ally, France. We 
look forward to participation, at an early date, of the People’s Repub
lic of China.

We have begun a process. We hope that process will be aided by a 
second special session on disarmament in 1981.

Vice President Mondale stated at the beginning of this extraordi
nary meeting that the United States was here not only to act, but also 
to listen.  ̂ I want to assure the delegates here present that my govern
ment has not only listened but heard the call for more rapid progress in 
halting and reversing the arms race. We wish to commend the leaders 
of our fellow nations for the bounty of ideas and the sincerity of the 
challenges they have laid before the family of nations in this forum.

We have heard the nations of the world give expression to the urgent 
need for disarmament and have learned much from this exchange of 
ideas and proposals. We hope that others can come away from this 
session with a better undersitanding of our own firm desire to join in 
diverting from the present dangerous course. At the same time, we 
liope they have also gained a new appreciation for the enormous com
plexities involved in charting a new course, a course fundamentally 
different from that of any other period in history, necessitated by the 
destructive capacity available to a small number of governments. We 
cannot act alone. But we have committed ourselves to a new beginning, 
a more cooperative policy which we believe must fully involve all 
nations to be successful.

One of the significant results of this session has been the stimula
tion it has given to public interest and participation in our common 
efforts. The work of the nongovernmental organizations in connec
tion with this session should be an inspiration to us all. We hope it will 
continue and grow. Governments do not have a monopoly on wisdom, 
nor can they act boldly without public support. Thus, however im
portant our.final document is, it may be that much of the significance 
of this session in the long run will lie in the public area.

Report to the Supreme Soviet by Foreign Minister Gromyko on 
the Draft Law on Procedures for the Conclusion, Execution, 
and Denunciation of International Treaties of the Soviet 
Union [Extract], July 6, 1978^

The basic principle of international law stating that treaties should 
be observed is perhaps more urgent today than ever before. Although 
this is an old principle, its value has not been diminished with the 
passage of time. In fact, it is registered in all the most important inter-

* The Vice President’s statement is printed ante, pp. 323-332.
* Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXX, no. 28 (Aug. 9, 1978), pp. 9-10; 

Pravda and Izvestia, July 7, 1978. The draft law was enacted into law the same 
day.
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national documents—from the UN Charter to the Final Act of the all- 
European conference.

Over the 60-year history of its relations with foreign countries, the 
Soviet Union has shown itself to be a conscientious partner, irre
proachably precise and consistent in fulfilling international commit
ments it has undertaken. . . .

The conscientious fulfillment of commitments stemming from gener
al ly recognized principles and norms of international law is a consti
tutional principle of the Soviet Union’s foreign policy. It is laid down 
in Art. 29 of our new Constitution.

This principle is given special attention in the preamble and is 
stated in Art. 19 of the draft law, which at the same time emphasizes 
that we stand for the unswerving fulfillment by other parties to 
bilateral and multilateral international treaties to which the USSR is 
party of their commitments stemming therefrom.

The efforts of states aimed at improving relations with one another 
and the easing of international tension raise a very acute question of 
confidence in one another, which in large part means a question of the 
observance of their commitments. . . .

Take, for example, such a delicate question as the Soviet-American 
accords on the limitation of strategic arms. Both the Soviet Union and 
the US recognize that the two sides observe all the provisions of the 
accords on the limitation of both defensive and offensive strategic arms.

The Standing Consultative Commission of representatives of the 
USSR and the US, created specially to monitor the fulfillment by the 
two sides of the commitments they have made, has not reported a single 
instance of the violation of these accords. The misunderstandings that 
did arise—and that’s exactly what they were, misunderstandings—> 
have been settled to mutual satisfaction.

Thus, only dishonest and irresponsible loudmouths can venture to re
proach the USSR for failing to fulfill its commitments under the afore
mentioned agreements with the US. And they do so with a very definite 
aim in mind— t̂o impede talks, especially those on further measures to 
limit strategic arms, and to damage Soviet-American relations in 
general.

While attaching serious importance to the question of the honest and 
strict observance of treaties, we, of course, take the necessary measures 
in cases of the violation of international treaties we have concluded by 
other parties to them. If there is a substantial violation, and also in 
other circumstances envisaged by generally recognized norms of inter
national law, our commitments under such a treaty may be terminated 
and, if it is a bilateral treaty, it may also be denounced. All this is re
flected in the draft law.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Vance: Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Talks and Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks [Extracts], July 10, 1978^

Q, The Soviets seem to have made a dead letter out of the 1972 basic 
set of principles signed with the United States, in which both sides 
agreed not to take advantage unilaterally of the other. The Helsinki 
agreement of 1975 appears to have been violated, and there appear to 
be more violations in process with these current trials.^

If we have been burned, as appears to be the case on two impor
tant agreements with the Soviets, what then is the point—and what 
are the chances—of the Senate approving a third treatv such as the 
SALT II?

A.  The Strategic Arms Limitation^Talks (SALT), which would lead 
to an agreement in that area, are of particular importance, as I have 
indicated on many, many occasions. They deal with the security of our 
nation, the security of the Soviet Union, and, indeed, affect the peace of 
the world. Therefore, they stand on their own two feet and have a 
special quality.

I f one looks back at what the experience has been in the area of 
agreements reached in the strategic arms area—and, as you know, a 
study of this has been made and submitted to the Congress—there 
are no indications that there have been violations of such agreements.

I believe that if agreement can be reached in the area of strategic 
arms, which I believe is the case—I believe that an agreement can and 
will be reached, an agreement which is verifiable, and I stress veri
fiable— t̂hen that agreement should be ratified because it is in the 
national interest of the United States and affects, as I said, the whole 
question of world peace.

Q. In the light of the deterioration of American-Soviet relations, 
do you fear a hardening of the Soviet positions in Europe—for in
stance, in Berlin and in MBFR [mutual and balanced force reduc
tions] ?

A.  I would certainly hope not. The answer obviously must be that 
I do not know.

Insofar as MBFR is concerned, I was encouraged by the response 
of the Soviet Union in June to the proposals which the Western group 
had put on the table— t̂he NATO group. It was a serious proposal that 
the Soviets put forward, and I think there is now a basis for serious 
negotiations in the field of mutual and balanced force reductions. I

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 1978, pp. 16,19,20.
*The basic principles are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237- 

240. The arms control portions of the Helsinki agreement are printed iUd., 1975, 
pp. 304-308.
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hope that will proceed forward, and I hope that it will proceed for
ward promptly without delay.

One of the questions which has to be resolved, if there is to be prog
ress there, is agreement, however, on the number of forces that each 
has in the central region. There is still not agreement on this nor on 
the means of achieving the figures to get that. That must be resolved.

Address by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for Se
curity Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye): Nuclear 
Energy Policy EExtractl, July 12, 1978"

Another factor to consider is new technology. During the next 10 
years, advances in once-through fuel technology could lead to uranium 
savings of at least 15% for the once-through LWK fuel cycle. These 
benefits, associated with extending burnup, are particularly attractive 
in the near term. In the 1990’s it may be possible to demonstrate the 
potential for increasing the savings an additional 10-15%, if the nec
essary development programs are successfully completed.

Uranium resource requirements can also be reduced by extracting 
more of the fissile U-235 content from natural uranium. The United 
States has for some time conducted an advanced isotope separation 
technology program, which is still in the early stages of development. 
It is aimed at developing an economically feasible technology for pro
duction of natural assay uranium recovered from the tails of current 
enrichment processes. I f this technology is successfully developed, 
then it will be possible, in the 1990’s, to reduce the U-235 tails assay 
from the value of 0.20 to 0.05, thus reducing uranium requirements 
by almost 20%.

Although the prospects of successful development and implementa
tion of advanced isotopic separation processes and some of the long
term advances in reactor technology are not certain at this time, it 
appears that if both of these programs are successfully carried out 
and implemented, it may be possible to achieve uranium savings on 
the order of 45% in plants starting up by the year 2000. These tech
nological advances may well become available prior to the time at 
which present high confidence, low cost uranium resources begin to 
become uncertain.

Uranium and the Role of Plutonivm

U.S. policy is based on these considerations and the need to keep 
perspective in balancing energy and military security problems. Plu
tonium does not provide a solution to the short and midterm energy

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 1978, pp. 41-42. The address was deliv
ered before the Uranium Institute in London.
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security problems, while its dispersal and utilization before the inter
national system has learned how to cope with it threatens to add to the 
world’s security burden. Other technologies on the other hand do not 
now commit us to political problems we don’t know how to deal with. 
For these reasons, the U.S. Government has opposed plutonium re
cycle in thermal reactors, which offers only marginal (if any) eco
nomic or energy security benefit. Diminished dependence on uranium 
imports can be accomplished more economically and safely through 
modest national stockpile programs.

At the same time, we have not opposed breeder reactor research and 
development programs because of the greater range of uncertainty 
surrounding estimates of their energy costs and benefits. A key ele
ment in this evaluation is the question of probable uranium resources. 
And since no one knows the answer to that question with certainty, 
we must be sure that we weigh the risks of being wrong from both the 
energy and the military security point of view.

Essentially, nations are making energy and economic security bets 
about the availability of uranium and its likely price on the one hand 
versus the capital costs of the breeder reactor on the other. There are 
large uncertainties in the breeder capital costs and fuel cycle costs. If  
we consider the range of these estimates, we see that the lower priced 
breeder would compete with present light water reactors using ura
nium oxide priced at about $60/pound; while the more expensive 
breeder would compete with uranium oxide priced at about $200/ 
pound. The improved light water reactor would compete at even higher 
uranium prices. We do not know now what the competitive costs will 
be, but it does raise the following questions. Will the capital costs of 
the breeder escalate as has occurred with many high technology proj
ects during the commercialization process ? Will uranium reserves be 
exhausted and prices increase rapidly? Or will more resources be 
found as higher prices stimulate further drilling?

No one can answer these questions with certainty. Yet given long 
lead times in high technology research and development projects, de
cisions must be made before all the facts are known. In order to maxi
mize our area of common interest, we should strive for a situation in 
which nations can place different long-term energy bets without jeop
ardizing each other’s security interests. We ask those who bet on breed
ers to include security costs which they impose on others, particularly 
safe fuel cycles, in their economic calculations. At the same time, they 
can rightly ask us for greater assurance on fuel supplies, and we are 
presently exploring bilateral and multilateral fuel assurance options. 
Then each nation can bet as it wishes on the economics of the breeder 
without imposing the political costs of its actions on others.

We ask those who choose to go ahead now with the breeder to include 
the following factors in their decisionmaking process.

• Avoidance of the temptation to reduce per unit capital costs by 
premature exports—the commercialization of the breeder (and re
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processing) should be limited to situations where it has compelling ad
vantages. Economies of scale arguments dictate that only the largest 
nuclear programs could satisfy such a condition for commercialization.

• Fuel cycle facilities should be designed to make their misuse dif
ficult and time consuming, even though such design, as in the case of 
hot fuel fabrication, may involve additional cost.

• Efforts should be made to minimize flows of cold plutonium or 
fuels with high concentrations of fissionable materials even if this adds 
to transport costs.

• Multinational institutional arrangements should be utilized where 
there are compelling reasons to proceed with new technology. While 
such arrangements could produce benefits in economic efficiency, such 
steps would be desirable even if they led to a net cost.

Measures that would make these sorts of compromises possible are 
currently under discussion in the INFCE. Certainly the way the 
United States will respond to requests for transfers for reprocessing 
of U.S. origin spent fuel will depend on the extent to wMch other 
countries have made serious efforts to recognize and take prolifera
tion concerns into account. At the same time, we are ready to take 
their energy security concerns into account.

Pros'pects For Stability After IN FOE
The United States sees INFCE as a cooperative international effort 

to evaluate the role of nuclear power technology in an international 
context and help develop an objective appreciation of the nonpro
liferation, economic, and other implications of different fuel cycle 
approaches. INFCE provides a 2-year period in which nations can 
re-examine assumptions and find ways to reconcile their overlapping 
but somewhat different emphasis on the use of nuclear energy. While 
INFCE has a technical cast, it is part of the political process of laying 
a basis for a stable international regime to govern nuclear energy 
through the end of the century.

A stable international regime should build upon and reinforce the 
previous accomplishments of the Atoms for Peace program, the IAEA, 
and the Nonproliferation Treaty. Even if all new institutions are not 
under the jurisdiction of the lAJEA, they should be consistent with it, 
and help to reinforce the safeguards system that has separated peaceful 
and military uses of nuclear energy in the past. The IAEA should 
be envisaged as the center of the institutional system.

A stable regime should be designed to minimize the global distribu
tion of weapons-usable materials and vulnerable points in the fuel 
cycle, while adequately meeting the energy security needs of all coun
tries. One can visualize five basic norms for a strengthened interna
tional regime: full-scope safeguards, avoidance of unnecessarily sen
sitive facilities, use of diversion resistant technologies, joint control 
of sensitive facilities, and institutions to insure the availability of the 
benefits of nuclear energy.

The first norm—fuel-scope safeguards— îs basic to tlie existing in-

317-783 0 80 31
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temational regime that we are trying to reinforce. It is increasingly 
accepted that full-scope safeguards provide a credible assurance of 
peaceful intent, without interference with research or power programs.

The second norm says countries should avoid sensitive facilities that 
involve weapons-usable materials unless they can be shown to be eco
nomically necessary. While allowing a range of interpretation, this 
norm rules out certain activities when they are clearly economically 
indefensible. This does not reserve sensitive facilities only to existing 
sites, but it does emphasize the shared interest of members of the in
ternational community in minimizing the vulnerable points in the 
global fuel cycle, and thus reducing the burden upon the international 
safeguards system.

The third norm—use of technology that is as proliferation resistant 
as possible or appropriate in a particular institutional situation—ap
pears to be attracting support. A number of interesting ideas have 
been suggested in the past years. While still too new to judge fully, 
such ideas indicate the value of continuing the search. At the front 
end of the fuel cycle, France has been investigating chemical enrich
ment techniques that ideally could increase the difficulty of producing 
weapons-grade material. The proponents of CIVEX reprocessing for a 
breeder system have suggested processes and stipulated a useful set 
of criteria for terrorist proofing against which their technical sug
gestions can be judged. These criteria are:

• No pure plutonium in storage;
• No pure plutonium at any intermediate point;
• No way to produce pure plutonium by simple process adjustment;
• No way to produce pure plutonium without equipment 

modifications;
• No way to carry out equipment modifications with facilities and 

components normally on site;
• No way to carry out the required equipment modifications without 

plant decontamination or entry into extremely high radiation fields; 
and

• Length of time required for successful diversion should be such 
that adequate time is available for national and/or international 
responses.

In the area of research reactors, both France and the United States 
are developing high density fuels that will provide sufficient neutron 
flux at lower levels of enrichment to cover nearly all experiments for 
which most research reactors are used. In short, developments and 
explorations in technology can help to create an environment for a 
stable regime, though it should be remembered that technical fixes 
alone do not solve the problem of proliferation.

The fourth and fifth norms suggest the need to develop two types 
of institutions, both of which are included in the INFCE terms of 
reference. First we need to explore the characteristics of institutions 
to deal with the possibilities of effective joint control. Where sensitive 
facilities are economically essential and difficult to safeguard nation-
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ally, we should examine together forms of multinational ownership 
and management which might help to reinforce the effect of interna
tional safeguards. The political costs of abrogating an arrangement 
that involves a number of states would be added to the costs of dis
missing IAEA inspectors. Criteria and procedures can be developed 
for “effective multinationality” which requires the involvement of a 
number of states while inhibiting replication or dissemination of the 
sensitive technology to national facilities.

Finally, we need to develop institutions to implement the principle 
of assurance of benefits. Supply assurances, fuel trusts, and interna
tional spent fuel repositories are good examples. We are already mak
ing progress in discussions of a fuel trust, and President Carter has 
announced willingness to make a substantial commitment. Essentially 
this could be a stockpile of fuel to be released to countries which have 
all their facilities under safeguards, have a clean safeguards record, 
and have chosen not to develop sensitive facilities on a national basis. 
By relieving the burden on the world safeguards system, these actors 
deserve special recognition and help with their potential energy secu
rity problem. Such a fuel trust need not be unduly large to accomplish 
its purpose of reinforcing the reliability of the uranium market by 
reducing political risks. Complementary bilateral and multilateral 
assurance measures can also contribute to this goal.

Conchtsion
In the largest sense of security— b̂oth energy and nonprolifera

tion— t̂he common interests of the nations utilizing nuclear energy 
outweigh the differences that divide them. Nuclear energy is truly a 
transnational policy issue. Domestic and international policy choices 
are inextricably intertwined. Those who bet now on the breeder and 
those who bet for now on adequate uranium availability and improved 
technology must each make serious efforts to meet the security concern 
on the other side. Neither must try to foreclose what may be the 
most important options for all. One can envisage a reasonable com
promise over current differences. Security in its broadest dimension 
must prevail over any commercial consideration. On that bedrock it 
will be possible to construct a stable regime for the governance of 
nuclear energy while the uncertainties of uranium supply are left 
to the market, miners, and time to resolve.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representative 
(De Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
July 19, 1978^

In my remarks today, I would like briefly to summarize the present 
situation of these talks.

Western participants have sought throughout the course of these

"ACDA files.
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negotiations to do everything in their power to reach an agreement 
consistent with the agreed goal of a more stable relationship with un
diminished security for each participant. Our initial proposals in 1973, 
calling for an outcome of approximate parity in ground forces, were 
designed to make a real contribution to enhancing stability in the area.

In the course of the talks. Western participants have made several 
additional proposals in response to expressed Eastern concerns. On 
December 16,1975, and again on April 19,1978, Western participants 
made significant moves which changed the outcome envisaged by the 
Western proposals of 1973. The Western proposals constitute an in
disputable equitable balance of obligations for each side.

It is in this context that Western authorities are examining the 
Eastern proposals of June 8. These proposals contain moves of signifi
cance on certain issues of concern to the West and in that respect are 
welcome. However, there remain differences between the two sides on a 
number of important issues. Among these, the discussion of the East
ern proposals during this round has made clear that, despite the nar
rowing of differences on principle, there are some serious defects in 
the means proposed by the East to implement these tentatively 
agreed principles.

For example, although Eastern participants have accepted the con
cept of an outcome of parity, the reductions the East would take to 
reach parity would be based on the tabled Eastern figures on Eastern 
manpower in the area. Because the data discrepancy remains unre
solved, the potentially useful Eastern acceptance of the principle of 
parity is not yet of practical value.

In fact, data and the related issue of the size of manpower reduc
tions to be taken by each side remain the central issues of these negotia
tions. Although the participants had a useful discussion on data this 
round, there is still no clarification of the discrepancy between Western 
and Eastern figures on Eastern military manpower in the area to re
port. Clearly, there can be no real progress toward an agreement on 
reductions and limitations until the discrepancy is resolved and agree
ment is reached on a data base. The West intends to pursue the data 
discussion with determination in order to find the sources of the 
discrepancy.

Similarly, although Eastern participants have accepted the concept 
of collectivity of manpower limitations, they have also proposed cer
tain rules for implementing this concept which have elements of na
tional ceilings and which could effectively prevent Western partici
pants from maintaining the agreed post-reduction level in the event of 
subsequent unilateral reductions. These rules would at the same time 
not prevent the Soviet Union from returning to its starting level. Such 
a result would be destabilizing and would diminish Western security. 
Western proposals for operating the collectivity principle do not have 
these serious defects.

In its proposals, the East is asking the West to undertake all those
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obligations which the West has itself offered plus additional weighty 
requirements. In return the East is offering withdrawals of Soviet 
units and armaments in phase I, plus further Eastern manpower re
ductions in the second phase which, taken together, are far less than 
what the West has asked. Clearly, from the standpoint of balance, 
there is a need for Eastern participants to re-examine the package they 
have proposed.

The question of commitments in phase I by direct participants other 
than the USA and USSR regarding their phase II reductions and 
limitations also remains at issue. The Western April 19 proposals pro
vided the basis for resolution of this issue.  ̂ They offered a general 
commitment of the kind the East has been asking for regarding; the 
scope and timing of phase II reductions by the Western European di
rect participants and Canada. However, the June 8 proposals show 
that the East is in fact still requesting very specific commitments in 
phase I regarding all the aspects of these reductions. Contrary to East
ern claims, the Eastern proposals do not reserve the modalities of 
phase II reductions for phase II negotiations.

Beyond this, the Eastern approach ignores differences in the geo
graphic situation of various participants and therefore would place 
more burdensome obligations on some participants than others. Under 
it, participants whose territory is located within the area would be 
obliged to accept limitations on their total military manpower and 
force structure, as well as armaments selected for reduction. On the 
other hand, participants whose territory is located outside the area 
would not incur limits of any kind on the total level of their forces. 
It is clear that a reduction obligation on the forces of a country whose 
territory is within the area is far more burdensome than the same re
duction obligation on the Soviet Union, whose territory is located out
side the area but immediately adjacent ix> it.

This unequal Eastern approach to reduction obligations would re
sult in significant unilateral advantage for the East. What is neces
sary, therefore, is to construct a balanced package of reductions and 
limitations on either side, one whose terms take full account of the 
impact of geography on individual obligations.

The Western proposals do this. The fact that the largest Eastern 
power, the Soviet Union, directly adjoins the area of reductions and 
would not be limited in the overall size of its forces provides added 
justification for the Western call for reductions in military manpower 
leading to genuine parity in the area of reductions, for genuinely col
lective manpower ceilings with a specific limitation on Soviet and US 
manpower within the area, and for our opposition to armament reduc
tions by Western direct participants other thian the US.

To sum up. Western participants welcome the Eastern June 8 re
sponse to the Western initiative of April. These Eastern proposals 
represent the first time the East has modified in any way the outcome

* AntCf pp. 248-249.



452 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

envisaged by the Eastern proposals of November, 1973. They also 
contain potentially important agreement on a number of points of 
principle. I f further discussion of the unsatisfactory methods which 
the East has proposed for implementing these principles bring evi
dence that the East is in fact willing to adopt a more flexible approach 
to these issues, and if participants can reach agreement on data, we 
may then be in a position to make real progress.

News Conference Statement by the Polish Representative 
(Strulak) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
July 19, 1978"

The round under review has been an interesting and productive one. 
Thanks to the proposals of the four Socialist countries direct par
ticipants, presented on 8 June, 1978, which took into account many 
aspects of the earlier Western proposals, particularly those of 19 
April 1978,2 the discussion in the XVth round enabled us to signifi
cantly move forward to a mutual accommodation of the respective 
positions necessary for an agreement.

This conclusion is ^rtainly substantiated by the basic truth that 
all direct participants are now committed to the final outcome of force 
reductions in Central Europe through the establishment of common 
collective levels for the overall number of armed forces at 900 thou
sand men for the NATO and Warsaw Treaty states in the lagreed area, 
including 700 thousand men in ground forces. This, as you know, was 
originally the Western idea.

In order to reach this mutually acceptable outcome the Socialist 
countries suggested in their proposals concrete compromise solutions 
on practically all major issues of reduction.

First, we have indicated the total volume of reduction of ground 
forces in order to reach the common ceiling. The Warsaw Treaty states 
are ready to reduce in the area 105 thousand men, while the NATO 
would be reducing 91 thousand. These are the amounts calculated on 
the basis of official data for ground force manpower presented by the 
sides on the numerical strength of their forces, and we presume that 
an understanding on data will precede a reduction agreement. The 
magnitude of these mutual reductions is determined by the number 
that Western participants are willing to reduce. Through these con
siderable cuts we would be able to decrease the present high force con
centration of the NATO and Warsaw Treaty states in the heart of 
Europe. At the same time we would preserve the basic force relation
ship on which national and collective security of our nations relies.

* ACDA files.
 ̂Ante, pp. 248-249.
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Second, we have defined a volume, substance, and modalities of re
ductions in the first stage, in which the United States and Soviet 
Union would open the process of reduction. This meets the require
ment of the Western European states and Canada which—as they have 
said—should permit them to take part in reduction in the second stage.

The recently expressed readiness of the Western European states to 
participate in such reductions permitted the Soviet Union to provide 
under the 8 June proposals for a significantly higher volume of reduc
tion in the first stage than that of the US. As you know, the USSR  
would reduce some 30 thousand soldiers, while the US only about 14 
thousand. The qualitative weight of the Soviet offer is of special im
portance : in total three divisions, including 1,000 tanks and 250 mecha
nized infantry combat vehicles which would be withdrawn from Cen
tral Europe. The residual level of the Soviet tanks in the area will be 
observed. There is no question that this is an offer of significant con
tribution to and—one may say—of advance investment into mutual 
confidence and stability in one of the most sensitive areas of the world. 
It is also a major step towards meeting the Western thinkuig on the 
phasing of the process of reduction and negotiations.

Third, the Socialist states propose that post-reduction ceilings are 
collective in nature, as the West has wished. A flexible mechanism of 
post-reduction limitations would permit collectively to maintain the 
common force level by each of the two groupings and so to increase 
the forces of individual countries in order to compensate for possible 
unilateral reductions by their allies. This mechanism disfavours no 
one.

The same time, we propose to restrain possibilities of unjustifiable 
force increases by one or more states, in circumvention of the reduc
tion obligation. This is also intended to bar any major, drastic changes 
in the relationship of forces within the area under collective ceilings, 
which would be harmful to general stability and undiminished secu
rity for each of our nations. The envisaged limitations on post
reduction increases would work equally for all states of the NATO 
and the Warsaw Treaty. We believe no particular state should be 
granted a privilege to reduce only symbolically or to increase its 
forces even above the pre-reduction level. Such an allowance could 
bring ill-effects to European security.

Fourth, we propose that reduction commitments regarding the sec
ond stage of reductions be formulated in the first agreement only in 
general terms, while the details would be negotiated subsequently. 
This is consistent with the understanding now obtaining at the nego
tiations on the phasing of reductions. At the same time we maintain 
our view that all direct participants should reduce proportionately to 
their military potentials to reach within 3-4 years the agreed common 
level. Those who have more would reduce more. In our view, there is 
no other just solution possible.
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Fifth, although the Socialist states would prefer to have reduction 
of armed forces along with their arms and combat equipment, we have 
now taken into consideration the Western argumentation that this 
would be too ambitious an endeavour. We have therefore agreed to 
deal with the problem selectively and accepted the “mixed package” 
approach in respect of armaments reduction as suggested by the West. 
In the spirit of compromise we also do not ask for any specific com
mitments for armaments reduction by the Western states other than 
the USA. What would be not acceptable, however, is an arrangement 
whereby some Western European states would at all shrink from any 
commitment to reduce their armaments in the second stage. This would 
be contrary to the requirement of mutuality of reductions, undimin
ished security and of genuine military detente in Central Europe.

In the course of the XVth round the discussion focussed on all the 
above mentioned aspects of the proposals submitted by the Socialist 
states on 8 June, 1978. The delegations of Socialist countries gave 
extensive explanations in reply to points raised by our partners. We 
indicated our willingness to discuss those, and indeed all other points 
of concern to the West, in the spirit of a true search for progress in 
the negotiations which, we feel, is now clearly within our reach.

We stressed in the deliberations of the XVth round that our pro
posal would not bring any unilateral advantage or disadvantage to 
any participant of future agreement. It would permit to maintain the 
undiminished security of every state, including the flank countries.

While embarking upon the first stage reductions we should all have 
clear, unambiguous picture o f :

A. Respective contributions to reduction process;
B. Post-reduction limitations; and
C. The final outcome in the form of common collective level of

forces in Central Europe.

Thus the European security and peace would be strengthened 
through a mutual and truly equitable arrangement in military domain. 
This is, as we all agree, what is greatly needed for opening up the way 
to further military detente and for the consolidation of the process of 
political detente on our continent.

An early progress in the Vienna negotiations is indeed greatly de
sired in view of the growing importance of disarmament dialogue for 
the future of East-West relations in general and of European rela
tions in particular. The expectations for such progress have been re
cently stressed by the United Nations General Assembly at its special 
session devoted to disarmament.

We feel that the Socialist countries have done their best to meet 
these expectations. We are now awaiting a move on the part of the 
Western states which will match our constructivity, flexibility and de
sire for mutual understanding. This could enable us soon to enter a. 
stage of working out the text of a reduction agreement.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Arms Con
trol in Europe [Extract], July 20, 1978^

I should like to discuss today aspects of the arms race in the region 
of Europe. Sweden as a European nation sees herself in the immediate 
vicinity of the two military blocs, herself standing outside alliances 
and supporting this policy by a strong national defence. In Central 
Europe, the most powerful concentration of armed forces and arma
ments is still to be found. The region remains in many respects the 
centre of the arms race between the leading military Powers and the 
military blocs. It is, indeed, not a zone where absence of conflicts can 
be taken for granted. In addition, crises in other parts of the world 
influence the situation in Europe and vice versa.

The final document of the special session calls urgently for a grad
ual but effective process of disarmament, beginning with a reduction 
in the present level of armaments. It rightly recalls that progress in 
detente and progress in disarmament complement and mutually 
strengthen each other. The document reflects on a general level the 
present situation in realistic terms.  ̂It is true that the arms race is not 
slowing down but accelerating, and that it by far outstrips the efforts 
to curb it. It is also true that, while some limited agreements have been 
reached, effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear 
arms race and to nuclear disarmament continue to elude man’s grasp.

The determining factor at this stage in achieving real measures of 
disarmament is the decisive political will of States, especially of those 
which possess nuclear weapons. However, let me here also add the 
importance of an informed and effective public opinion exerting pres
sure on Governments to develop that decisive political will, so ur
gently needed at this turning-point in the history of disarmament. 
The special session has given us a machinery which, hopefully, will 
serve disarmament negotiation purposes in an efficient manner.

No institutional machinery, however, can by itself replace the de
cisive efforts of the leading military Powers, which will be necessary 
in the work ahead. It is to be welcomed that the programme of action 
underlines this fundamental requirement.

This being so, it remains a common task to tackle the present diffi
cult situation. The nuclear arms race clearly runs counter to efforts 
to achieve further relaxation of international tension. At the same 
time, the importance of preventing proliferation of nuclear weapons 
to new countries has increased dramatically in the last few years.

It is often rightly said—and the document of the special session re
minds us of it— t̂hat the adoption of disarmament measures should 
take place in such an equitable and balanced manner as to ensure the

'C C D /Py. 793, pp. 15-28. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 411-439.
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right of each State to security. No individual State or group of States 
should obtain advantages over others at any stage. In each phase, the 
objective should be preserved security at the lowest possible level of 
armaments and military forces.

It has also been said many times that disarmament can come about 
only where trust prevails, and that trust will develop only where 
security prevails. These are important general truths, easy to subscribe 
to in a general way. But they should never be allowed to become a 
motive for inaction.

A consisteoit disarmament policy requires, further, that short term 
tactical advantages must not prevail. Negotiations should not be 
allowed to legitimize already planned, or just achieved, higher levels 
of destructive armaments.

Nor can a realistic disarmament policy, based as it must be on a re
sponsible assessmeait of the long term risks of the arms race, permit 
itself to acknowledge, as lasting contributions to disarmament, results 
without genuine substance. The sacrifice of specially constructed bar
gaining chips, or of what has been scrapped from an arms moderniza
tion programme, cannot constitute important contributions to the 
common goal. It is in this perspective that we view present and 
future negotiations.

The situation from where we start today gives continuous rise to old 
questions which still seek answers. In crude terms, it has not been 
possible so far to negotiate the renunciation of weapon systems which 
are not yet available to the other side. Whatever technology has made 
possible to develop, has been developed, whenever the political and 
military interest has 'been strong enough.

Distrust and overreaction follow in the trail of rapid technological 
innovation in the military sector. How can such a trend be prevented 
from continuing unhindered right into the 1980’s ? How can we avoid 
the foreseeable result that the leading military States then will hardly 
be able to moderate arms race trends and to exercise crises control? 
How then is trust to be developed and perceptions of security to be 
sufficiently strengthened in order to slow down and stop further 
qualitative development, specifically of nuclear weapons ?

In the view of the Swedish Government, a view shared by most 
other countries, the achievement of nuclear disarmament measures is 
the most urgent task. It will, as pointed out in the programme of 
action of the special session, require negotiations of agreements at an 
early date, and with adequate measures of verification satisfactory to 
the States concerned.

We also consider that the initiation of negotiations and the conclu
sion of even limited agreements at the present stage of the arms race 
are of value in their own right, as long as they represent real con
tributions to disarmament. The gravity of the situation makes it, 
however, necessary that substantial results also be achieved within
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reasonable time. The programme of action outlines the necessity of 
agreements concerning:

—cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of 
nuclear-weapon systems;

—cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and 
their means of delivery, and the production of fissionable mate
rial for weapons purposes;

—a comprehensive, phased programme with agreed time-frames, 
whenever feasible, for progressive and balanced reduction of 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, leading 
to their ultimate and complete elimination at the earliest possible 
time.

These tasks have proved difficult to approach in the past. What are, 
then, the chances to deal with them in the near future?

Other obstacles to achieving substantial results might become less 
paramount if we take into more careful account than hitherto some 
complicating factors. I will turn now to some of these factors. I do 
so without the purpose of drawing up an extensive list. What I do 
intend is to draw some practical conclusions from the programme of 
action and to formulate in this context some questions addressed to 
the nuclear Powers in the CCD.

While the qualitative aspects of the arms race grow more and more 
important, present disarmament negotiations, like many of those in 
the past, concentrate on quantitative aspects of forces and armaments. 
In some cases, this may be necessary in order to achieve some result. 
Those who would rest content with modest progress might be prepared 
to leave out complicated qualitative aspects of negotiations, arguing 
that their inclusion would with certainty lead to a break-down of 
dialogue. In such a case, they would say, the best would become the 
enemy of the good. However, we feel that such an argument could be 
deliberately used for counterproductive purposes. If pushed too far 
and too long, it means that an important element of the security equa
tion may not be weighed sufficiently into the negotiations. This limits 
at the start the scope of what such negotiations may achieve.

New technologies move increasingly towards multi-purpose and 
multi-mission systems, which make disarmament negotiations and 
verification a more complex and difficult task. We thus get hybrid 
arms which straddle the demarcation line between different categories 
of weapons, both from military and arms control perspectives. The 
same weapon systems often cover a wide spectrum of operational 
characteristics with respect to range, warhead, launcher and plat
form. They may offer a variety of ‘‘strategic” and ‘‘tactical” options. 
They may be deployed and used in various combinations. These com
binations may be changed at will.

Many complex operational factors elude those negotiations which 
focus too narrowly on a numerical balance. All those factors, however,
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contribute to increasing unpredictability, and thus also make the per
ception of the potential of other parties more insecure.

The present stage of the technological arms race makes it increas
ingly important to keep in mind that new arms and new weapon sys
tems to a large extent result from reactions not only to real preoccu
pations but also to imaginary threats. Very often, these reactions are 
related to qualitative improvements of the other party’s forces. These 
aspects should therefore to a larger extent be brought into the actual 
negotiations and be duly taken into account. Only then can more sub
stantial results be achieved.

Even now, in July 1978, we read in the newspapers extracts of official 
reports on terrifying continued efforts, by both super-Powers, to move 
into the realm of qualitatively new generations of weapons. And, as I 
said earlier, whatever technology has made it possible to develop, has 
been developed whenever the political and military interest has been 
strong enough. Again, we face the possibility of another new round 
of the arms race. This underlines the importance of new initiatives 
towards agreements on qualitative restraints.

Such agreements could of course still prove to be an illusion. Yet a 
more comprehensive disarmament dialogue could at least make it 
easier for each party to see what are justified and what are imfounded 
preoccupations of the other side. A dialogue which focuses more on 
operability than on numbers might even result in some restraint in 
qualitative developments while awaiting that they become negotiable.

Let me now focus attention more exclusively on Europe, bearing 
in mind the factors just mentioned. In Europe the contingency of a 
“surprise attack” stands out as a central arms race factor. In fact, the 
eventuality of a surprise attack has for a long; time dominated the 
strategic thinking of the two big Powers. This defence planning 
scenario is constantly influenced by qualitative developments on each 
side, even in periods when the force numbers remain fairly static.

Few believe, of course, that any of the leading military Powers 
would deliberately risk unleashing a devastating nuclear war. The po
litical distrust has often much more to do with perceptions of the other 
side’s capacity for limited but swift military actions in a substantially 
changed and extremely critical political situation. Apprehensions have 
been nourished, and continue to be influenced, by the political, geo
strategic and technical asymmetries between the leading military Pow
ers and the military blocs. Several of those factors are more or less 
static. The technological factor, however, will continue to bring about 
new dynamic developments, and will lead to defence measures build
ing both on normal reaction and overreaction and possibly even being 
taken at an accelerating pace.

It is therefore to be hoped that the defence planning of both military 
blocs will be increasingly based on the costly lesson which so far has 
invariably proved correct: that the other party has always felt com
pelled to try to keep the technological pace. Disarmament is therefore
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best served if the other side is not challenged into reactions which 
may become overreactions. Such reactions may, however, also have 
another background. Filling out, with quantity, what are perceived 
as deficiencies in the qualitative performance of one’s own weapons 
and weapon systems, creates insecurity on the other side. This is espe
cially so, since the qualitative gap between the force postures of NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact seems to be diminishing in several important 
respects.

The experience of the military blocs in Europe proves that concepts 
of security, stability and balance must be measured by political and 
not only by numerical standards. Balance must be seen as including 
not only armaments themselves but also geostrategic factors, tech
nological and economic power, differences in military and political 
secrecy, as well as differences in intra-alliance relationships.

Fear and distrust tend in fact to be based on differing perceptions 
of the other side’s capacity, i.e. his military capacity per se and his 
ability to use this potential politically in situations where there is no 
open military conflict. Again, only if the totality of these factors are 
taken into account in negotiations, enough political understanding 
can be created to result in substantial disarmament measures.

In this context, I would also like to recall the importance of a 
gradual reduction of military budgets on a mutually agreed basis, as 
a significant potential contribution to trust between nations. Within 
the efforts of puirsuing a purposeful policy of detente, different meth
ods should be tried in order to increase confidence, including widening 
contacts and broadening information over the frontiers.

Addressing aspects of the arms race in Euirope, I have so far dwelt 
generally on present and future negotiations in the disarmament field;
I have tried to point to some reasons why qualitative aspects of arma
ments, the operability of forces, and the resulting political perceptions, 
have to be taken into account in a more comprehensive way.

If we look a few years ahead, two main options exist in the field of 
disarmament:

(1) One option is to limit disarmament negotiations mainly to 
quantitative factors and apply disarmament or arms control measures 
to those “older” weapons that can be most easily verified by national 
technical means. The consequences will then be that other and more 
destructive weapons are simply left to proliferate. If such a choice 
becomes final, there is a risk of breakdown or at least of a rapid ero
sion of disarmament negotiations as well as a risk of large scale mili
tary build-ups. The arms race will continue.

(2) The second option is the pursuit and attainment of agreements 
which, both in the conventional and in the nuclear field, reduce the 
technological level of weapons and weapon systems, effectively restrain 
the introduction of new systems, and reduce the total number of 
weapons.
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The final document of the special session clearly indicates that the 
last-mentioned route is the one to be followed. Substantial results seem 
to be possible, however, only if the leading military Powers explore 
additional ways and means to translate their responsibilities into prac
tical results, to the benefit of all of us. Different types of compromises 
will be required from them, as their strategic positions and alliance 
patterns differ considerably. Secrecy contributes to creating distrust 
and over-reaction in the opposite camp. Readiness to acknowledge 
fully its actual arms race impact and to contribute in each specific case 
to adequate verification measures satisfactory to all States concerned 
will broaden the prospects of success in disarmament negotiations. 
On the other hand, technological restraints have for natural reasons to 
be exercised more strictly, the broader the technological and economic 
basis which a party uses to develop weapon technologies.

If the long-term dangers of the arms race are underestimated in 
practical action, compromises in these important fields will be insuffi
cient. In such cases, the implementation of the programme of action 
adopted by the special session will be ineffective, to the detriment of all 
of us.

Let me now against this general European background turn to those 
short-term measures which appear necessary, and to those methods 
which might be further explored in order to promote them. I will 
choose the period from now until 1980 as reference, since 1980 will wit
ness the next follow-up conference of the CSCE and the next review 
conference of the NPT.^ I will list seven measures. My comments will 
be related to the two sectors which are the subject of this intervention, 
namely nuclear weapons with special emphasis on non-strategic weap
ons and confidence-building measures, non-strategic nuclear weapons 
defined here as all nuclear weapon systems other than strategic bomb
ers, submarine-launched ballistic missiles and intercontinental ballistic 
missiles.

In the general context of negotiations and reductions of the forces 
of the military blocs, the issue of nuclear arms and that of confidence- 
building measures should in the view of my Government be more 
closely related to each other than has so far been the case.

We consider the following short term measures as important inter
acting elements of a concrete action programme:

(1) First of all the earliest conclusion of a CTBT is urgently called 
for. Recalling the deliberations on this subject at the special session, 
my Government states emphatically that it considers the CTB to have 
a significant value in its own right. A CTBT would be highly instru
mental in the efforts to prevent further qualitative improvements of 
nuclear weapons and in the ever more vital efforts to prevent the 
proliferation of such weapons. An effective CTB cannot in itself be 
characterized as a disarmament measure. It would, however, con

the nuclear nonproliferation treaty. For text, see Documents on D is
arm ament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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tribute substantially to the process of curbing the nuclear arms race 
before it can be reversed.

(2) A SALT II agreement is needed without delay. We hope that 
it will go beyond a modest time-limited qualitative restraint and very 
limited reductions of existing arsenals. So far improvements in stra
tegic weapon performances have been left practically free from any 
constraints. Both leading military Powers have raised the number of 
nuclear weapons at an accelerating speed in the 1970’s. The United 
States is reported to have increased her arsenals from around 4000 
strategic nuclear weapons in 1970 to around 9000 in 1978, whereas the 
Soviet Union went from 1800 to 4500. In both cases, the impression of 
an accumulating overkill capacity is being reinforced year after year. 
The Soviet Union is said to have 28 strategic nuclear weapons for 
every city in the United States over 100,000 inhabitants, and the United 
States to have 35 such weapons for every Soviet city of the same size.

(3) The follow-up of SALT II by a SALT III is required. A con
tinuous process of negotiations on strategic weapons appears neces
sary. A SALT III agreement should result in substantial quantitative 
and qualitative reductions and limitations.

(4) My fourth point is the gradual and, if necessary, selective in
clusion in the framework of existing negotiations of those grey-area 
systems of nuclear weapons which in fact fell outside the SALT I 
negotiations. These same weapons continue to stay outside the SALT
II negotiations. They have for all practical purposes been insufficiently 
dealt with also in other multilateral arms control fora, including the 
Vienna talks. Nobody should underestimate—and certainly my Gov
ernment does not—the political and technical complexity of the issues 
involved. It is a fact, however, that among these grey-area systems 
there are clearly those—let me only mention cruise missiles with 
nuclear warheads—which could erode any agreement which might 
emerge of SALT II and SALT III agreements, if they were not 
covered.

(5) The fifth point regards an intensification of efforts to facilitate 
and supplement possible force reductions in Central Europe by nego
tiations of measures of constraint, such as limitations in the peace time 
disposition of military forces. These could constitute an integral part 
already of a first stage agreement in the Vienna talks. They could, as 
my Government sees it, become a useful contribution to longer-term 
purposeful efforts to limit grey-area systems and reduce nuclear weap
ons in Europe.

(6) The sixth point is a call for a pragmatic link between efforts in 
the Vienna talks and the CSCE, taking full advantage of the fact 
that some positive developments in the negotiations in Vienna have 
lately been reported. This link would be one between, on the one hand, 
intensified discussions of military constraints in the context of the 
Vienna talks and, on the other, efforts to reach agreement on improved 
confidence-building measures at the next follow-up conference of the 
CSCE in Madrid in 1980.
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(7) The last point on my list refers to the possibility of making 
more purposeful efforts to control the arms developments. To that 
effect the possible reorientation of military research and development 
to more arms control adapted projects could be pursued by the leading 
military Powers. Such a reorientation could become instrumental 
either in negotiated agreements, or as mutual examples, or in the adop
tion of unilateral decisions to observe restraint during periods when 
negotiated results remain out of reach. Arms control assessments of 
planned new weapons might be more closely related to the interna
tional disarmament process. They could in that case facilitate the in
troduction of relevant weapon issues in different negotiating contexts 
both at the stage of research, development, production and 
deployment.

The Swedish proposals at the special session for a programme of 
action in the field of nuclear disarmament specifically mention re
search. Let me add that while control and verification by inspection of 
all research performed in national laboratories may appear a distant 
goal, there are a number of important research and development activi
ties which lend themselves more easily to observations than others. 
The classic example is nuclear testing.

I would like to make the observation that none of the proposed 
measures presupposes the creation of any new or special negotiating 
machinery or negotiating forum outside the CCD, SALT, the Vienna 
talks and the CSCE.

As regards the so-called grey-area systems—theatre nuclear weap
ons, intermediate range missiles, etc.— t̂heir inclusion on the list indi
cates the view of my Government that those nuclear weapons, which 
fall outside SALT, constitute an increasing danger to detente and dis
armament efforts in Europe. It has become more and more obvious 
that all nuclear weapons and their developments must be covered by 
the negotiating processes in the broadest sense of the word. This means, 
as my Government understands it, that a dialogue on the issues in
volved ought to be activated within the framework of those negotia
tions which have already been initiated, and which concern arms 
sectors where the possibility of progress is within the closest reach.

I wish to underline that even a gradual and if necessary selective 
inclusion of such weapon systems in negotiations would be a most 
important contribution to disarmament and detente. Further, also 
unilateral contributions to disarmament and contributions by the lead
ing Powers to such broadened efforts should be encouraged. Those 
nuclear weapons, which fall outside SALT and mainly outside the 
Vienna talks, represent a broad sector of weapons. They have close 
links with the strategic weapons in military doctrines.

Still, an apparently unhindered arms race continues as far as they 
are concerned. This is true with regard to tactical nuclear weapons, in
cluding so called mini-nuclear weapons. This is equally true of inter
mediate and medium range missiles.
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In the international debate on nuclear weapons, the neutron weapon 
and the intermediate range missile SS 20 have been discussed. As my 
Government sees it, the terrible neutron weapon is a specialized nuclear 
weapon which might very well lower the nuclear threshold. This is one 
of the unacceptable properties of this weapon, and it is the reason why 
we equate it with the mini-nuclear weapons against which Sweden has 
raised strong objections in various fora. The SS 20 is one example only 
of an apparently continuing development of nuclear intermediate and 
medium range missiles. Also this category of nuclear weapons causes 
deep international concern. If deterrence fails, these missiles, owing to 
their huge destructive power, would be as lethal a threat to Europe as 
the strategic intercontinental weapons are to the territories of the 
super-Powers. Both these weapons, and the weapon categories they 
belong to, form concrete arms race factors, because of the nature of the 
political and military interaction between the leading Powers and the 
military blocs. Therefore these systems cannot be ignored by the 
nuclear Powers in any assessment of military balance, just as the tacti
cal nuclear weapons cannot. They cannot be ignored either by the 
peoples of the densely populated countries of Europe where these 
weapons could be used, nor can they be ignored by other nations which 
could be affected by a conflict between the military blocs in Europe.

The decision to refrain from the production of the neutron weapon 
at this stage should be welcomed as an important unilateral contribu
tion to a constraint on the qualitative arms race.

But the further development of this issue must be followed with the 
greatest attention. So must the development of other nuclear weapons, 
which by their combined characteristics introduce a risk of lowering 
the nuclear threshold. Sweden raised this issue in the CCD in 1973, in 
connexion with nuclear weapons of sub-kiloton yield.**

Since that year important changes in the force structures of the two 
super-Powers have taken place, regarding both nuclear weapons 
covered by SALT and such weapons as fall outside those talks. As 
regards the SALT categories, the previous state of Soviet inferiority 
has been changed into a situation of essential strategic parity between 
the super-Powers. As regards the other nuclear weapons, there exists 
apparently no balance today between the nuclear strike systems on 
both sides in Europe. It seems also a fact that the importance of the 
Warsaw Pact medium and intermediate range delivery systems is 
increasingly perceived by NATO, against the background both of the 
new situation of essential parity in strategic weapons, and of the 
different modifications of the non-strategic nuclear arsenals under
taken by the two Powers in the last fifteen years. Similarly, the War
saw Pact must obviously observe with the closest attention the mod
ernization of tactical nuclear weapons within NATO.

Against this general background, my Government has followed up 
the questions posed by the Swedish Government in 1973 to the nuclear

* See D ocuments on D isarm am entj 1973  ̂ pp. 49&-49T.
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Powers participating in the work of the CCD, taking into account sub
sequent developments. These questions, which refer generally to non- 
strategic nuclear weapons for possible use against targets in Europe, 
are the following:

1. Are preparations made for further development of systems of 
nuclear weapons of sub-kiloton yield within existing modernization 
plans? And would such preparations, if undertaken, substantially 
contribute towards abolishing the distinction between conventional 
and nuclear weapons ?

2. Does the Soviet Union possess or even deploy nuclear weapons of 
sub-kiloton yield, or their means of delivery ?

3. Is production or deployment foreseen of nuclear-weapon systems 
with another balance of characteristics than those now deployed, and 
with the purpose of reducing collateral damage by such changed or 
new characteristics?

4. Do present modernization plans foresee further deployment of 
intermediate range ballistic missiles and medium range ballistic mis
siles, in substitution of older versions of such weapons, or in addition 
to the total yield so far deployed ?

5. Against that background, will nuclear weapons also be deployed 
in areas of Europe where they so far have not been present?

I do hope to get answers to these questions from all nuclear-weapons 
States present here. I would like to emphasize, however, that the ques
tions certainly do not ignore the fact that we live in an era of balance 
of terror and of mutual deterrence. They are in fact based on the 
very awareness of the balance of terror and its risks, as acknowledged 
also in the final document of the special session. Deterrence is an am
biguous word, which can be used with different meanings. It is often 
said that if deterrence, in the specific strategic meaning of the concept, 
is to be fully effective, it requires a built-in measure of risks and un
certainties. And, indeed, the present international situation clearly 
shows that apprehensions have not been extinguished and the stra
tegic debate has not been exhausted. In addition, nuclear weapons may 
become so manageable that they unleash a conflict instead of con
tributing to deter it.

The roles of States differ in the era of balance of terror. Only a few 
countries are main actors but the security of all States is constantly 
affected. It is certainly not the scope of a country’s military resources 
which finally decides its concerns when assessing the global dangers or 
regional expressions of the arms race. My country has long ago taken 
a decision to refrain from the acquisition of nuclear weapons. Yet 
Sweden is within the delivery range of great numbers of those non- 
strategic nuclear weapons which NATO and the Warsaw Pact con
tinue to deploy in Europe, even close to our frontiers, or deploy in 
areas where they were not present before. If deterrence is a fact of 
life, concern for what happens if deterrence were to fail, and if the
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catastrophe of nuclear war were to occur, must be felt by all countries, 
and especially those of the region to which the leading Powers might 
wish to confine a nuclear conflict. My Government’s questions to the 
nuclear Powers of the CCD should be seen also in that context.

This brings me to my final comments. I am thinking of the point 
made earlier regarding increasing the role for military constraints and 
confidence-building measures as a means to implement parts of the 
programme of action of the special session.

When the CSCE was initiated, and when the Helsinki document 
was signed, it was understood that the further consolidation of polit
ical detente in Europe also demanded material results, in terms of 
reducing the military arsenals in Europe. In fact, the Vienna talks 
were chosen as a complementary forum to provide greater security for 
all European peoples at lower levels of armaments, tensions and costs. 
The Vienna dialogue has, however, been paralysed during long periods. 
The reasons for this are many and I have touched upon some of them 
earlier. At the same time, it has to be recognized that a strengthening 
of the Warsaw Pact and NATO forces seems to have taken place dur
ing the protracted period of negotiation. This clearly shows, in the 
view of my Government, that collateral constraints or confidence- 
building measures must be given more attention, in order that some 
results be finally achieved in the military sector.

The CSCE confidence-building measures are at preisent limited to 
increasing information about the military activities of the parties, in 
order to diminish uncertainties about the motives of such activities. 
These efforts should of course be consistently pursued and supple
mented by restraint in military activities during peace time. Such ef
forts could become an efficient means of either paving the way for or 
facilitating disarmament agreements, or complementing such agree
ments. They could also become instrumental in reaching an agreement 
on force reductions in the Vienna talks. The interest in confidence- 
building measures has increased with the rapid teclinological military 
change, which tends to amplify distrust and apprehensions about the 
opponent’s military planning.

A link between, on the one hand, further analysis and discussion of 
this issue in the negotiations on force reductions in Vienna and, on the 
other, the preparations for the next follow up in Madrid in 1980 of 
the implementation of the final document of the CSCE,® seems natural 
from several points of view. The most direct one is that the security 
of all States, and not least all European States, is directly affected 
by the armaments as well as by disarmament measures undertaken 
by the leading military Powers. My own country continues to follow 
these talks with great attention. As they embark upon issues of direct 
concern to the national security of Sweden, we expect to take part in a 
forum found appropriate by the parties concerned.

® The portion of the final document pertaining to disarmament has been printed 
iUd., m s ,  pp. 304r-30&
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At the present stage of disarmament efforts, it would be short
sighted to underestimate the political links between confidence or dis
trust on the one hand and nuclear weapons on the other. It would also 
be unrealistic to ignore the relations between nuclear arms and con
ventional forces in the build-up of military arsenals in Europe. All 
countries must be freed from the threat of nuclear weapons. It seems 
more and more important to show every restraint and pursue efforts 
towards any possible limitations of non-strategic nuclear weapons in 
this region of the world where they are most heavily concentrated. 
The logical long-term end, a nuclear-weapon-free Europe, may seem 
remote. But it will constitute one of the most important stages towards 
the final goal: the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. Certainly 
the nuclear-weapon States, and the military alliances relying on nu
clear weapons, are aware of the request for a nuclear-weapon-free 
world directed towards them by a rapidly growing number of people 
everywhere.

It has often been said that the United Nations special session could 
be expected to provide us with an opportunity—which must not be 
lost—for new approaches to the arduous task of disarmament. With
out wishing at this moment to say the final word on the results of the 
session, let me state that, through its final document, it has given the 
disarmament community a new chance, which must be fully used, here 
in the CCD and in the new multilateral machinery to follow. The 
world yearns not for more military force, but for more common sense 
and compassion, in the relationships between peoples and nations. We 
must prove to them that positive and constructive action can be taken, 
that a movement towards disarmament, that disarmament itself is 
possible.

Address by ACDA Director Warnke: Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks, July 25, 1978 "

For almost six years, in three administrations, two Republican and 
one Democratic, the United States has been negotiating a new strategic 
arms limitation agreement. That agreement is now reaching comple
tion and I ’m happy to say that it will meet the goals that have been 
sought since the fall of 1972.

So it’s a little ironic that, with success imminent, we now hear voices 
that question the wisdom of even trying to negotiate strategic arms 
control with the Soviet Union. What I would like to do today in my 
brief remarks is to speak to these questions and to discuss with you 
the reasons why I am convinced that our new SALT agreement will 
contribute in a major way to the security of the United States.

* Department of State Bureau of PubUc Affairs, Current Policy, no. 27, Aug. 
1978. The address wns delivered before the conference on U.S. Security and the 
Soviet Challenge, in Hartford, Conn.
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Because this is the simple, paramount objective of arms control. It’s 
not an exercise in international idealism. It’s not a smoke screen for 
u]iilateral disarmament. It is a way to see that we are safer and the 
world is further removed from the unimaginable catastrophe of nuclear 
war.

The Im'portance of a New SALT Agreement

The new SALT agreement which is taking final shape will establish 
the principle of equal ceilings on strategic nuclear weapons systems, 
it will require reduction in the number of such Soviet weapons systems 
targeted against the United States and it will impose restrictions on 
new and even more threatening Soviet nuclear weapons. But despite 
these facts, there are those who I think quite sincerely propose that 
we should suspend our SALT talks because of concern about Soviet and 
Cuban activities in Africa or because of revulsion toward Soviet inter
nal policies that stifle any independent voices of protest. And there are 
some that maintain that these activities, which contrast sharply with 
our demonstrated willingness to work with the Soviet Union for a 
more stable and more productive world, indicate that any agreement 
we reach would not in fact be observed by the Soviets.

Then, in the last few weeks and months we have seen the trials of 
Orlov, Ginzburg, Shcharansky; we’ve noted the forcible arrest of 
an American businessman and the slander trials of two journalists who 
committed the crime of reporting in American papers news of which 
the Soviet authorities did not approve. Now all of us abhor and resent 
these episodes. They reflect, I believe, weakness, not strength; they are 
the product of fear, and not confidence.

But this isn’t anything new to us. We’ve always recognized that the 
Soviet system is very different from our own. They have no Bill of 
Rights. The Soviet system finds no room for freedom of speech as guar
anteed by our Constitution. And the Soviet leadership has never made 
any secret of its intention to support what they describe as friendly 
socialist governments anywhere in the world.

And I think it’s clear that these Soviet policies and activities neces
sarily affect our own attitudes toward the Soviet Union. But they don’t 
cancel out the underlying reasons for seeking an effective and verifi
able SALT agreement, because our purpose in SALT is to bring the 
strategic nuclear competition under control, to preserve our retalia
tory capability that deters any possibility of Soviet use of its nuclear 
war. And this, as I say, is our primary aim—not just to save money, 
not just to meet the demands of other nations that we try and bring 
nuclear arms under control, and certainly not just to improve U.S.- 
Soviet relations. All of these are potential and maybe even likely bene
fits of SALT. But they are of decidedly secondary importance when 
compared with the contribution that SALT can make to the security 
of the United States.
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Now in emphasizing this fact, I don’t mean to suggest that we ought 
to trim or contort our policies toward the Soviet Union in order to 
pursue SALT. We have instead pursued and will continue to pursue 
our aims in the field of human rights and weVe already taken specific 
measures to that end. We have pursued and will continue to pursue 
our goal that the emerging countries of the world must be free to set 
their own course without outside influence. But it’s essential, when we 
hear suggestions that our arms control negotiations should be linked to 
Soviet behavior in other respects, that we remember one main princi
ple. Effective and verifiable control over strategic arms is not a reward 
for Soviet good behavior. It’s a benefit that we want to achieve for 
ourselves.

And I think you can see the inherent fallacy of an attempted link 
between arms control negotiations and our reaction to Soviet foreign 
and domestic policy if you turn the linkage argument upside down. 
What, for example, if all of the Soviet personnel were to leave Africa 
tomorrow and to bring every Cuban with them, and what if the Soviet 
leadership were to free all political prisoners and extol the American 
Bill of Rights? Should we then change any negotiating position in 
Geneva? Should we then look with favor on Soviet arguments for 
further limits on our forces and the lessening of restrictions on their 
own ? I think it’s clear that strategic arms control has to stand on its 
own feet and that a SALT agreement has to be judged on its own 
merits. We couldn’t accept the reduction of one ballistic missile sub
marine in order to get the Soviets out of the Horn of Africa. Our 
ballistic missile submarines are too important to our strategic position 
and thus to our national security.

But those who point to Soviet behavior as a reason for cancelling or 
slowing down our SALT negotiations sometimes claim that such be
havior indicates that no agreement would be worthwhile because we 
couldn’t trust the Soviets to comply. And the answer to this criticism 
is that the SALT agreement we are working out will not depend on 
trusting the Soviet Union.

Verification and Compliance

Instead, the SALT agreement will depend on limits and rules that 
we can verify ourselves by our own national technical means. Without 
adequate assurance of compliance with arms control provisions, these 
provisions would be a source of suspicion and friction rather than any 
source of comfort. But our highly sophisticated national technical 
means give us the ability to determine that the SALT limits, both 
quantitative and qualitative, are in fact being met by the Soviet Union. 
They’ll enable us to tell what new strategic nuclear delivery systems 
the Soviets have, what new systems they are testing and what existing 
systems are being destroyed in order to bring them down to the re
duced SALT ceilings which are being negotiated.
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The first SALT agreements, signed in May of 1972,̂  prohibited any 
interference with our national technical means of verification. They 
also prohibited any measures of deliberate concealment which would 
interfere with our abilit}  ̂to verify compliance. The new SALT agree
ment will continue and expand on these prohibitions and, in fact, it 
will contain additional detailed provisions to improve verification. For 
example, one of the complaints during SALT ONE was that the Soviet 
Union would never furnish figures on its own forces and as a conse
quence we were compelled to rely on our own figures—our own esti
mates as to what the Soviet forces were.

For many months, beginning in May of 1977, we argued with the 
Soviet negotiators and maintained that we had to have an agreed data 
base, that they had to furnish figures on their own forces that would 
be controlled by SALT and we would no longer rely exclusively on 
American figures. That became very important because of the fact 
that SALT TWO will not only set ceilings but will also bring about 
reductions. So you have to have an agreed base from which you can 
determine that those reductions have in fact taken place. After pro
tracted discussions, the Soviet negotiators accepted this principle.

Also during the negotiations, we’ve developed precise counting 
rules under which we can verify particular types of launchers as a re
sult of their physically observable features. With our national tech
nical means—which still are highly classified, but I ’m sure that most 
of you know the general nature of these means—we can tell what 
launchers look like. We can’t tell what’s inside a launcher. There’s no 
way, even with a permanent inspection team, that you can be sure 
whether a particular silo launcher is empty or full or what kind of 
missile it contains. So that in order to implement the ceilings under 
SALT TWO, you have to have arbitrary rules that are susceptible to 
being determined by national technical means. The rules we have de
veloped are that, first of all, if a particular missile has ever been 
tested with MIRVs—that’s the multiple independently tarq^ettable 
reentry vehicles— t̂hen all missiles of that type are counted as MIRVed 
missiles, whether they have a single warhead or whether they have 
multiple reentry vehicles. But even that isn’t enough. You have to 
have a further rule under which if a particular launcher has ever 
launched or contained a missile of a type which has ever been tested 
with MIRVs, then all launchers of that type are counted as launchers 
of MIRVs. Now this again was a very bitter pill for the Soviets to 
swallow. They did swallow it; and, as a matter of fact, since our dele
gations went back to Geneva in May of 1977, the Soviet Union has 
agreed to each of the basic elements of the American position on 
verification.

Now, the first SALT agreements also set up a formal body to con
sider and resolve questions of compliance—that’s the Standing Con

* For text, see Documents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197-207.
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sultative Commission made up of U.S. and Soviet experts. And after 
five years of experience with that Commission, it’s very clear to the 
Soviets that we will raise there any issues on which there is any ques
tion of compliance.

This morning Professor Eugene Eostow referred to the fact that 
the Soviets did not abide by certain unilateral declarations made by 
the U.S. I can assure you there will be no such unilateral declarations 
in SALT TWO. The very fact that you are compelled to make a uni
lateral statement as to what the other side will do and the other side 
refuses to join you in that statement is sufficient ground for suspicion. 
And I would agree with Professor Eostow that this is not a sound 
course. It will not be followed in SALT TWO. Professor Rostow also 
referred to the fact that the SALT ONE agreement has continued in 
effect despite its formal expiration in October of 1977. I hate to dis
agree with an old colleague, but the fact is that there is no SALT 
agreement in effect now. We have indicated that, while negotiations 
continue, we do not plan to breach the terms of SALT ONE. The So
viet Union has done the same. It’s been suggested that this is a prec
edent indicating that the protocol in SALT TWO might be extended.

I ’d like to explain that in SALT TWO we will have three parts. 
There will be the basic agreement lasting through 1985 that contains 
the restrictions on Soviet forces. There is also a protocol that will con
tain some short-term restrictions on some American forces. There will 
also be a third part which is the Joint Statement of Principles which 
will govern the negotiations of SALT THREE.

Now, I would submit that the example of SALT ONE is not a pre
cedent for any extension of the protocol. The fact is that the Soviets 
in agreeing to abide by the restraints of SALT ONE after the expira
tion have in fact restrained their forces. We couldn’t violate SALT 
ONE in the next two years even if we tried, because we don’t have a 
single program that would push us over those limits. So it’s a imilat- 
eral restriction on the Soviet Union and hence no precedent for any 
acceptance of the protocol restrictions on our forces past the expira
tion date of that protocol.

So I would suggest that our continued pursuit of a SALT agree
ment does not constitute any implied endorsement of Soviet misbe
havior. Nor will assured compliance with the terms of the agreement 
depend upon our trust in Soviet motives and Soviet actions. Under 
these circumstances I submit that there is no reason why any one of 
us should willingly forego the benefits to the security of the United 
States that can be brought to us by SALT TWO. And I believe that 
these benefits are clear and considerable. SALT will protect and pre
serve the strategic stability which deters nuclear aggression. SALT 
will at the same time leave open to us all of the military options that 
will enable us to modernize our forces and insure that our retaliatory 
capability continues for the foreseeable future. And in addition and 
entirely apart from the question of the U.S.-Soviet relationship, a
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SALT TWO agreement will advance our objective of preventing the 
further proliferation of nuclear arms.

Strategic StahUity

Turning first to the question of strategic stability, we have today 
a situation that fully meets that criterion. No Soviet military planner 
could possibly contemplate launching a nuclear strike against the 
United States because of the certainty that our retaliatory strike could 
devastate the Soviet Union and end its existence as a modern society. 
As a matter of fact, we could do more damage in response than they 
could do by striking first. Now that, I submit, is a situation of assured 
deterrence and of strategic stability. And the SALT agreement will 
protect and improve a stable strategic balance.

Because of the major breakthrough that was achieved by President 
Ford in his meeting with General Secretary Brezhnev in Vladivostok 
in 1974,̂  SALT TWO will establish the principle of equal aggregates 
in intercontinental nuclear delivery vehicles. Each side will be en
titled initially to a total of 2,400 and within that total there will be 
equal entitlement in the number of launchers of MIRVed missiles— 
the multiple warheads that can strike separate targets widely dis
persed. President Ford was able to achieve this understanding with
out giving the Soviet side any compensation for the fact that we have 
located in Europe the so-called forward based systems that can strike 
Soviet targets. We have, for example, over 160 F - l l ls  in the United 
Kingdom that can deliver nuclear bombs and nuclear missiles on So
viet targets. These have not been constrained by SALT TWO and will 
not be. Strategic stability will be further improved by agreed upon 
reductions. As a consequence of these reductions, the Soviets will have 
to dismantle and destroy about 300 nuclear delivery systems. In the 
absence of SALT, our intelligence sources indicate that they would 
increase their present total by more than 600 nuclear delivery systems. 
So what SALT means is that there will be some 1,000 fewer strategic 
nuclear weapons directed against the territory of the United States.

And on the other hand, because our present total is below the new 
ceiling, we will not have to make any cuts, but can actually add an
other 250 ballistic missile launchers or heavy bombers. Reference has 
been made to the decision to cancel the B~1 bomber. I want to make it 
very clear that that was not an arms control decision. There is nothing 
in SALT that would prevent the United States from building B-ls. 
The halt in that program was decided by the Pentagon and by the 
President on the basis of cost effectiveness, the conclusion being 
reached that the cruise missiles on our existing B-52 bombers pro
vided a more effective and surer way of penetrating Soviet defenses. 
But if we sign SALT TWO next month, we could begin immediately 
to build the full program of B -ls. It would not be stopped by SALT

pp. 746-747.
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in any sense whatsoever. We have the slack of something like 250 ad
ditional systems, so that we could build a full program of 244 B -ls. 
I doubt that we’ll do it, but that’s not because of SALT.

Now, also contributing to a stable, even strategic balance are cer
tain sub-ceilings that we have been able to work out with the Soviet 
Union during the SALT talks. For many years, it’s been recognized 
that the most destabilizing of the weapons systems is the MIRVed 
ICBM. That’s because the particular combination of accuracy and 
yield that can be given to a MIRVed ICBM could threaten at least in 
theory the survivability of the intercontinental ballistic missiles of 
the other side. Now what that means, unfortunately, is that as the 
technological competition continues, the intercontinental ballistic mis
siles of each side are becoming at one and the same time both more 
deadly and more vulnerable, and that of course increases the risk 
that at a time of extreme international tension, one side might be 
tempted to use its intercontinental ballistic missiles first because of 
the fear that they wouldn’t be there to be used in a second retaliatory 
strike. This tends to promote the adoption of such strategic doctrines 
as that of launch-on-warning which would mean, of course, a greatly 
increased risk of nuclear war at a time of international tension. But 
as I say, we have been able to work out certain sub-ceilings and one of 
the sub-ceilings related to intercontinental ballistic missiles with 
MIRVs. The Soviets have now agreed to set a ceiling which would 
mean 100 fewer launchers of this type of missiles than they would 
otherwise have. Now, that’s not enough of a cut in itself to eliminate 
all future risks to the survivability of our own ICBM forces. But it’s 
a very desirable first step for bringing about a more durable situation 
of assured stability.

And then finally, as an attempt to strengthen strategic stability, 
we have been trying since March of 1977 to negotiate a ban on new 
types of intercontinental ballistic missiles. The kind of ban we have 
in mind would also prevent extensive modification of existing missiles. 
For example, one key objective is to prevent further fractionation 
of these missile warheads, to prevent the addition of additional reentry 
vehicles to the large Soviet missiles. It is well known that their mis
siles are bigger than ours. The decision not to build bigger missiles 
was made consciously by the United States. Nonetheless, the result is 
a difference in the throw-weight of the missiles of the two sides. As a 
consequence, the very large Soviet missiles could be given at least 
twice as many reentry vehicles as those with which they are presently 
equipped. What we are negotiating is a freeze that would prevent that 
further fractionation of reentry vehicles and thus would reduce the 
number of nuclear weapons with which they could strike the United 
States. The Soviets have agreed in principle to that kind of a pro
hibition, depending on the resolution of other issues. This would for 
the first time begin to restrain the qualitative aspect of the nuclear 
arms competition. It will mean not just quantitative limits and reduc
tions, but also actual qualitative controls.
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The exact nature and scope of this limitation is one of the most 
important problems and remains fully to be resolved. When Secretary 
Vance and I met with Foreign Minister Gromyko, just about two 
weeks ago, this was discussed at length and both sides have made new 
proposals. I think that the distance between us is beginning to narrow, 
but nonetheless it does remain on the negotiating agenda. It’s not hard 
to see why it remains. It’s a particularly tough negotiating problem 
because of the asymmetry in the forces. The Soviet Union is more de
pendent upon ICBMs than we are. We’ve divided our forces about 
equally among the three parts of our deterrent triad. We have some
thing slightly in excess of 30 percent in manned bombers, the same in 
ballistic missile submarines and the same in the intercontinental bal
listic missiles. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has something like 
70 percent of its strategic nuclear resources in the land-based ballistic 
missiles. Thus a restraint on ICBMs will alffect them more than it 
will us.

This brings me to a couple of remarks about recurrent comments as 
to the vulnerability of our land-based ICBMs. This is the i^ue of 
so-called Minuteman vulnerability—Minuteman being the name of 
our ICBMs.

The Maintenance of U.S. Nuclear Strength

A theoretical risk, at least, will exist as the Soviet forces gain more 
accuracy in their own ICBM reentry vehicles. But that’s the very 
reason why we developed the ballistic missile submarines. It’s why 
we’ve gone ahead with an extensive program of MIRVing our sub
marine launched ballistic missiles. We’re developing two new missiles 
which can go on the new Trident submarines. At least the first one 
can be retrofitted into the present Poseidon fleet. These ballistic mis
siles launched from submarines will have the kind of range that would 
mean that you could operate just off the coast of the United States 
and still blow up the Soviet Union. It’s going to be a very powerful 
addition to our retaliatory capability. The Soviet Union, on the other 
hand, because of its greater reliance on ICBMs, is more subject to this 
vulnerability problem. They have been far less successful than we 
have in developing the MIRV technology for submarine launched bal
listic missiles. They are still basically in the testing phase of their 
first MIRVed submarine launched ballistic missile.

Our objective has to be to insure that we retain the retaliatory capa
bility that would deter the use or the threatened use of Soviet nuclear 
arms against us or against our allies. The nuclear umbrella has to 
be protected in order that it can continue to protect not only us but our 
friends. The SALT agreement that is being negotiated will enable ns 
to go ahead with the military options that we have been told by the 
Pentagon are necessary in order to update and modernize our strategic 
nuclear forces. Under the agreed upon provisions, heavy bombers are 
a part of the overall total, and we will have the right to modernize our 
B-52 force by equipping the B-52s with long-range cruise missiles.
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These will allow our bombers to stay outside of Soviet air defense and 
strike every Soviet target that’s worth striking. It will insure the via
bility of the manned bomber part of our deterrent, not only through 
1985, but on any projections well beyond that point.

It’s interesting that, beginning immediately after the Vladivostok 
understanding in 1974, the Soviet Union tried to put constraints on 
our modernization of our heavy bomber force. What they wanted to 
do was to count a heavy bomber with long-range cruise missiles as if 
it were a MIEVed ballistic missile. Now at Vladivostok, as I mentioned, 
the overall total of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles was set at 2,400. 
There was a subtotal of 1,320 set for MIRVed fciallistic missile launch
ers. What the Soviets had been insisting was that we should also count 
against that 1,320 any heavy bomber that was armed with long-range 
cruise missiles. It would have meant in effect a reduction in the 
number of MIRVed ballistic missile launchers that we could have as 
compared to the Soviet Union. We refused to accept that argument 
and proposed instead an approach whereby each side would have the 
same entitlement for MIRVed ballistic missiles and then each could 
have, in addition, over 100 heavy bombers equipped with long-range 
cruise missiles. This formula is now agreed upon, and it fully ac
commodates the cruise missile program that the Pentagon has in mind. 
I might note that the Soviet Union is unlikely to have this kind of long- 
range cruise missile until many years after ours are deployed.

Then, in addition, the Soviets have accepted our proposal that limits 
on the deployment of ground launched cruise missiles and sea launched 
cruise missiles will only be contained in the three-year protocol. This 
will permit us to decide during the duration of the protocol whether to 
trade off continuing restrictions on some of these systems for certain 
additional limitations on Soviet forces or whether instead we should 
go ahead and deploy them. The same is true of mobile ICBM launch
ers. The only restriction on a mobile ICBM launcher will be a deploy
ment restriction for the duration of the protocol. We will be free at 
the end of that time to go ahead with a mobile ICBM launcher. Now 
we would have to recognize that if we did so the Soviets would also 
be able to go ahead with a mobile ICBM launcher system. Because I 
don’t mean to suggest by my remarks today that in SALT or in any 
other arms control negotiation you can get something for nothing. 
That’s just not possible. I f we are to get meaningful restrictions on 
Soviet systems that we regard as particularly threatening, we have 
to recognize that some of our freedom to develop and deploy new 
weapon systems will necessarily have to be restricted.

But in developing our negotiating positions—and this I might point 
out is done through the National Security Council system on an »ex- 
haustive interagency basis—we have made sure to preserve all the 
options that we might need for our strategic nuclear strength.

SALT and Nonproliferation

Then there’s one final point I want to make with regard to the 
benefits of a SALT agreement. I ’ve suggested earlier that it would
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greatly lessen the risk that some indefinite number of countries might 
be motivated to develop nuclear weapons with the consequent wide 
proliferation of such weapons. This interest in nonproliferation is one 
that we have in common with the Soviet Union. In the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty, which came into effect in 1970,̂  the United States and 
the Soviet Union undertook in Article VI to take prompt steps to 
bring nuclear armaments under control. We haven’t really done 
enough about that yet. The other countries that signed the treaty in 
reliance on that promise are reminding us of this fact. At the recently 
completed United Nations Special Session on Disarmament there was 
a great deal of complaint about the fact that the two nuclear super
powers had not as yet given meaningful content to that pledge. I 
think we would be kidding ourselves if we thought that we could wait 
indefinitely to bring about meaningful measures of nuclear arms con
trol and still expect the rest of the world to continue to forego the ac
quisition of nuclear weapons capability of their own. They won’t in
definitely listen to lectures about nonproliferation without seeing 
hard evidence that we ourselves and the Soviet Union are prepared 
to accept nuclear restraint.

I think, too, that the Soviet Union fully recognizes that connection 
between SALT and nonproliferation. I think it is one principal rea
son why they are interested in pursuing the SALT talks. When they 
look at the other nuclear powers today—China, France, Britain—• 
they know that all these countries view the Soviet Union as the threat, 
not the United States. Fortunately, our world situation is such, and 
our world relationships are such, that as other countries acquire nu
clear weapons, they again would, for the most part, be targeted prin
cipally against the Soviet Union rather than us. That doesn’t mean 
that we can be calm and indifferent to the prospect of proliferation 
because we know that as nuclear weapons become more available they 
could not only fall into the hands of unstable governments, but also 
could come into the hands of subnational terrorist groups.

In conclusion, I think it’s clear that there would be little disagree
ment among any of us here as to how we feel about certain features 
of Soviet conduct, both within the Soviet Union and in its dealing 
with other countries. We hold views that are very different from those 
of the Soviet leaders with regard to a desirable world order, the way 
in which other countries should shape their destinies, the tolerance of 
independent thought and free speech. I think there’s no disagreement 
among us on these differences. I believe there should also be little dis
agreement among us on the benefits that can be achieved by agreeing 
with the Soviet Union to restrain further increases in strategic arms, 
and actually to begin the process of reducing such arms.

SALT will, in fact, advance the security interest of the United

*IU d., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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States. In no sense would it put us in a position of actual or potential 
strategic inferiority. As Secretary Brown said in a recent interview:

It is very important that we do not underrate our strategic cap
ability in our own planning or in what we say. If we keep saying 
that we are much weaker than the Russians strategically, they may 

. begin to believe i t ; and since I am so convinced that it is not so, I 
think that is the worst thing that could happen.

There are, in fact, no circumstances under which we would allow 
the Soviet Union to become superior overall in strategic nuclear 
strength. We’re not dealing from fear, but from economic, political, 
and military power. If there has to be an unrestrained nuclear arms 
race, the Soviet rUnion won’t win it. I ’m certainly not one of those who 
believes that you’ve got to grab SALT because otherwise you’re going 
to be outpaced by the Soviet Union. I think our history is such as to 
indicate that that would.not occur, and I ’m conscious of no erosion of 
American will. We could not, of course, hope to regain the dominant 
strategic superiority we once had. There’s no substitute for a monop
oly, but it’s awfully hard to get one back once it’s gone. No matter 
how much we are willing to spend, any increment in our nuclear 
might could be oflFset by the other side just as we can offset any incre
ment that they acquire. The SALT agreement that is now being nego
tiated provides, in my view, a better way of preventing any erosion 
of the strategic balance, surer way of protecting the retaliatory ca
pability which enables us to deter nuclear attack, and greater confi
dence in a secure future in which we have brought the world further 
away from the unexampled horror of nuclear war.

Declaration of the Conference of Foreign Ministers of Non- 
Aligned Countries [Extracts], July 30, 1978^

• • • • • • •

62. The Ministers denounced the escalation of Israeli armament in 
the field of conventional weapons, and condemmed Israel’s intention to 
possess nuclear weapons, which constitute a grave threat to interna
tional peace and security. The Ministers agreed on supporting a pro
posal to be submitted to the thirty-third session of the United Na
tions General Assembly stipulating the following:

(i) To call on all countries, and in particular the United States of 
America, to co-operate completely in undertaking effective 
measures, in accordance with the seventh Chapter of the 
United Nations Charter, to avoid this perilous threat to inter
national peace and security.

’ A/33/206, Sept. 6, 1978, pp. 29-30, 39-40, 50, 53-54, 55-59; NAC/C0NF.5/FM.
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(ii) To appeal to the Security Council, in particular, to call upon 
all countries to undertake the following, in keeping with the 
seventh Chapter of the United Nations Charter, regardless of 
any prevailing contracts:

(a) To refrain from supplying Israel with any kind of weap
ons, ammunition, equipment, military vehicles and neces
sary spare parts, without exception.

(b) To guarantee that such supplies do not reach Israel 
through other parties.

(c) To terminate all transfer of nuclear equipment and fission
able material or its technologies to Israel.

(iii) To appeal to the Security Council to establish an organ to 
supervise the implementation of the preceding measures of 
paragraph 2.

(iv) To call upon all governments and organizations to undertake 
all suitable measures to reinforce support of the Palestine 
cause.

91. They condemn the continuing economic, military and nuclear 
co-operation of certain western countries and certain other countries, 
especially France, Britain, the United States of America, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Israel and Japan, for their collusion with the 
South African racist regime. They stressed that the support it is re
ceiving from abroad has enabled it to build up its growing military 
power and machinery of subjugation, including plans to develop nu
clear weapons. The Ministers demand that this co-operation ceases 
immediately.

92. They stress the importance of the mandatory arms embargo 
instituted by the Security Council against South Africa in Resolution 
418 (1977).^ They call upon all the countries and in particular the 
Western countries’ permanent members of the United Nations Se
curity Council to implement this embargo. . . .

130. The Ministers take note with satisfaction that two nuclear 
weapon States have recently accepted the appropriate Protocols of 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco), committing themselves to abide by said In
strument, thus further facilitating the implementation of the Treaty.®

131. The Conference took note with satisfaction of the Declaration 
signed on 23 \W~\ June 1978 by the Foreign Ministers of eight Latin

*The text of the res. may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, 
pp. 685-686.

*For the treaty and its  protocols, see iU d., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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American countries broadening the scope of the Declaration of 
Ayacucho on limitation of armaments in Latin America, signed by 
those countries in 1974.̂

Indian Ocean

139. The Conference reviewed the development of the situation in 
the Indian Ocean since the Fifth Conference of Non-Aligned Coun
tries. The Ministers recall the Declaration of the Fifth Conference 
and confirm the non-aligned countries’ adherence to the Declaration 
on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace adopted by the General Assem
bly in 1971.® They confirm their complete dedication to the objective 
of transforming the Indian Ocean into a Zone of Peace with a view 
to protecting the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of the States in the region. The Ministers recall the stand and deci
sions of the Fifth Conference of Non-Aligned Countries on the rights 
of all States to use the Indian Ocean freely and without hindrance, in 
conformity with international law, provided no threats are posed to 
the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the States 
of the Indian Ocean. They condemn the establishment, maintenance 
and expansion of foreign military bases and installations in the region 
of the Indian Ocean such as Diego Garcia, which constitutes a direct 
threat to the independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and a 
peaceful development of the States of the region. The Conference 
condemns the military bases of South Africa and the system of moni
toring established by South Africa in co-operation with some Western 
Powers which, together with the growing military presence of South 
Africa in this region, constitutes a threat to peace in the region and to 
liberation movements in Africa. The Conference demands the elimina
tion of all foreign military bases, military installations and other 
logistical supply facilities, the deployment of nuclear weapons and 
weapons of mass destruction, and every manifestation of the military 
presence of the Great Powers in the Indian Ocean conceived in the 
context of Great Power rivalries. The Ministers confirm the stand of 
the Fifth Conference of Non-Aligned Countries which invited the 
coastal and hinterland States not to become members of military alli
ances or pacts which are conceived in the context of great Power rival
ries or those that affect harmfully the interests of the peoples of the 
region. While noting that the talks aimed at limitation of their mili
tary presence in the Indian Ocean have been initiated by the Great 
Powers, the Conference emphasized their limited scope and nature as 
they did not go far enough towards meeting the objectives of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. The Ministers also 
expressed disappointment over the fact that even in these limited talks

 ̂Ante, pp. 400-401.
®The declaration is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 564-566; 

the res. (2832[XXVI]), ifeid., 1971, pp. 901-903.
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there was an apparent lack of progress. They called upon the Great 
Powers to enlarge the scope of their talks and to enter into negotiations 
with the littoral and hinterland States with a view to fulfilling the 
objectives of the United Nations General Assembly resolution 2832.

140. The Ministers underscore the need to convene a conference on 
the Indian Ocean and refer to the decision of the 32nd Session of the 
General Assembly on convening a meeting of the littoral and hinter
land States as a step towards convening this Conference.®

141. In the context of the foregoing paragraphs, the concept of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace includes its natural extensions to the 
littoral and hinterland States.

. . . The Ministers recall the decisions of the Fifth Conference of 
Non-Aligned Countries on the transformation of the Mediterranean 
into a zone of peace and co-operation, and the significance of the fact 
that this concept was also endorsed in the resolution on international 
security at the thirty-third [thirty-secoTid] session of the United 
Nations General Assembly.^ They call upon the non-aligned and all 
other countries to co-operate in the implementation of these decisions, 
particularly in the United Nations, and to contribute to the elimina
tion of the causes of tension, and above all to the just solution of the 
question of Palestine, the crisis in the Middle East and the question of 
Cyprus. They especially underline the need for strengthening the joint 
efforts of the non-aligned countries of the Mediterranean in trans
forming this region into a zone of peace and co-operation. Ministers 
acknowledge with interest the decision of the Belgrade Meeting of the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe to convene a 
meeting on the level of experts in Malta starting on February 13,1979 
with a view to promoting co-operation in the region of the Mediter
ranean in the economic, scientific and cultural fields. . . .

Disarrruiment
145. The Conference reviewed the results of the special session of 

the United Nations General Assembly devoted to Disarmament, which 
was held at the initiative of the Fifth Conference of Heads of State or 
Government of Non-Aligned Countries. The Ministers were gratified 
that the special session was held at a high political level with the par
ticipation of a large number of Heads of State or Government and 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs. They noted that the special session 
aroused international opinion, thus reflecting the desire of the whole

* Res. 32/86. For text, see 1911, pp. 843-845.
 ̂Oper. par. 7 of res. 32/154, Dec. 19, 1977. The text can be found in General 

Assemhly Offlcial Records: Thirty-second Session, Supplement No. 4^ (A/32/45), 
p. 59.

317-783 0 80 33
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international community finally to undertake broad international ac
tion, through the United Nations, to halt the arms race and to initiate 
the process of genuine disarmament, primarily nuclear disarmament. 
They noted that, by their most active participation and joint efforts, 
the non-aligned countries have contributed to a maximum extent to the 
shaping of the Final Document of the Session adopted by consensus, 
and that in this they have had the full support of a considerable 
number of other countries whose positions were close to theirs.® They 
also welcomed the fact that all nuclear weapon States participated in 
the session.

146. The Ministers considered as significant the decisions relating 
to the establishment of principles governing future deliberations and 
negotiations on disarmament which provide for the participation of 
all States in them as well as the obligation to have the United Nations 
informed of all negotiations in recognition of the central role and 
primary responsibility of the United Nations in this field. They noted 
with satisfaction the reactivation of the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission with the task of following up the implementation of the 
decisions of the special session and of drawing up the elements of a 
comprehensive disarmament programme. They also welcomed the 
establishment of a new negotiating body, the Committee on Disarma
ment with the participation of all nuclear weapon States and a number 
of non-nuclear weapon States, including many non-aligned countries, 
on an equal footing.

147. While underlining the significance of the fact that a programme 
of action in the field of disarmament was adopted for the first time, 
the Ministers expressed regret that the negative attitude of some 
nuclear weapon States has prevented the adoption of measures neces
sary to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons and to have a moratorium 
on their testing pending the conclusion of a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty, and considered that collective efforts to secure their objectives 
should be vigorously pursued. The Ministers note with grave concern 
and deplore that the arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race is 
still continuing, constituting one of the major sources jeopardizing 
not only peace and security in the world but the survival of mankind 
as a whole.

This situation is mainly due to the lack of adequate international 
security as provided for in the United Nations Charter, and the failure 
to replace the outdated concept of balance of power as a means of 
security.

148. The Ministers, in welcoming the decision on the convening of 
another special session of the United Nations General Assembly on 
Disarmament, consider this is in keeping with the continuous efforts 
by the non-aligned countries exerted in strengthening the role of the 
United Nations in this field. They also noted with approval the idea

® A nte, pp. 411-439.
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of convening a world disarmament conference at an appropriate time 
with universal participation and adequate preparation.

149. The Ministers emphasize the resolve of non-aligned countries to 
proceed with their efforts, within the framework of the United Na
tions and other fora, aimed at the full implementation of the provisions 
of the Final Document of the special session of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations devoted to disarmament, with a view to halting 
and reversing the arms race, in particular the nuclear arms race. The 
Ministers decided that during the Thirty-third Session of the United 
Nations General Assembly the non-aligned countries should devise a 
strategy and co-ordinate their actions for early and effective imple
mentation of the decisions of the special session.

150. The Ministers called attention to the importance of the United 
Nations Conference on the Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Cer
tain Conventional Weapons which may be deemed to be excessively 
injurious or to have indiscriminate effects, to be held in 1979, and the 
Preparatory Conference to be held in August 1978. They expressed 
their hope that non-aligned countries will participate actively in the 
Conference which should seek agreement for the prohibition or restric
tion of the production, use and transfer of such weapons.®

Use of Nuclear Energy for Peaceful Purposes

151. Recalling the resolution of the Fifth Conference of Non- 
Aligned Countries, the resolution of the Thirty-Second Session of the 
United Nations General Assembly, and the stands of the Ministerial 
Meetings of the Co-ordinating Bureau in New Delhi and Havana, the 
Ministers stress the.exceptional importance of international co-opera- 
tion among the non-aligned countries and other developing countries 
in the sphere of the peaceful use of nuclear energy. This co-operation 
is of special signij&cance in fields in which a higher degree of self-reli
ance is feasible in utilizing nuclear energy for the purposes of the 
development of these countries.

152. Proceeding from the significance of nuclear energy for faster 
economic development of the non-aligned and other developing coun- 
ti*ies, the Ministers regret the unacceptable monopolistic policies of the 
nuclear countries and demand that the conditions be created for un
hindered transfer of nuclear technology. They stress, at the same time, 
the necessity for observance of the principles of free access to nuclear 
technology and non-discrimination, as well as the right of each country 
to develop programmes for the utilization of nuclear energy for peace
ful purposes in accordance with its economic and social development 
requirements.

® Res. 32/152. For text, see D oouments on D isarm am ent, 1977, pp. 870-872.
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Statement by Indian Prime Minister Desai in the Rajya Sabha: 
Nuclear Tests, July 31, 1978 ^

My honourable friends have raised two questions to which they wish 
to call my attention. The first question relates to my statement that 
India would not undertake nuclear explosion even for peaceful pur
poses and the second question refers to the views expressed 'by me on 
the Pokharan explosion in 1974.

Let me deal with the first question. The House must appreciate that 
science which exists to serve mankind has moved a long way since the 
first explosion of atomic bomb at Hiroshima, which in itself had 
awakened the conscience of the entire world to the immense potential
ity of mass destruction by the use of nuclear science for military pur
poses. That awakening has grown and not declined with the passage 
of time and increased in qualitative and quantitative terms in regard 
to the arsenal of destructive atomic weapons by the Super Powers. 
The world has progressively realised more and more that this race in 
mutually destructive weapons has in it the germs of exteirmination 
of all life on this planet of the Earth itself. The so-called nuclear 
deterrent has not led to any reduction in this arsenal, in fact it has 
led to accumulation of this weaponry particularly among the two 
leading powers of the world, U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. It is a tribute to this 
awakening that these two powers have themselves shown an increasing 
awareness of these dangers and have addressed themselves to the task 
of reducing the extent of that danger and realise the necessity of elim
inating such weaponry altogether.

The question of nuclear science, in the context of this development, 
has therefore become not merely a scientific problem but a political 
and humanitarian problem also. I am sure that this House will appre
ciate the fact that it is no longer for the scientists to call the tune in 
that field. The atomic energy has been utilised more for military than 
for peaceful purposes both from the point of view of investment and 
research. The history of development of nuclear research has shown 
that the temptation to switch over from peaceful to non-peaceful pur
poses has proved difficult to resist on the part of those countries which 
consider it a matter of political and strategic advantage and resort to 
explosions ostensibly for peaceful purposes but in reality for mili
tary technolog-y. During the last 33 years the number of such TX>wers 
has grown from one, namely U.S.A. to seven, i.e., U.S.A., U.S.S.R., 
U.K., France, and China with Israel and South Africa among the 
suspects.

We have hitherto concentrated almost wholly on pursuit of nuclear 
research and development for peaceful purposes. I say almost wholly 
in view of the explosion at Pokharan in 19Y4 which has been taken by 
the world at large as a departure from that policy and the consequences 
of which we experience every time we enter into any cooperation and

' ACDA files.
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collaboration arrangement for the fulfilment of our need of fuel and 
equipment for the conduct of research and development. At every step 
we have to face doubts and suspicions of our intentions in all the coun
tries from which we have to import these, without which our research 
and development have been suffering and will continue to suffer a set
back. At the same time even the U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. have been realis
ing the dangers of explosions. They have already entered into a treaty 
to abandon overground tests. They are negotiating about the compre
hensive banning of the tests altogether including peaceful nuclear ex
plosions for at least 3 or 5 years. Special session of U.N. General As
sembly on Disarmament has called for the expeditious conclusion of 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. The question of peaceful nuclear 
explosions has ceased to remain a national issue only; it has become 
an issue for collective deliberations of the world poweirs, big or small, 
super or otherwise.

As regards scientific necessity of explosions, I have already stated 
that the main countries in which nuclear research is taking place are 
moving away from such explosions except for military purposes. 
Apart from this I cannot think of any use of such explosions which 
cannot be obtained by other means except that the alternatives would 
be more expensive and time-consuming. Should we subject thousands 
of people in the vicinity to hazards which are associated with nuclear 
explosions merely to save time and money? As regards the scientific 
value of such explosions from my knowledj<re of the result of Pokharan 
explosion I find that the ‘̂ experiment” if it can be called that merely 
confirmed certain theoretical knowledge and gave some information 
of the behaviour of radioactivity and neighbouring rocks and shells 
which was considered to be of value. I regard these results inadequate 
compensation for the jolt to international opinion which it has im
parted and the consequences it has had on our peaceful pursuit of 
nuclear research and development. It is true that in this development 
we have taken a unilateral decision to abjure explosions even for peace
ful purposes. We now stand justified by the developing conscience of 
the whole world on it. It seems that France and China have chosen 
to follow their own independent line. So fa>r as France is concerned it 
has been adapting itself to the voice of that conscience. It has accepted 
certain safeguards in the exercise of its own individual ludgment. As 
for China it is my firm conviction that one day it would also have to 
bend before the judgment of the world and respond to the universal 
demand for a halt to the build up of nuclear arsenal and its reduction 
with a view to eventual elimination.

Scientific discoveries like gunpowder, automobile, electricity, air
craft, electronics and atomic energy have uses both peaceful and other
wise. Of these the nuclear energy can be the most destructive of man
kind and even the world. The world is getting increasingly alert to 
that danger. It is incumbent on all the nations of the world to save the 
world from that catastrophe which has cast its dark shadow over it.
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We have to do so in time and my submission is that that time is here 
and now.

So far as India is concerned, as a nation we have been traditionally 
devoted to peace. Throughout history we have stood for certain spir
itual and moral values in the light of which we developed our own 
lines of internal and external policies. If we stand for those values 
and if we translate into actual policies that passion for peace and love 
of humanity for which the world knows us and if we are sincere about 
disarmament and universal brotherhood, there is no alternative for 
us but to stand for exorcising the demon of use of the nuclear science 
for non-peaceful purposes. To my mind the only way to secure this 
objective is by way of outlawing all atomic t^sts or explosions. This is 
the objective to which the world is moving and this is the goal which 
we have set for ourselves. This is the field in which we have to set an 
example.

I shall now come to the second problem namely my views on the 
nuclear explosion at Pokharan in 1974. I know from my discussions 
with heads of foreign countries how much misunderstanding that ex
plosion has created in their assessment of our devotion to pursuit of 
tliis great scientific discovery of modern times. Nor am I convinced 
that we have gained infoitoation of scientific value for peaceful use 
which would justify the risk of such misunderstanding and conse
quential embarrassment in the international relationship on this issue. 
Scientists now realise what handicaps they are experiencing in carry
ing on with their research activities. The way it was carried out in 
secret exposed us to the accusations made against us both internally 
and externally. The mianner in which we indulged in self praise after 
the explosion and it was exploited for the sake of prestige both in
ternally and externally and in the light of the scientific value and 
necessity of the results achieved, there is only one conclusion which 
can he> reached and it is that the considerations were more political 
than scientific. I feel I am justified in thinking that it was done more 
for political than for scientific gains. At the same time I should like 
to make it clear that I have maintained and said so to foreign dig
nitaries with whom I have discussed the matter that I do not believe 
that Pokharan explosion was directed towards a switch over to mili
tary purpose.

I have deliberately decided to explain the points which underline 
tliis calling attention matter in order to enable the House to view it in 
the broader perspective of our traditions, our spiritual and moral 
values and our passion for peace, our love for humanity, the children 
of Mother Earth of which we are an undissoluble constituent element. 
We have to attempt to save the world from the holoca.ust of a much 
greater nuclear explosion than the explosion at Pokharan. Let the 
House keep before it this wider concept in dealing with our policy in 
regard to explosions for peaceful purposes.
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Progress Report Submitted to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts 
To Consider International Cooperative Measures To Detect 
and Identify Seismic Events, August 1, 1978 ^

1. In pursuance of the decision taken by the CCD on 4 [2] May 1978 
(CCD/570) that the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider 
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic 
Events conduct additional work, the Group held its sixth plenary 
session from 24 to 28 July 1978 in Geneva, under the Chairmanship 
of Dr. U lf Ericsson of Sweden.

2. Scientific experts and representatives of the following Member 
States of the CCD participated in the session: Bulgaria, Canada, 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Federal Eepublic of Germany, Germian Demo
cratic Eepublic, Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, 
Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics, United Kingdom and 
United States of America.

3. By its decision of 18 July 1978, the CCD had invited Austria to 
participate in the work of the A d Hoc Group. Thus scientific experts 
and representatives of the following States not Members of the CCD 
also participated in the sixth session of the Ad Hoc Group: Austria, 
Australia, Denmark, Finland, New Zealand and Norway.

4. The Group agreed, inter alia  ̂ on a provisional table of contents 
for its second report, with main headings as follows:

Chapter 1. Summary of the report
Chapter 2. Background and mandate
Chapter 3. Instructions and specification for data to be routinely 

produced at participating stations (Level I data)
Chapter 4. Instructions and specifications for data format and pro

cedure for Level I data transmission through the WMO 
communications network

Chapter 5. Instructions and specifications for procedures to be used 
for data analysis at data centers

Chapter 6. Instructions and specifications for format and proce
dures for the exchange of wave form data (Level II  
data)

Chapter 7. Eecommendations.

5. After thorough discussion, the Group agreed on guidelines for 
working groups to produce drafts on Chapters three, four, five and six 
of its second report and established the corresponding working groups 
headed by the following convenors: Dr. Kamik (Czechoslovakia), Dr. 
Suyehiro (Japan), Dr. Dahlman (Sweden) and Dr. Thirlaway 
(United Kingdom). The A d Hoc Group also agreed on a tentative 
schedule for the further work of the working groups, including meet
ings on 27 and 28 July 1978.

 ̂CCD/576. The report was submitted Aug. 1 and noted Aug. 10.
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6. The Ad Hoc Group suggested that a representative of the WMO 
be invited by the CCD to participate infonnally in the work of the 
Group in relation to the transmission of data through the WMO com
munication network.

Y. The Group also established a draft agenda for its seventh and 
eighth sessions, tentatively to be convened at the end of February and 
the end of April 1979, respectively. In particular, the Group agreed, 
subject to decision by the CCD, to hold its next session in the Palais 
des Nations in Geneva from 19 February to 2 March 1979.

8. However, as a result of the discussions of the Ad Hoc Group, it 
became clear that the time originally allotted by the CCD for the final 
report would be insufficient to provide as detailed and comprehensive 
results as the CCD might wish. The<refore, the A d Hoc Group asked 
its Chairman to consult with the CCD about the possibility to further 
continue its work to prepare its final report.

Letter From the Director of the Los Alamos Scientific Labora
tory (Agnew) to the Chairman of a Panel of the House 
Armed Services Committee (Wilson): Comprehensive Test 
Ban  ̂ August 7, 1978^

In your capacity as Chairman of the Special Panel on SALT and 
CTB Talks I thought you would be interested in a letter I sent to 
Congressman Kemp on the subject over a year ago. Nothing has hap
pened since then to change my opinion.

I hope this will be of use to you in your deliberation.
Sincerely,

Dear Congressman Kemp: In response to your letter of March 29, 
1977, and the specific questions which you raised, I have the following 
comments.

(1) I do not believe that a comprehensive ban on underground nu
clear explosions is now verifiable by national technical means. How
ever, I believe a threshold ban at a yield about five to ten kilotons in 
hard rock is verifiable unless deliberate evasion techniques are used. 
With low yields the probability of detection by national technical 
means becomes more and more unlikely. Higher yields, of course, 
could be tested in media having lower seismic coupling efficiency than 
hard rock.

(2) The military significance to either the USSR or the USA of 
conducting clandestine tests below five or ten kilotons is per se of

^Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National Se
curity Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military 
Application of Nxiclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, House of Representativesj Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 
95-89, pp. 189, 192-193.
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relatively little importance today. More important are the long term 
implications of such activity which might be conducted by the USSK 
but not by the U SA ; such activity would enable the USSK to maintain 
a viable nuclear weapons design capability. I do not believe the USA  
can maintain a nuclear weapons design capability for more than a few 
years if nuclear device testing is not allowed.

(3) a. As mentioned in (2), I do not believe we can maintain a 
technology base or the necessary cadre of first-class scientists and en
gineers to enable the USA to have a nuclear weapons design capability 
for more than a few years if testing ceases.

b. I expect that with ample money, no restrictions on materials, 
and adequate non-nuclear testing the stockpile could be maintained as 
is for a period of at least ten years. However, stockpile problems do 
arise, as they have in the past, and in time there may be no experienced 
personnel available to assess the severity of the problems or with a 
background adequate to provide a fix if one is indeed possible. In addi
tion, there are examples in the past where the fix has required nuclear 
testing.

c. Clearly, if the Soviets are in a position to test or equally important 
are able to maintain a cadre of trained personnel because of their 
planned society, they can assess potential problems and deal with them 
in a professional manner. This will assure to them a level of confidence 
in their nuclear forces that will eventually be denied to the U.S. if we 
were to lose our design capability.

(4) Again, the ability to test will enable us to maintain a weapons 
design capability. I don’t believe testing below say five or ten kilotons 
can do much to improve (as compared to maintaining) strategic pos
ture, but clearly it can provide improvements at the theatre level, 
where yields of less than five kilotons are important. Being able to 
test up to a few kilotons allows a dynamic program for maintenance 
and development of theatre nuclear forces. Also, if there is no restric
tion on PNE development or testing, then both a viable strategic and 
theatre nuclear weapons research and development program can be 
maintained.

(5) Tests at five kilotons and below have played a very important 
role in our past program, particularly in the realm of nuclear weapon 
safety and stockpile fixes. To me, the most significant aspect of con
tinuing to test is the ability to maintain the nuclear weapon design 
and development capability on which much of our defense posture is 
now based.

(6) Unless really meaningful reductions are agreed to by the USSR  
both in nuclear delivery systems and in conventional forces, I would 
oppose any further restrictions on nuclear testing. So far, we have 
been able to counter the Soviet quantitative advantage in both nuclear 
and conventional weapon systems through our qualitative advantages. 
However, as Custer found out, there comes a time when there is no 
substitute for quantitative advantage.
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I believe it is to our mutual advantage for both the USSR and the 
USA to agree to meaningful reductions in our nuclear and conven
tional forces. However, if such agreements are not forthcoming then 
I believe any restrictions on nuclear testing—even the proposed 150 
KT TTB—will be to our disadvantage.

I trust that your colleagues in the Congress will appreciate that 
what is at issue is whether or not they wish the USA to maintain a 
viable nuclear weapons design capability and a nuclear weapon stock
pile that is reliable. Clearly, if through SALT and a significant re
duction in conventional forces we have no need for a nuclear stock
pile or a nuclear design capability, then there will be no need for 
testing. But to me a limitation on testing without a real SALT and 
MBFR agreement would eventually be disastrous for the free world.

In a nutshell, if the USA wishes to have a nuclear weapon design 
capability and a reliable stockpile, then it must be able to conduct 
nuclear tests. I f this capability is not desired, then forbid nuclear 
weapon testing with the understanding that a similar loss of capability 
may not be imposed on the Soviet Union.

Sincerely, H. M. Agnew
Director

Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendment, August 8,
1978"

A n  A ct

Aug. 8, 1978 To authorize appropriations under the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act for the fiscal year 1979, and for 
other purposes.

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Represemia- 
tives of the United States of Armrica in Congress as
sembled  ̂ That section 36 of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act is amended—

(1) by striking out in subsection (a) (3) “weapons 
systems or technology” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“technology with potential military application or 
weapons systems”; and

(2) by amending subsection (b) (2) to read as 
follows:

“ (2) No request to the Congress for authorizations or 
appropriations for—

 ̂P.L. 95-338, 92 Stat. 458, 95th Cong. See ante, p. 99 for the Administration 
biU; ante, p. 260 for the House biU; and ante, pp. 378-379, for the Senate biU.

[H.R. 11832]

Arms Control 
and
Disarmament
Act,
amendment. 
Appropriation 
authorizations. 
22 u s e  2576.



AODA ACT AMENDMENT, AUGUST 8 489

“ (A) any program described in subsection (a) (1) 
or (2), or

“ (B) any program described in subsection (a)(3) 
and found by the National Security Council, on the 
basis of the advice and recommendations received from 
the Director, to have a significant impact on arms con
trol and disarmament policy or negotiations,

shall be transmitted without a complete statement analyz
ing the impact of such program, either as an individual 
program or as an aggregation of related programs, on 
arms control and disarmament policy and negotiations.
Any such statement transmitted in classified form shall 
be accompanied by an unclassified version thereof.”.

Sec. 2. Section 49(a) of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act (22 U.S.C. 2589(a)), is amended to read 
as follows:

“Sec. 49. (a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, 
there are authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year congress. 
1979 the sum of $18,395,000 (and such additional amounts 
as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, retire
ment, other employee benefits authorized by law, and 
other nondiscretionary costs) of which $1,000,000 shall 
be available only for the purpose of furthering the nu
clear safeguards programs and activities of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency, and of which such sums 
as may be necessary shall be available to conduct a study 
of the arms control study centers at academic institu
tions, and to report the results of such study with pos
sible recommendations to Congress not later than January 
31, 1979. The sums authorized to be appropriated by this 
subsection shall remain available until expended.”.

Sec. 3. Section 49 of the Arms Control and Disarma- 22 use 2589. 
ment Act, as amended by section 2 of this Act, is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following:

(d) Beginning with its request to the Congress for an 
authorization of appropriations for the fiscal year 1980, 
and with such request for each fiscal year thereafter, the 
Agency shall accompany such request with a detailed 
budget for each bureau and functional category within 
each bureau, which budget ^ a ll set forth and justify ob
ligations and outlays for the fiscal year for which such 
request is made and for the fiscal year preceding and 
next following such year.”.



490 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

Sec. 4. The amendment made by section 2 shall take
22 u se  2o89 ^  ^  i ^
note.  effect on October 1 , 1 9 7 8 .

Approved August 8, 1978.

Legislative H istory:
House Report No. 95-1048 (Comm, on International Relations).
Senate Report No. 95-843 (Comm, on Foreign Relations).
Congressional Record, Vol. 124 (1978) :

Apr. 26, considered and passed House.
June 8, considered and passed Senate, amended.
July 16, House concurred in certain Senate amendments; concurred in 

amendment No. 1 with an amendment.
July 27, Senate concurred in House amendments.

Tripartite Statement to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament: Comprehensive Test Ban, August 8, 1978 ^

On 16 March 1978, a statement was made to the CCD, on behalf of 
the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States about progress 
in the tripartite negotiations on a treaty prohibiting nuclear-weapon 
tests and its protocol covering nuclear explosions for peaceful pur
poses. It was stated that substantial progress had been made in the 
negotiations; that the three parties agreed that an international ex
change of seismic data would play a major role in verification of com
pliance with the treaty; and that the USSR, the United Kingdom and 
the United States would continue their best efforts to complete the 
tripartite negotiations as soon as possible.^

Since 16 March, the negotiations have continued intensively. They 
have been going on without a break since 4 May—^making the present 
round the longest continuous round of the talks to date. The three 
delegations have continued to work without interruption in order to 
maintain the pace and momentum of their negotiations.

It can be reported with satisfaction that significant progress has 
been made in recent months in several areas of the negotiations. The 
delegations have proceeded beyond an exchange of views on their basic 
approaches and principles and are now addressing elements of agree
ment that have emerged as well as specific points that remain to be re
solved. Members of this Committee will understand that to attempt 
to describe in detail what these remaining points are could complicate 
tripartite efforts to resolve them. But there are some issues on which 
further comment can be offered.

The three negotiating parties are agreed that the treaty should

 ̂CCD/pV.798, pp. 7-8. The statement was made by Ambassador Ashe on be
half of the British, Soviet, and U.S. delegations.

 ̂Ante, pp. 193-194.
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establish a ban on any nuclear-weapon-test explosion in any environ
ment and that the provisions of a protocol, which would be an integral 
part of the treaty, would apply to nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes.

As members of the CCD know, reaching agreement on effective 
measures of verification—^measures that will j)romote mutual confi
dence among the parties that treaty obligations are being fulfilled—is 
a complex process. It is a process that involves many highly technical 
issues. The three negotiating delegations include many technical spe
cialists who are meeting on an almost daily basis to clarify and resolve 
these issues. The three negotiating parties, who will be most directly 
affected by the treaty, naturally wish to satisfy themselves that it will 
provide for adequate verification and also that the provisions for 
verification would not go beyond what is required by the treaty.

The three negotiating parties believe that in view of the importance 
of the treaty, it would be reasonable, following the precedent of other 
arms limitation agreements, that after a certain period the parties to 
the treaty would wish to review its operation.

In the Final Document of the special session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the “Programme of 
Action” calls for the tripartite negotiations to be concluded urgently.'* 
The USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States are making 
every effort to achieve an agreement which will attract the widest 
possible international adherence.

The three negotiating parties are fully aware of the desire for the 
negotiations to be brought to a swift and successful conclusion. They 
are aware that the members of the CCD have a strong interest in the 
earliest completion of the negotiations. It can be said that the present 
phase of the negotiations is producing results, and that the three 
parties are pressing ahead as fast as they can. They, no less than all 
members of the CCD, hope for the earliest possible conclusion of the 
negotiations with a positive result that will be welcomed by all of the 
members of the international community who are concerned with 
achieving a cessation of nuclear-weapon-test explosions.

Statement by the Acting Assistant Secretary of Energy for De
fense Programs (Kerr) Before a Panel of the House Armed 
Services Committee: Comprehensive Test Ban, August 14, 
1978"

Mr. Chairman and members of the panel, I appreciate the opportu
nity to appear today to assist your assessment of whether potential na-

® Ante, pp. 411-439.
 ̂Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National Secu- 

rity Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military Applica
tion of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Serinces, House 
of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 95-89, pp. 3-9.
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tional security risks which could attend a comprehensive test ban treaty 
would be balanced by possible benefits through enhancement of the 
President’s nonproliferation policies.

ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

Let me begin by recalling and sharpening the main points of my 
testimony before you on March 15,1978.^ The Secretary of Energy and 
the Department support adequately verifiable and symmetrical arms 
control agreements. That is, we support agreements to which all par
ties adhere and which do not risk the possibility of a potential adver
sary gaining serious military advantages over the United States.

EFFECTS OF A CTBT

In assessing any formulation of a comprehensive test ban treaty, 
the Department of Energy must consider how a treaty would affect 
its ability to certify the reliability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile. Our 
continuing test program has been essential in designing, manufactur
ing, maintaining, and certifying weapons. This certification is, in 
effect, a promise by the designers and the weapons complex to the De
partment of Defense that the weapons will perform within specifica
tions if ever called to do so; that they will be safe under all operat
ing conditions and resistant to unauthorized attempts to use them; 
and that they can be relied upon to meet these requirements for a pre
dictably long time.

RECENT WEAPONS DESIGN EFFORTS

Over the last decade, we have had roughly equal efforts in engineer
ing new weapons designs for stockpile and advanced development of 
new nuclear explosive concepts. However, starting in mid-1974: when 
the (as yet unratified) threshold test ban treaty was signed with the 
intent of limiting test yields to below 150 kilotons,^ we have devoted 
the majority of our efforts to readying designs for stockpile. First, 
the work was devoted to designs with yields above 150 kt, which has 
to be tested before the yield limitation went into effect on March 1976. 
More recently, because of the possibility of a CTB, we have directed 
most of our effort to testing weaponized versions of designs which 
should be ready for immediate or eventual stockpiling before test 
cessation occurs. This has severely constrained progress in advanced 
developments to :

1. Improve yield-to-weight ratios.
2. Reduce warhead cost and special nuclear material usage.
3. Enhance warhead safety.
4. Increase weapon control to prevent unauthorized use.

 ̂Ante, pp. 182-183.
® D ocuments on D isarm am entj 1974^ PP- 225-227.
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5. Tailor weapon outputs to specific military needs.
6. Understand long-term chemical and structural stability.

Success in engineering some of these developments for stockpile 
use could greatly enhance future arms control initiatives.

STOCKPILE a g i n g : DETERIORATION AND OBSOLESCENCE

Another concern which has recently begun to affect our program 
is stockpile aging, which is composed of two factors:

1. Over an extended period of time, warheads, being made of chemi
cally active materials, will deteriorate physically. At present, there 
are no weapons in stockpile which have deteriorated to the point of not 
functioning properly. However, we do see evidence of corrosion and 
other deterioration which, if unchecked, would reduce the reliability 
of the weapons at some time in the future. A typical stockpile life
time which we expect for a weapon, due to this factor, should be be
tween 15 and 25 years. Some designs have required corrective measures 
much sooner.

2. Both warheads and their delivery systems are subject to techno
logical obsolescence. In the past, there has been sufficient turnover of 
the stockpile because of this obsolescence that physical deterioration 
did not have time to develop, and it is only now that we are beginning 
to appreciate the possible effect of physical deterioration in the future.

The composition of our nuclear weapons stockpile is constantly 
changing due to the retirement from the stockpile of old and out
moded weapons, and the introduction of new designs and models into 
the stoclq)ile. To dispel the erroneous notion that the stockpile is con
stantly growing, I should point out that the replacement of older 
weapons with newer designs is not necessarily on a 1-for-l basis, and 
while the numbers vary from year to year, today the stockpile quantity 
is less than it was in 1970. In fact, since the total number of weapons 
in the stockpile peaked in the midsixties, there has been a general 
downward trend in stockpile quantity.

A CTBT, NUCLEAR WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY, AND NATIONAL DEFENSE

Besides its influence on the present weapons program and future 
stockpile, the possibility of a CTB poses serious questions of a more 
general and long-term nature, for the future of nuclear weapons tech
nology as a contributing factor in national defense. These fall into in
terrelated categories:

1. No new weapons in stockpile.
2. Stockpile reliability.
3. Verification capability.
4. U.S./U.S.S.R. asymmetries.

Nudear tests are essential for determining the proper functioning 
of nuclear explosives; calculations do not suffice, and there is no way
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to experimentally simulate the performance of a nuclear weapon. 
Therefore, without testing, no new designs ought to be put into stock
pile. It may turn out, in some cases, that existing designs can be 
adapted for use in other delivery systems, but use of new designs 
ought to be precluded. We are concerned that, given real life pres
sures and fallible human nature, we might, on occasion, stockpile new 
designs or inadequately reasoned changes in old ones, and that serious 
unreliability could result.

NONNUCLEAR TESTING

Maintenance of the stockpile depends on regularly scheduled ran
dom sampling. Weapons are withdrawn from the stockpile and sub
jected to inspections of many kinds, as well as nonnuclear flight and 
destructive tests. Irregularities that are found—as they are, from 
time to time—are referred to the experts at the weapons design labora
tories for their judgment as to the severity of the problem and the 
necessary “fix.” The solution often is one validated by previous tests 
related to the system in question, or related systems in the continuing 
R. & D. program; in such cases, the “fix” can be made without a new 
nuclear test. In cases where the needed correction cannot be certified 
on the basis of past tests, a critical evaluation must be made which, 
occasionally, results in a decision that an additional test is required 
if the weapon is to be returned to the active inventory. In all such 
cases, without the test or tests required, certification of the weapon, 
at least as we have known it until now, would be impossible. There are 
sometimes administrative alternatives; for example, a weapon known 
or suspected not to conform to certain safety criteria could be retained 
in inventory. But, for obvious reasons, solutions of this kind may 
carry heavy and often unacceptable penalties.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROOF TESTS

The fact that we rarely conduct proof tests— t̂hat is, specific in
dividual tests of a weapon pulled from the stockpile—is sometimes 
cited as evidence that testing is not necessary to maintain confidence 
in the reliability of the stockpile. This claim is false. We use the 
continuing testing program to confirm the design choices made in 
stoclq)ile weapons, we reuse the tested technology of weapons in the 
stockpile in designing new weapon systems; if we encounter a stockpile 
problem, we may “proof” test its solution by adding an experiment to 
a test that is part of the continuing program. In effect, “proof” testing 
is built into the very philosophy on which our testing program is 
based.

A CTBT OF FINITE DURATION

Since the March 15 hearing, there have been numerous press re
ports on the CTB negotiations. While it would not be appropriate for 
me to go into detail, it is clear that the United States has settled on a
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treaty of finite duration. A treaty of limited duration would ease some 
of the concerns the Department of Energy would have if the treaty 
were to be of indefinite duration. For the longer the cessation of test
ing, the greater the likelihood of problems arising in the weapon 
stockpile that require testing for their correction. The longer the 
cessation, the greater the aging effects that might require the weapons 
be rebuilt. The longer the cessation, the closer draws the time when we 
will need to test if we are to develop new strategic warheads or ad
vanced nuclear concepts or make significant improvements in existing 
warheads.

MUST RESUME TESTING

Our experts believe the probability is low for major problems re
quiring testing for resolution to arise during, say, a 3-year cessation 
of testing. But they stress that there really is no predicting when such 
a problem might arise. Therefore, our judgment today is that at the 
end of a finite length CTB, there must be a resumption of testing upon 
expiration of the treaty. This would enable us to validate the “fixes” 
to any problems that might arise during the ban. It would permit us 
to maintain the cadre of expert, experienced weapon designers, scien
tists, engineers, and technicians vital to preserving the Nation’s nu
clear deterrent. It would enable us to pursue studies for new strategic 
warheads and for advanced and improved nuclear weapons which may 
be essential for maintaining the military balance.

Without the resumption of testing, problems that arose during the 
ban might go undetected, and corrections of problems that were de
tected could not be certified. We would lose expertise as experienced 
and skilled personnel drift away. Weapon development programs es
sential to U.S. force modernization efforts would become meaningless.

CTBT VERIFICATION

The primary means of treaty verification is long-range teleseismic 
monitoring using equipment based in the United States or in friendly 
countries, augmented, if permitted by the terms of the treaty, by 
regional seismic monitoring using equipment based within the terri
tories of the parties to the treaty. Even with internal stations there 
are limits to what seismic monitoring can contribute to verification of 
a comprehensive test ban treaty.

Any test carried out in violation of the treaty must be big enough 
to be detected against the ever-present background of natural seismic 
events and noise. It must also be located— t̂hat is, the seismic monitors 
must be able to determine, at least approximately, where an unusual 
seismic signal originated. Then it must be identified as an explosion 
rather than an earthquake. Under the best of circumstances—and by 
that I mean that no special techniques are used to hide an underground 
test—our seismological experts tell us that the Soviet Union could

317-783 0 80 34
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conduct some low-yield tests that either would not be detected by U.S. 
monitors or, if detected, could not be distinguished from earthquakes 
and would have to be classified as “ambiguous events.”

CLANDESTINE TESTING DURING A CTBT

Under less than the best of circumstances—and by that I mean that 
evasion techniques are used—the Soviet Union could conduct tests of 
higher yield with every expectation that these would either evade de
tection entirely or leave the United States unable to prove whether an 
‘‘ambiguous event” was a test or an earthquake. In addition to evasion 
techniques, the Soviet Union could test underground on the territories 
of allies, in remote and unwatched areas of the atmosphere, or even in 
outer space; our monitoring capability would have great difficulty im 
detecting tests of these kinds.

Aerial photography is sometimes cited as a sure way of detecting 
an underground test in the porous soils that might be used for 
clandestine testing; the surface is supposed to collapse after the nu
clear explosion and form a “subsidence crater” that can be photo
graphed. Let me set that belief to rest. I f the test device is buried 
deeply enough, there is no collapse. Our studies have shown that tests 
above 10 kilotons can be conducted and there will be no subsidence 
crater to be photographed.

The verification task, then, is to be able to detect and identify tests 
at yields needed to maintain confidence in the reliability of the nuclear 
weapons stockpile, to remedy problems in stockpiled weapons, to re
build weapons overtaken by aging effects, and to develop improved 
weapons. The current U.S. nuclear test detection capabilities have not 
reached the yield levels determined by the U.S. nuclear weapoois lab
oratories that would enable them to do most—if not all—of these 
things; nor will they reach those levels under circumstances now fore
seen. The DOE is contributing to the attainment of the lowest possi
ble verification threshold, particularly in the development of regional 
seismic instrumentation suitable for deployment in the Soviet Union, 
should that be allowed. But we see no guarantee that Soviet tests 
at the level we find necessary for maintaining long-term confidence in 
our nuclear weapons stockpile can be detected and identified with 
confidence.

POSSIBLE ASYMMETRY UNDER A CTBT

This fact leads to great concern about the asymmetry that could 
result from a “complete” testing ban, in terms of the effects on the 
nuclear arsenals of the United States and the Soviet Union. The test
ing the United States would need for maintaining high confidence in 
its nuclear weapons involves yields in the range that would be un
observable if the Soviets conducted tests with the intention to evade. 
Without those tests, confidence in the U.S. stockpile, in our best judg
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ment, would degrade. Entire weapons systems might have to be deleted 
from the force structure, systems for which we now see no adequate 
alternative. Because of the nature of our society, we can be assured 
that U.S. compliance with a ‘‘complete” test ban would be absolute. 
But there can be no assurance that the Soviet Union would suffer simi
lar degradation of its forces.

The briefer a CTB, the less likely the Soviets could gain very much 
by testing below the verification threshold, and the more likely that 
we could regain our present confidence in the reliability of our nuclear 
weapons once testing was resumed. The briefer a CTB, the less likely 
that a major asymmetry between United States and Soviet nuclear 
capabilities could develop during the ban, and the more likely that 
we could overcome any asymmetry once testing was resumed.

FINITE DUItA.TION CTBT AND TESTING RESUMPTION

In sum, the Nation’s nuclear stockpile and capability could be main
tained under a CTB of limited duration provided we pursued a vig
orous safeguards program during the period of the ban and resumed 
testing on the expiration of a treaty. But a total cessation of testing 
in the long run would inevitably result in a steady decline of our con
fidence in the reliability of our nuclear deterrent and risk a steadily 
growing asymmetry between United States and Soviet military forces.

CTBT AND NONPROLIFERATION

One issue I know you intend to explore in these hearings is how a 
CTB might advance U.S. nonproliferation policy. I am sure that rep
resentatives from the Department of State and the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency will discuss the U.S. strategy for implementing 
our nonproliferation policy and the political dimensions at length. 
But there is a technical aspect of this issue which the Department of 
Energy should comment on.

A CTB has no direct effect on the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Testing is not essential for designing and building the simple, first 
generation fission devices that a would-be proliferator is likely to want 
at the beginning of a nuclear weapons program. He needs only the 
special nuclear material and the knowledge and skills to assemble the 
device to be highly confident that it will work. As you know, most if 
not all of the nations which have built nuclear explosives detonated 
them on the first try. From this technical standpoint, it is my opinion 
that what a proliferator would be sacrificing by signing a CTB would 
be, essentially, whatever “prestige” or “warning” value he might see in 
carrying out a public explosion. He would not be depriving himself 
of the capability to develop nuclear weapons should he see these as es
sential to his national security or military ambitions.
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Statement by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Interna
tional Security Affairs (McGiffert) Before a Panel of the House 
Armed Services Committee: Comprehensive Test Ban, Au
gust 14, 1978"

The U.S. Government, Mr. Chairman, has long pursued the objec
tive of a comprehensive test ban to end all nuclear weapons tests. In 
the limited test ban treaty, the non-proliferation treaty, and the 
threshold test ban treaty, the United States undertook commitments 
to work toward that goal. The major purpose of such a test ban would 
be to begin the process of reducing the dependence of nations on nu
clear weapons for their overall security. While we have intermittently 
discussed the possibilities of a comprehensive test ban in both bilateral 
and multilateral form since the mid-1950’s serious negotiation toward 
such an agreement with the Soviet Union has in the past been fore
closed by two principal factors. First, our verification techniques were 
not adequate to monitor compliance without on-site inspections, which 
the Soviets opposed. Second, the Soviets insisted upon excluding peace
ful nuclear explosions (PNE’s) from such a ban. We maintained, and 
continue to maintain, that PNE technology is indistinguishable from 
that required for weapons tests and that a state undertaking PNE’s 
inevitably derives weapons-related information. With advances in the 
national technical means of verification, as well as a modification in 
the Soviet position on on-site inspection and PNE’s, a CTB may now 
be within reach.

The Carter administration has actively pursued an adequately veri
fiable CTB. In October 1977, the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and the Soviet Union began formal trilateral negotiations. The De
partment of Defense has participated actively in the development of 
our overall negotiating policy. Together with the Department of 
Energy and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, we have also 
provided the necessary technical assessments. The Secretary of De
fense’s representative is the Deputy Head of the Delegation in Geneva. 
That is Dr. Johnson, Mr. Chairman, who is here with me today.

AN ADEQUATELY VERIFIABLE CTBT

An adequately verifiable CTB is an important goal. Such a CTB will 
contribute to our overall national security in two major areas. First, 
such a treaty would advance our nonproliferation objectives by dem
onstrating restraint on the part of the two superpowers, perhaps tip
ping the balance in the “would-be” nuclear states. A more proliferated

1 Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National Se
curity Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic: Arms Limitation 
Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military 
Application of Nuclear Energy Suhcommittee of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 
95-89, pp. 56-58.
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world would be inherently more dangerous, both on the regional and 
international levels. Second, a CTB would contribute to overall stabil
ity by slowing down the pace of new strategic warhead development 
on both sides. At the same time, we must maintain high confidence in 
our strategic nuclear deterrent; an important element of this is con
fidence in the reliability of our nuclear weapons stockpile.

NEGOTIATED AND UNNEGOTIATED CTBT ISSUES

Over the past several months, the negotiations have made considera
ble progress on a number of the most important issues. On PNE’s, for 
example, the Soviets have agreed in principle to a moratorium. How
ever, several issues remain unresolved: For example, the number and 
characteristics of the national seismic stations to be located in each 
country, the rights and functions of on-site inspectors, the allowable 
laboratory experiments, and the duration of the treaty. With respect to 
duration, the Soviets continue to insist on the adherence of all other 
nuclear states before agreeing to a treaty of more than a few years. We 
also believe a treaty of unlimited duration would be unwise in light of 
the need for confidence in the reliability of our nuclear weapons 
stockpile.

Statement by the Director of the Department of State Bureau 
of Politico-Military Affairs (Gelb) Before a Panel of the House 
Armed Services Committee: Comprehensive Test Ban, Au
gust 14, 1978^

Historical Pers'pective

Let me briefly review CTB from the perspective of America’s larger 
political and security interests.

CTB is part of a continuing, bipartisan effort carried out by all 
postwar administrations. Each has tried to enhance our security by 
placing some restraints on the dangerous spiral of the nuclear arms 
race. These efforts began to bear fruit in the early 1960’s. The follow
ing major accomplishments have helped to pave the way for a CTB:

(1) In 1963, the US, the USSE and the United Kingdom nego
tiated the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT), which prohibits 
the testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, outer space 
and underwater. This left underground testing as the only

^Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National Secu
rity Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military Appli
cation of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 95-89, 
pp. 105-109.
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permitted area remaining, but it set no limit on the yield level 
of the tests.^

(2) In 1967, building on an earlier UN resolution, the US and 
USSR further limited the scope of nuclear weapons activity by 
reaching an agreement prohibiting the stationing in outer space 
of objects carrying such weapons (Outer Space Treaty).^

(3) In 1968, the US, UK and USSR took a major step on the path 
to halting the international, or “horizontal,” spread of nuclear 
weaponry by concludng the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT). This has been ratified by 104 countries, but there un
fortunately remain some key holdouts.^

(4) In 1971, the US, UK and USSR, building upon the Outer 
Space Treaty, concluded an agreement prohibiting the placing 
of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on 
the seabeds and ocean floors (Seabed Arms Control Treaty).^

(5) In 1972, the US and USSR concluded SALT I, which: (a) put 
a cap on the ABM (defensive) systems of both sides, and (b) 
limited for a five-year period certain strategic offensive arms.® 
This set the stage for SALT II, in which we are trying to bring 
about more significant limitations on offensive nuclear weap
onry.

What is it about these treaties that made them acceptable to the US 
and enabled them to be ratified ? The answer is that they have effec
tively enhanced and complemented our strong national defense 
posture.

—It is important to note that these treaties are Tvot dependent upon 
any attempt to bring about an unrealistically high level of mutual 
trust between the US and USSR. Instead, they are based on this sim
ple fact—there is a clear mutuality of interests between the two super
powers in restraining the nuclear weapons race in this careful step- 
by-step manner.

Equally important, the provisions of these treaties can be adequately 
verified by the effective National Technical Means (NTM) which we 
already possess. The treaties have, in effect, followed the pace of tech
nological advancement. More ambitious undertakings were made pos
sible when the state of technology permitted independent verification 
of their provisions.

There have been two other direct precursors to the present CTB 
negotiations, although these two treaties have not been ratified by the 
US. The first is the 1974 Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT), which 
prohibits the testing of nuclear weapons with a yield of over 150 
kilotons.  ̂ The second is the 1976 agreement governing the use of

* For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
1967, pp. 38-^3.

" lUd., 1968, pp. 461-465.
® IJnd., 1971, pp. 7-11.
^lUd., 1972, pp. 197-204.
’ i m . ,  1974, pp. 225-227.
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underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes (PNE 
Treaty)

We can now do better than these two relatively modest treaties. As 
you know, a CTB would effectively ban all weapons testing on both 
sides. And, due to a recemt concession by the USSR, the CTB would 
include a Protocol banning PNE’s altogether for the duration of the 
treaty (while calling for negotiations to try to find a mutually accept
able means to carry out PNE’s) .

Importance of a CTB

President Carter, like his postwar predecessors of both political 
parties, is committed to continuing these efforts to cap, and ultimately 
reverse, the nuclear arms race. He considers the achievement of a CTB 
as a key step in this process and as the logical continuation to the suc
cessful measures already achieved.

Two dimensions are critical.
Firsts a CTB^ along with future success in SALT^ would he a cru

cial element in restraining the US/Soviet nuclear competition. It 
would render great service to our national security by constraining the 
ability of both sides to improve either their strategic or tactical nu
clear capabilities, which they have done so markedly during the last 
few years.

Without such a ban, on the other hand, international tensions would 
surely be exacerbated, and we would undoubtedly see a continuing 
Soviet build-up in various types of nuclear weaponry. Pressure would 
increase on the US to match the USSR build-up in kind. Needless to 
say, the cost would be staggering on both sides. If we did not effec
tively counter such a Soviet build-up, however, the deterrent balance 
between the superpowers could be jeopardized. We are, if necessary, 
both willing and able to counter the Soviets in this way. But we must 
ask ourselves whether this is really the most effective way to ensure 
our own security and that of our Allies, and to try to bring about a 
less precarious international environment.

The other critical dimension is CTB^s relationship to our non- 
proliferation efforts. Because the spread of nuclear weapons threatens 
our national security in several ways, the President has made nuclear 
non-proliferation one of his top priorities. Presidents Eisenhower and 
Kennedy gave non-proliferation as their prime reason for supporting 
the Limited Test Ban. The dangers of a world with many nuclear 
powers are real. Nuclear weapons could upset the military balance in 
troubled regions of the world. In every part of the world, the use of 
nuclear weapons by any state poses serious risks of widening the con
flict and of jeopardizing US interests. Moreover, the potential dan
gers presented by nuclear-armed terrorists are almost unthinkable.

® pp. 328-332.
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To minimize the spread of nuclear weapons, the Administration is 
pursuing a multifaceted policy. We are

(1) seeking the widest possible NPT adherence;
(2) moving positively to streaigthen international safeguards and 

control of civil nuclear facilities;
(3) urging restraint in international transfers of sensitive technol

ogies;
(4) building a broad international consensus about the future struc

ture and management of the nuclear fuel cycle through the 
International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation;

(5) taking steps to ensure that our domestic nuclear policy is con
sistent with our international objectives, including assurances 
that we will remain a reliable supplier of nuclear materials; 
and

(6) doing our best to reduce any security or prestige motives that 
states might have to develop nuclear explosives.

The contribution of a non-discriminatory CTB to our overall non
proliferation efforts relates to the first and last points. It would help 
reduce the motivatioois of non-nuclear weapon states to proliferate. 
This contribution would increase with the duration of the treaty, but 
even a limited duration ban, if non-discriminatory, would significantly 
benefit our non-proliferation efforts. It would do so in these ways:

—A CTB would strengthen the Non-Proliferation Treaty, Many 
nations outside the NPT—such as India, Argentina, and Brazil—have 
based their refusal to accede to the treaty on the ground that it is 
discriminatory, requiring non-nuclear weapon states to forswear nu
clear weapons while American and Soviet weapons stockpiles continue 
to grow and improve. In particular, these key nations and some NPT 
parties claim that the nuclear weapon states party to the treaty have 
not fulfilled their obligations under Article VI “to pursue negotia
tions in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.” Non
nuclear weapon states have persistently labeled a comprehensive test 
ban as an important arms control measure. Many of our close allies and 
some key non-aligned states again called for immediate conclusion of 
a CTB at the recent UN Special Session on Disarmament. Conse
quently, a CTB treaty would directly address and could deflect criti
cism of discrimination and facilitate the task of persuading additional 
states to join the NPT.

When a new state ratifies the NPT, it greatly reassures neighboring 
states of the new party’s peaceful intentions. This reassurance, in turn, 
reduces incentives to acquire nuclear weapons throughout the region.

Moreover, if a CTB enters into force by 1980, it will reduce the risk 
that nations will use the NPT Review Conference as a vehicle to 
weaken or withdraw from the NPT.
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—A comprehensive test ban would inhibit testing by threshold 
States. A CTB would commit those non-nuclear weapon states who 
join to accept constraints upon nuclear explosive development. These 
nations would forswear any political or strategic benefits from the ini
tial proof of nuclear weapons possession afforded by testing. Such an 
agreement would be especially important for key nations which have 
not yet joined the NPT—such as India, Pakistan, Egypt, Israel, Ar
gentina, Brazil, Spain and South Africa. Six of these nations are par
ties to the Limited Test Ban Treaty. A widely supported CTB—one 
that, unlike the NPT, could Jiot be attacked as discriminatory—would 
be politically costly for such states to reject. It therefore represents an 
alternative to NPT membership beneficial to our non-proliferation 
efforts. There are reasonable prospects that a number of the NPT 
holdouts will join. Even for those that choose not to adhere, the exist
ence of a CTB could well be a factor inhibiting any decision to test.

—A CTB would strengthen the US bargaining position in bilateral 
negotiations on nuclear matters. Currently, sensitive negotiations are 
underway with a number of countries. In the Nuclear Non-Prolifera
tion Act of 1978,̂  the Congress wisely required the renegotiation of 
our agreements for nuclear arrangements with other states. These 
safeguards must also be applied to any new agreements for coopera
tion. They are in no way meant to restrain the peaceful use of atomic 
energy.

In the course of these negotiations, the issue of the self-restraint of 
the United States in nuclear weapons deployment often arises. A com
prehensive test ban would materially improve the US bargaining posi
tion to achieve the important non-proliferation benefits from full scope 
safeguards and other voluntary restraints.

Mr. Chairman, as you well know, the problem of nuclear prolifera
tion is exceedingly complex. The Administration welcomes the partici
pation of the Congress in carrying on our non-proliferation efforts on 
all fronts. Together we must continue to seek the co'^peration of other 
nations in order to achieve our non-proliferation objectives. The CTB 
can be a significant element of this joint effort.

Of course, the CTB is not a panacea. I cannot quantify for the 
Committee exactly how much a CTB would help our proliferation 
efforts. But I am confident that it will be of substantial benefit. And 
given the international expectations for a CTB, failure to achieve a 
test ban would undermine our non-proliferation efforts.

Verifhcation and Stockpile Reliability

There are two additional issues which I would like to touch upon. 
The first, which is still under painstaking negotiation in Geneva, is 
that of verification. US and British negotiators have pushed the 
Soviets very hard all along to agree to an impressive package of spe
cial verification measures. This will complement the substantial techni

®An#e,pp. 118-164.



504 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

cal verification means which we already possess. We are confident that 
an adequate verification system can be arrived at in the negotiations. 
We assure you that we will not sign any arms control agreement which 
lacks this.

Second, we are equally determined to ensure that, under a CTB, we 
will continue to maintain a fully reliable nuclear deterrent. We have 
a very high degree of confidence in our stockpile at this time, and the 
active safeguards program which we would carry out under a CTB 
will ensure that this remains the case.

Conclusion

In sum this Administration believes, as have all of its predecessors 
since the dawning of the nuclear era, that America’s security must be 
pursued in two mutually reinforcing ways.

— Ŵe must have a defense capability second to none.
— Ŵe must strive to reduce the danger of war and the cost of an 

unlimited arms race through arms control.

The CTB we are negotiating is an integral part of this consistent 
American policy. It will help us sustain nuclear parity with the Soviet 
Union. It will help prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to states 
which do not have them.

I deeply believe it is deserving of your support.

Statement by the ACDA Assistant Director for Multilateral Af
fairs (Davies) Before a Panel of the House Armed Services 
Committee: Comprehensive Test Ban, August 15, 1978 ^

Mr. Chairman, before I address the question raised in your letter of 
invitation, I would like to report briefly to the Panel on the state of 
the trilateral comprehensive test ban negotiations among the United 
States, United Kingdom, and Soviet Union. As you know, several 
rounds of talks have been held in Geneva since July 1977. The present 
round, which began May 4, is the longest to date.

In the course of these 13 months, we have made steady progress in 
the three principal areas of the negotiation—duration, nuclear ex
plosions for peaceful purposes, and verification. On duration, the three 
sides have agreed that the treaty should have a fixed, limited time, 
but have not yet decided on the length of that term. On the second 
issue, the Soviets have come around to our position that nuclear ex
plosions for peaceful purposes should be banned for the same fixed

 ̂Eftectfi of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States "National Secu
rity Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military AppU- 
cation of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services, 
Houfte of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 95-89, 
pp. 131-133.
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period, as the ban on nuclear weapons test explosions unless, before 
the end of that period, a means is found for carrying out PNE’s that 
we could support. On verification, the negotiators have agreed, in 
principle, on an arrangement for installing advanced, tamper-proof 
seismic stations on United States and Soviet territory and on an ap
proach to initiating and carrying out onsite inspections to resolve the 
character of ambiguous situations. They are now in the process of 
working out the detailed modalities of these verification measures.

Given the technical complexity and detail of the issues remaining to 
be resolved, as well as their importance to the security of the three 
governments involved, it is not possible to predict when the trilateral 
talks will conclude. However, I can assure you that, under instruc
tions from the President, the U.S. delegation is making every effort 
to expedite the completion of a balanced and adequately verifiable 
agreement.

Mr. Chairman, in your letter of invitation, you stated that the pur
pose of the panel’s hearings will be to gather information that would 
permit an assessment of whether the possible national security risks 
of a comprehensive test ban treaty would be balanced by the possible 
benefits of such a treaty to U.S. national security, particularly through 
enhancement of our nonproliferation policies. Before I respond to any 
questions that members of the panel may have, I would like to men
tion two of the principal ways that a CTB treaty can contribute to 
our national security and then comment briefly on two matters that 
have sometimes been viewed as involving possible risks for us under 
such a treaty.

POSSIBLE CTBT CONTRIBUTIONS TO NATIONAL SECURITY

One of the major national security benefits to the United States of a 
CTB is the constraint it would impose on modernization of Soviet 
strategic nuclear forces. It is widely recognized that the United States 
currently enjoys an advantage over the Soviet Union in nuclear 
weapons design. A mutual cessation of nuclear testing would essen
tially freeze nuclear weapons technology at current levels, and would 
therefore preserve that advantage. A freeze on Soviet nuclear weapons 
technology, by inhibiting improvement of the yield-to-weight ratios 
of Soviet warheads, would prevent the Soviets from taking full ad
vantage of the large throw weights of their land-based missiles and 
from putting the much smaller throw weights of their submarine- 
based missiles to more efficient use. It would also constrain the op
timization of a Soviet cruise missile force.

A CTB would also serve our security interests by promoting U.S. 
nonproliferation objectives. Nonnuclear weapon states that join the 
treaty will be accepting an important constraint on their ability to 
develop a nuclear weapon capability. This will be especially signifi
cant for those nonnuclear states that have not adhered to the Non-
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Proliferation Treaty.  ̂ A nondiscriminatory and widely supported 
CTB will be politically very difficult for nonnuclear states to refuse 
to join, and we believe there is a good possibility that several key near- 
nuclear states that have opposed the NPT will decide to become 
parties. In addition, by demonstrating the willingness of the nuclear 
powers to accept restraints on their own nuclear capabilities and to 
abide by their commitment under the NPT to seek a comprehensive 
test ban, a CTB would put us in a more promising position to pursue 
key elements of our nonproliferation strategy, such as gaining wider 
adherence to the NPT.

VERIFYING A CTBT

In balancing the potential risks and benefits of a comprehensive test 
ban treaty, we must, of course, assess our capabilities for verifying 
compliance. Our CTB verification system is expected to have several 
diverse and mutually reinforcing elements:

We will have the U.S. national seismic network, which will be 
further upgraded under a CTB.

We hope to achieve Soviet agreement to install tamperproof seismic 
stations on their territory, which would add substantially to the 
monitoring capability achievable with only stations external to the 
Soviet Union.

Also available to us are a variety of intelligence-gathering tech
niques collectively called national technical means of verification, 
which have been useful in the past, both in independently obtaining 
evidence of Soviet tests and in corroborating evidence from seismic 
sources. These too will be upgraded under a CTB.

Finally, we are pressing in the negotiations for onsite inspection 
provisions that would give us the opportunity to carry out a thorough 
and technically competent investigation on Soviet territory.

At the present time, before the completion of the negotiations and 
before plans are finalized for the upgrading of our own national 
capabilities, it is difficult to provide a specific, quantitative evaluation 
of our CTB verification capabilities. However, from what we already 
Imow about the quality and diversity of the verification measures we 
are likely to have, I am confident that our verification capabilities will 
be adequate to safeguard U.S. national security. That is, I believe that 
the risks of undetected clandestine testing at militarily significant 
levels will be minimal.

STOCKPILE RELIABILITY UNDER A CTBT

Mr. Chairman, I would like to conclude my statement with a few 
remarks about the question of stockpile reliability, a question that has 
increasingly become a primary focus of attention in considering the 
potential risks of a CTB. It is understandable why the stockpile re

*The treaty text has been printed in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp.
461-465.
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liability issue would be the subject of concerned and responsible ques
tioning. For the more than 30 years that the United States has been 
a nuclear power, we have had available to us the option of conducting 
a nuclear test in order to assist in maintaining high confidence in our 
stockpiled nuclear weapons. Closing off that option inevitably in
troduces a measure of uncertainty.

Fortunately, the currently very high reliability of the U.S. nuclear 
stockpile and the measures at our disposal for preserving stockpile 
confidence without nuclear testing both provide 'a basis for optimism 
in dealing with this uncertainty. I believe that, with a vigorous safe
guards program that helps preserve the expertise of our nuclear 
scientists and laboratories, we will be able to maintain high confidence 
in the reliability of our stockpile for a considerable length of time—■ 
and at least for the limited, fixed duration that we are now con
templating for the comprehensive test ban treaty.

Letter From Norris E. Bradbury, Richard L Garwin, and J. Car
son Mark to President Carter: Comprehensive Test Ban, 
August 15, 1978"

As individuals long involved in the conception, design, manufacture, 
test, and maintenance of many of the United States’ nuclear and ther
monuclear weapons, we want you to know of our judgment on a ques
tion which has assumed considerable prominence in connection with 
the Comprehensive Test Ba<n Treaty (“CTBT”). That is the question 
of the degree of assurance in the continued operability of our stock
piled nuclear weapons in the absence of any possibility of testing with 
significant nuclear yield (for instance, with testing limited to labora
tory-type experiments).

As you know, the assurance of continued operability of stockpiled 
nuclear weapons has in the past been achieved almost exclusively by 
non-nuclear testing—by meticulous inspection and disassembly of the 
components of the nuclear weapons, including their firing and fuzing 
equipment. Problems encountered in this inspection are normally val
idated by additional sampling and solved by the remanufacture of 
the affected components. This program is, of course, supplemented by 
the instrumented firing of the entire nuclear weapon with inert ma
terial replacing the fissile materials, and the entire program thus far 
described would be unaffected by the requirements of a CTBT. It has 
been exceedingly rare for a weapon to be taken from stockpile and 
fired “for assurance.”

^Effects of a Comprehensive Test Bern Treaty on United States National Se
curity Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military 
Application of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 
95-89, pp. 181-182.
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It has also been rare to the point of non-existence for a problem re
vealed by the sampling and inspection program to require a nuclear 
test for its resolution. There are three acceptable approaches to the 
correction of deficiencies without requiring nuclear testing:

1) Remanufacture to precisely the original sp^ifications.
2) Remanufacture with minor modifications in surface treatment, 

protective coatings, and the like, after thorough review by experienced 
and knowledgeable individuals.

3) Replace the nuclear explosive by one which has previously been 
tested and accepted for stockpile.

A fourth option, to replace the troubled nuclear system by one not 
already prooftested may result in improved performance, lesser use of 
special nuclear materials, or the like, virtues which have more to do 
with improvement of the stockpile than with confirming its operability.

We believe that the key question to be answered by those responsible 
for making and maintaining nuclear weapons is

Can the continued operability of our stockpile of nuclear weapons 
be assured without future nuclear testing? That is, without attempt
ing or allowing improvement in performance, reductions in main
tenance cost, and the like, are tnere non-nuclear inspection and 
correction programs which will prevent the degradation of the re
liability of stockpiled weapons?

Our answer is “yes,” and we now discuss the reasons why knowledge
able people may have answered “no” to seemingly similar questions.

First, we confined ourselves essentially to the question, “If the stock
pile is not required to improve, can it be kept from degrading?” 
Others may have had in mind the normal work of the weapons labora
tories, by which nuclear weapons are continuously made somewhat 
more efficient, less costly in terms of nuclear materials, adapted to new 
packaging requirements, and safer to handle—for instance by the 
substitution of insensitive explosive. We have participated in such pro
grams and find them both interesting and useful. Were these “improve
ment programs” carried out long enough without nuclear testing, the 
weapons thus affected would indeed have uncertain performance; the 
solution under a CTBT would be to forego such programs in order 
not to sacrifice stockpile reliability to a desire for minor improvement 
in performance.

Second, it is true that certain deficiencies have in the past been cor
rected by the replacement of the affected nuclear system by another 
one, following a test certifying the replacement model as ready for 
stockpile. This corrective measure would not be available imder a 
CTBT. But the examples normally cited need not have been corrected 
in this way; for instance one Polaris warhead problem could readily 
have been solved by remanufacture with an acceptable change of sur
face treatment on the component which had caused the problem. The 
change of nuclear system was not absolutely necessary for the cor
rection of the problem observed.
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Finally, it is sometimes claimed that remanufacture may become 
impossible because of increasingly severe restrictions by EPA or 
OSHA to protect the environment of the worker. We note that addi
tional protective measures which might be an intolerable cost burden 
in the manufacture of cardboard or of lightbulbs or of aircraft brakes 
are easily affordable in connection with the nuclear stockpile. Thus if 
the worker’s environment acceptable until now for the use of asbestos, 
spray adhesives, or beryllium should be forbidden by OSHA regula
tions, those few workers needed to continue operations with such 
material could wear plastic-film suits (supplied with external air) 
commonly used for isolation against germs and against certain 
pharmaceuticals. It would be wise also to stockpile in appropriate stor
age facilities certain commercial materials used in weapons manu
facture which might in the future disappear from the commercial 
scene.

It has been suggested that under a CTBT a President or Congress 
or the Department of Energy might not provide funds for stockpile 
maintenance inspection and correction, or that a President might not 
provide a requested exemption from OSHA or EPA requirements. We 
see no reason to assume that the national security bureaucracy will not 
continue to serve the national interest, and we would welcome a state
ment in conjunction with a CTBT that non-nuclear testing, inspection, 
and remanufacture where necessary will be fully supported in order 
to ensure the continued operability of stockpiled nuclear weapons.

We believe that the Department of Energy, through its contractors 
and laboratories, can through the measures described provide continu
ing assurance for as long as may be desired of the operability of the 
nuclear weapons stockpile. We are making this statement available 
to others in the Executive and the Congress.

Sincerely Yours,

Veto Message From President Carter to the House of Repre
sentatives: Department of Defense Appropriation Authoriza
tion Act of 1979, August J7, 1978 ^

I am returning without my approval H.E. 10929, the ‘‘Department 
of Defense Appropriation Authorization Act, 1979.” I am doing so 
because I cannot, consistently with my constitutional responsibilities, 
sign into law a bill that in my view would weaken our national security 
in certain critical areas and wastes scarce defense dollars. The Con
gress’ inclusion in this bill of a number of lower priority programs 
would force out of our defense budget certain central elements of our 
program, items needed now to modernize and bolster our military 
forces.

 ̂W eekly  Compilation o f P residentia l Documents^ Aug. 21, 1978, pp. 1447-1449.
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I believe that the defense of the United States needs to be strength
ened. An adequate defense is the single most important concern I have 
as President. Accordingly, I submitted to the Congress in January 
of this year a budget request for the Department of Defense which 
would if enacted provide the defense we need. It requested $126.0 bil
lion for the Department of Defense for Fiscal Year 1979. That amount 
was judged by me and by the Secretary of Defense to be adequate 
to provide for the military security of this country in Fiscal Year 
1979, provided it was wisely spent.

The bill I am returning does not spend wisely. Instead, it actually 
would lead to less defense capability than I have requested. It does this 
by eliminating funds for high priority defense requirements and add
ing funds for purposes which do not meet our defense needs. Most 
notably, it would take nearly $2 billion from the total and set it aside 
for purchase of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier—a ship which in 
the end would cost at least $2.4 billion, plus additional billions for 
its aircraft and the additional ships needed to defend and escort it.

We need more immediate improvements in our defense forces. A new 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier would not be commissioned until 
1987.

To spend $2 billion in defense dollars in that way would ignore much 
more serious and immediate defense needs. Other programs have been 
cut, during the appropriation process as well, to stay within Congres
sional budget limits. The effect would thus be to take away funds 
urgently needed by the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps 
for high priority programs—and to use those funds to build the most 
expensive ship in history. The result would be to weaken our military 
security in several critical areas, particularly during the next two 
years, at a time when we should be strengthening it. Within the $126.0 
billion allocated for defense, we cannot have both an adequately bal
anced defense program and the luxury of an unneed^ nuclear- 
powered aircraft carrier.

In pushing a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier into a $126.0 billion 
defense budget, H.R. 10929 would result in reduction or elimination of 
these essential programs, and a consequent weakening of our defense 
posture:

—Weapons and equipment for the Army, I requested a $1 billion 
increase to strengthen our ground forces, particularly our NATO- 
oriented forces, by providing more helicopters, combat vehicles and 
ammunition for our front-line forces. Adding the nuclear-powered 
aircraft carrier means eliminating $800 million of that increase.

—Weapons and equipment for the Air Force, I requested more funds 
for airlift, electronic warfare equipment and electronically guided 
ordnance. Adding the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier means eliminat
ing $200 million of this increase.

—Readiness funds. It makes no sense to have military forces if their 
equipment is not in condition to fight. I requested an increase of $1 
billion for items which are not glamorous, but which provide the im
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mediate fighting capability of our forces—funds (requiring appropri
ation but not prior authorization) for repairs of weapons, spare 
parts for vehicles and aircraft, ship overhauls, training of personnel, 
communications, and logistical support to move equipment to where 
it is needed. Adding the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier means elimi
nating half of that increase in fighting capability—some $500 million.

—Research and development. To sustain our position of excellence in 
a world of weapons increasingly dependent on technology, I requested 
a 3% real growth in defense research and development. Adding the 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier leads to an actual reduction in re
search and development. The bill also shifts some R & D funds from 
high priority programs to less important ones.

Our Navy has for a decade 'been moving in the direction of larger 
and larger, more-and-more-costly ships, and fewer of them. As a con
sequence our fleet today is smaller than at any time since 1940. We need 
a fleet that includes more vessels that can perform our Navy’s mission 
but that are not, as this one would be, so designed as to be prohibitively 
expensive to build. The Navy does not need a fifth nuclear-powered 
aircraft carrier. It can maintain a twelve-carrier fleet and maintain 
the fighting capability it needs from a conventionally powered car
rier, which I shall request in my budget for next year, at a saving of 
$1 billion for that single ship. Without this kind of discipline and 
control of the cost of ships, our Navy will not long be able to carry out 
its missions.

For these reasons, I must withhold my approval from H.R. 10929. 
I adhere firmly to my request that the Congress provide $126.0 billion 
for defense in Fiscal Year 1979. But I ask that the Congress delete the 
authorization for the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, and use that 
essential $2 billion of that $126.0 billion instead for as many of our 
programs as possible from the following critical areas:

$1 hillion for Army and Air Force equipment—For helicopters, 
transport aircraft, combat vehicles, electronic equipment, ammunition 
and ordnance and otheir weapons and equipment.

$500 million for improving readiness in all thC' armed services—For 
a wide variety of items, ranging from repair of weapons to spare parts 
stockage to improved training and logistical support.

Up to $500 million for research and development—For programs 
proposed in my FY 79 budget but deleted by one or another Congres
sional action.

Nawal Ships—It is crucial to maintain an appropriate overall an
nual level of ship construction. The Cor».q̂ ess should return all of the 
general purpose ships requested in our budget.

These are the ways in which our defense dollars need to be spent. 
These are the ways in which they will add to our military security, by 
obtaining the greatest military capability for each dollar and by focus
ing the effort where more effort is needed.

317-783 0 80 35



512 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

In light of the continuing Soviet buildup, we must not reduce our 
own real defense capability, either by cutting the budget amount I 
have requested, or by substituting for high priority defense require
ments programs which are less urgent or less effective.

If we do not spend our defense dollars wisely, we do not provide 
adequately for the security of our country. I know that the Congress 
and I share common goals. I ask the Congress to cooperate with me to 
help our armed forces use their funds in ways which produce the 
greatest fighting power, and to provide the men and women of our 
armed forces with the kinds of weapons, equipment and other items of 
support which they need to do their jobs.

ACDA Study on U.S. and Soviet Strategic Capabilities 
Through the Mid-1980’s, August 17, 1978^

Introduction

Many of the static measures used to compare U.S. and Soviet 
strategic forces deal only with factors such as numbers of bombeirs, 
missiles, weapons, throwweight and megatons. Other factors not con
sidered can far outweigh these simple static measures. These factors 
include but are not limited to, the readiness of the forces, their surviva
bility, their ability to penetrate defenses, their accuracy and reliability, 
and what it is they have to attack.

The “capability index” used in this study attempts to place in per
spective the relative capabilities of the U.S. and Soviet strategic forces 
according to a common measure of effectiveness. This measure is one 
which focuses on what the forces “can do” as opposed to what the 
two forces “look like.”

Basis for Analysis

The first step in the process is to determine what it is that the forces 
will be used against in the event of a nuclear exchange. It is generally 
accepted that the various categories of targets will include industrial 
and economic facilities, civilian and military command and control 
f.xilities, and military targets such as missile launchers, submarine 
ports, airfields and troop installations. In terms of vulnerability it is 
more appropriate to categorize the targets according to their suscepti
bility to destruction. The majority of potential targets are very soft. 
That is, any nuclear weapon which detonates within a few thousand 
feet will probably destroy the target. Other targets such as missile 
silos, weapons storage, and command and control facilities are built 
to withstand all but direct hits and near misses.

 ̂ACDA release.
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In this analysis a basic target set is assumed against which the capa
bilities of the two forces are measured. While there are asymmetries 
within the U.S. and Soviet target systems on a functional basis, it is 
not imreasonable to assume an equal number of hard and soft targets 
for purposes of comparing overall capability. In this analysis it is 
assumed that each country has 1500 hard targets (2000 psi)^ and 5000 
soft targets (10 psi). Excursions to this base case have been made. 
They show that the results are not particularly sensitive to the varia
tions in the total number of targets, the hardness of the targets, or 
the ratio of hard to soft targets.

This means of measuring force capability cannot be used to evaluate 
the full impact of the current and projected Soviet strategic forces. 
Nor^should this study be the sole basis for accepting or rejecting pro
posed changes in the U.S. force posture. However, the overall capa
bility of nuclear forces to accomplish their designed objectives—de
struction of targets—has to play a major role in any comparative 
assessment of relative strength.

The analysis which follows compares the capability of U.S. and 
Soviet strategic forces for the present and for the mid-1980s against 
a common target set.

Relative Strategic Capability of U.S, and Soviet Forces in 1978

While the Soviets lead the U.S. in some of the static indices of stra
tegic force comparison, the U.S. is clearly ahead today in terms of 
target destruction capability.

Figure 1 shows the current Soviet capability to destroy a target 
system consisting of 1500 hard targets and 5000 soft targets. The curve 
which originates at the loAver left comer of the graph shows the dam
age expectancy for a sequentially higher allocation of weapons to 
hard targets. The dotted curve which begins in the lower right comer 
of the graph indicates the percentage of soft targets destroyed by the 
weapons not allocated to hard targets. For example, if no weapons 
are allocated to hard targets then all weapons are used against soft 
targets and 75% of the soft targets are destroyed. At the other extreme 
if all weapons are used against hard targets and none against soft 
then the Soviets could destroy 56% of the 1500 hard targets.

To illustrate the use of these curves consider the case where the 
Soviets might desire a damage expectancy of 70% against the soft 
targets. With 1978 forces this is achievable but in order to destroy 
70% of the soft targets only 6% of the force would be available to 
strike the hard targets. Therefore, from the curves of Figure 1, if 
70% of the soft targets are destroyed then only 14% of the hard targets 
would be destroyed. An interesting way of comparing forces is shown 
in Appendix A.

*The stated level of hardness is the overpressure in pounds of pressure per 
square inch which the target can withstand.
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Figure 2 contains the Soviet 1978 capability curves from Figure 1 
as well as the curves which show how capable the current U.S. strategic 
forces would be against the same target system afteir riding out a 
Soviet first strike. In these curves both forces are in a generated alert 
pasture. All force characteristics such as alert readiness, accuracy, 
weapon yield and reliability have been taken into account as well as 
estimates of U.S. bomber force capability to penetrate Soviet air 
defenses.

It can be observed from the computer plot of Figure 2 that the re
taliatory capability of U.S. forces in 1978 exceeds the first strike capa
bility of the Soviets against both hard and soft targets. It can be seen 
in this figure that for any weapon allocation U.S. forces in a retalia
tory attack create a larger destruction than Soviet forces in a first 
strike. For example, an allocation in which 80% of the force was used 
against soft targets while the other 20% was used against hard targets 
would yield the following results:

One of the major contributors to U.S. hard target kill capability is the 
U.S. manned bomber force. This force is not provocative from a first 
strike viewpoint because of its relatively slow response time (as com
pared to ICBM s); however, in retaliation it has the capability to de
stroy a wide spectrum of targets.

Relative Strategic Capability of V.S, and Soviet Forces in the Mid-

Both forces are projected to undergo extensive modernization be
tween now and the mid-1980s. For the U.S. the changes which will take 
place include improved accuracy and higher yield warheads for the 
Minuteman III ICBM; the deployment of the new and larger Trident 
submarines equipped with the new Trident missile; the backfitting 
of the Trident C-4 missile into many of the Poseidon submarines; and 
the introduction into the U.S. bomber force of the air launched cruise 
missile (ALCM).

Figure 3 shows a comparison of the U.S. retaliatory capability in 
1978 to that of the mid-1980s. It can clearly be seen in this figure that 
the U.S. retaliatory capability in the mid-1980s is substantially larger 
than our current capability.

Soviet strategic force improvements are even more dramatic.'The 
MIRVing which is currently underway will have been completed; bet
ter missile accuracy is forecast; and several new weapon systems are 
projected to be deployed. In Figure 4 the first strike capabilities of the 
current and projected Soviet strategic forces are shown. As can be seen 
in the figure Soviet first strike capability in the mid-1980s has increased

Hard Targets 
Destroyed

28%
43% 

Soft Targets 
Destroyed

Soviet First Strike 
U.S. Retaliation

61%
77%

1980s
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sharply over the current Soviet first strike capability. It can be noted 
that the most significant increase in capability is in hard target de
struction.

The analysis takes into account the SALT TWO agreement now 
being negotiated. Although it is not possible to predict Soviet force 
improvements in the absence of a SALT TWO agreement, it is appar
ent that the overall capability could be greater since it would be un
restrained by the SALT limitations.

In Figure 5 the U.S. retaliatory capability is compared to the Soviet 
first strike potential. Both forces are roughly in balance; however, the 
overall capability of the U.S. to attack hard targets is about 10 per
centage points lower than the Soviet first strike capability primarily 
because of the losses incurred by the U.S. Minuteman force.

Ohservations

On the basis of the capability index used in this study the following 
observations can be made:

—The U.S. is ahead of the Soviet Union today in target destruction 
capability.

—Both the U.S. and Soviet forces will become substantially more 
capable by the mid-80s.

—U.S. retaliatory capability after a Soviet first strike in the mid- 
1980s exceeds the current retaliatory capability.

—The capability of U.S. and Soviet strategic forces in the mid-SOs 
is essentially equal.

A PPE N D IX  A 

E q u a l  D a m a g e  P o in t

An interesting way to examine the curves presented in this paper is 
at the point where the hard and soft targets curves cross. At this point 
the damage to both hard and soft targets is equal. This point will be 
referred to as the Equal Damage Point (E D P).

In Figure 2 which compares the current Soviet first strike capability 
to U.S. retaliatory capability, the Soviets could achieve a 48% damage 
expectancy on the 6500 targets by allocating 36% of their weapons to 
hard targets and the remaining 64% to the soft targets. The U.S. re
taliatory capability at the EDP is to destroy 58% of the 6500 targets. 
A U.S. retaliation therefore has 10 percentage points more capability 
against this target set than a Soviet first strike.

Examining Figures 3 and 4 one can see that the EDP of U.S. retalia
tory forces grows by 24 percentage points between now and the mid- 
1980s, while that of the Soviet first strike grows by 35 percentage points 
over that same period.

The net effect of the current U.S. lead and the more rapid Soviet 
growth between now and the mid-1980s is that the EDPs of a Soviet 
first strike and a U.S. retaliation are equal in the mid-1980 time period.
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FIGURE 1
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FIGURE 2
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FIGURE 3
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FIGURE 4
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FIGURE 5
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Stafement by the British Representative (Ashe) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Weapons 
[Extract], August 17, 1978 "

Addressing the special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament on 2 Jime, my Prime Minister said that, on nuclear 
weapons themselves, SALT could not be the whole story. He went on 
to describe the short-range nuclear weapons targeted on Western 
Europe and elsewhere which must be dealt with in subsequent dis- 
armament negotiations.^ The distinguished representative of Sweden, 
Mrs. Thorsson, developed this theme of “grey area systems” in her 
speech here on 20 July. She posed five relevant questions on the de
velopment and deployment of tactical nuclear weapons by the nuclear- 
weapon States participating in this Committee.^

I recall the earlier discussion on the issue of low-yield tactical nu
clear weapons in 1973-74. At the conclusion of that discussion Mrs. 
Thorsson expressed satisfaction with the reassuring statements of the 
British, United States and Soviet representatives.^ I now wish to> state, 
on behalf of the British Government that, as regards tactical nuclear 
weapons, the United Kingdom has no plans and has taken no decisions 
which would require me to register an affirmative response to Mrs. 
Thorsson’s questions 1,3,4 and 5.

I cannot, of course, answer for the Soviet Union on question 2. But 
I note that the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union told 
this Committee on 8 August 1974:

There is no justification for distinguishing among individual types 
of tactical nuclear weapons, or for trying to equate some types of 
those weapons with conventional armaments.®

I should like to make some general observations as the representa
tive of a nuclear-weapon State. Nuclear warheads with yields of less 
than one kiloton—sometimes called ‘‘mini-nukes”— l̂iave been known 
about for years, as have the principles of nuclear warheads with 
tailored effects, including enhanced radiation warheads—ERWs. None 
of them represents a radically new or futuristic weapon. Nor should 
attention be diverted by reference to size (mini-nukes) or the arrange
ment of their effects (EEWs) from the fact that they are nuclear 
weapons. They produce the same destructive results as other nuclear 
weapons. In our view, the value of nuclear weapons will continue to 
be assessed primarily in their utility unused as instruments of deter
rence and not of fighting wars.

^CCD/PV.801, pp. 17-18.
I A/S-10/PV.14, pp. 28-43.
''Ante, pp. 455-466.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 496-498, 569--571; ihid., 1974i pp. 

162-164, 357-358, 388-389, 407. 
p. 388.
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But it is also essential that the growing international transfer of 
civil nuclear technology, which we support as a contribution to energy 
development, should not create new dangers by resulting in the spread 
of nuclear weapons. To this end we need to make generally acceptable 
arrangements which will strengthen the barriers against the spread of 
nuclear arms while making it possible for all countries which need 
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes to have access to the necessary 
technology.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty is the keystone of our efforts.® We 
hope that more States will seriously and urgently consider acceding to 
it. But some States have reasons of their own for not doing so : we urge 
them to renounce nuclear weapons in other ways—in particular by 
accepting IAEA full-scope safeguards on their nuclear facilities. We 
also consider it appropriate for nuclear-weapon States to accept IAEA  
safeguards on civil nuclear facilities as the United Kingdom, the 
United States^ and France have done. The agreement between the 
United Kingdom and the IAEA in fact came into force on the four
teenth of this month.

Interview of Secretary of Defense Brown on ABC-TV “ Issues 
and Answers” : Question of a Fifth Nuclear Carrier for the 
United States [Extract], August 20, 1978^

I believe that having strong non-nuclear forces in general, including 
Naval forces, is extremely important to avoid having to threaten es
calation to nuclear war and our naval forces are an important part 
of the capability that we need to avoid having a threat in escalation.

Indeed, one of the reasons for the President’s veto, aside from the 
conclusion that he and I share that those $2 billion could be better 
spent elsewhere in the defense program, was the conviction that over 
the past decade or more the Navy has been moving to larger and larger 
ships, more and more expensive ships, and inevitably smaller and 
smaller numbers of ships because, no matter what the defense budget 
is there is some limit to it and no matter what the Navy budget is, 
there is some limit to that.

The Department of the Navy has by far the largest budget of any 
of the military departments. But if those funds continue to be spent 
on larger and larger ships, smaller and smaller numbers, we are going 
to end up with a fleet too small to be able to cover all parts or most 
of the parts of the world that we need to cover.

® For the treaty text, see ihid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂Ante, p. 63.
 ̂ABC transcript of interview.
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No matter how capable a ship is, it can’t be in two places at once. 
The President and I conclude'd that if this nuclear carrier were funded 
and built it would make that trend, trend to larger ships and smaller 
number of ships, almost irreversible.

Address by Secretary of Defense Brown: Mobile Interconti
nental Ballistic Missiles and Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
[Extract!, August 22, 1978 "

No decision has been made whether or not to deploy mobile ICBM 
systems, like the alternate launch point sj ŝtem (or multiple aim point 
system, as it is sometimes called) that I just mentioned. Nor have we 
decided which particular concept we would implement, if we were to 
elect to deploy a mobile ICBM system. The current and projected 
capabilities of our strategic forces give us time to study thoroughly 
questions of technical feasibility, military effectiveness and cost prior 
to making decisions about deploying mobile ICBMs.

Any mobile ICBM basing system would, of course, have to be fully 
consistent with all provisions—including verification provisions— 
of a strategic arms limitation agreement. The United States will not 
deploy a mobile ICBM system that would not permit adequate veri
fication of the number of launchers deployed, and other provisions of 
the agreement. You may be confident that we will insist that any 
Soviet system meet the same verification standards.

The parts of the joint draft text of the SALT II agreement that 
have already been agreed allow deployment of mobile ICBM systems 
of the types we are considering. The draft agreement explicitly per
mits deployment of mobile ICBM launchers during its term, after the 
expiration of an interim protocol period which would end well before 
mobile ICBM^ystems would be ready for deployment.

I know that some of you are concerned about SALT. I want to assure 
you that no SALT agreement will be signed unle&s it is in the interest 
of the United States to sign it. That means particularly that it must 
not undermine our military security. An acceptable strategic arms lim
itation agreement is not going to weaken the U.S. second-strike capa
bility that I have described. We Avill retain our assurance—and the 
Soviets will know— t̂hat we can deliver such a devastating second- 
strike blow. And that will remain true despite the current Soviet civil 
defense program.

^Department of Defense news release. The address was delivered before the 
60th annual national convention of the American Legion in New Orleans.



524 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1978

Address by ACDA Director Warnke: Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks, August 23, 1978 ^

As you can see from my title, “SALT II—The Home Stretch,” I 
am quite optimistic that we are, in fact, nearing the completion of 
what has been a very long race. SALT II, as I am sure you know, 
has been in negotiation for almost 6 years. In that period, most of the 
major problems have been solved.

We are close to the full development of a detailed, comprehensive 
agreement that will break new ground in arms control. Agreement 
has been reached on verification measures, on new ceilings, and on 
subceilings for particular categories of strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles.

Agreement is now emerging on restraints on new types of missiles 
and on improvement of existing missiles. And the new SALT agree
ment will mean both quantitative and qualitative limitations on the 
Soviet nuclear weapons that are aimed at American cities and our 
military targets.

But I would have to say that the relatively few problems that re
main are very tough ones. That, I think, is to be expected, because 
they are the last problems. They are the ones that have proven to be 
the least tractable. I am, however, convinced that we can complete 
the home stretch and that the result will be an agreement which pro
tects and advances the security of the United States.

BdckgrouTid

I would like to ask you to step back and take a long view of SALT, 
as a process, to consider how and why we became involved in it, what 
we have accomplished to date, and what we have come to learn of the 
implications of SALT—first and foremost for our national security 
but also for our relations with the Soviet Union— b̂ecause SALT deals 
with the core of the power balance between the United States and the 
Soviet Union, specifically with the most important and most danger
ous component of that balance— t̂hose nuclear weapons which, if ever 
used, would mean the devastation of both societies.

So SALT thus involves fundamental and vital security interests of 
both countries. Because this is so, you might ask why the SALT talks 
didn’t begin until the later 1960’s ? Why was it that they didn’t start 
sooner—perhaps in the early 1950’s ?

I think the answer to this question can be found in the history of 
U.S.-Soviet relations and the evolution of the military balance be
tween these countries since the end of World War II and the begin
ning of the nuclear age. Out of the wartime alliance, and with Europe 
and Japan in ruins, the United States and the Soviet Union emerged 
as the two dominant and rival powers.

* Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 1978, pp. 17-21. The address was delivered 
before the Foreign Policy Association in New York.
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Fundamental differences in goals, values, and political systems led 
inevitably to this rivalry and to a bipolar world. And for many years 
any kind of useful relations or productive negotiations between our 
two countries appeared almost impossible. Many questioned whether 
we could even live together, and the term “coexistence” acquired a 
pejorative connotation. So that arms control in these circumstances 
seemed a very unpromising prospect.

Moreover, you have to remember that for about two decades we 
had, first, a nuclear monopoly and then a clear nuclear superiority. 
For the Soviet Union, arms control negotiations—in the light of this 
great American lead—seemed to offer nothing but permanent second- 
class status. And for the United States, because of our immensely 
greater strategic capability, arms control was a topic of no particular 
urgency.

The Soviets could not be expected to allow this lead to persist as 
long as they possessed the resources to close the gap. Even if our stra
tegic nuclear edge did not allow us consistently to thwart Soviet for
eign policy objectives and its ability to project its military power, a 
combination of historic Russian sensitivity to the activities of the 
West and Soviet ideology drove the U.S.S.R., at no small cost, to try 
and catch up with the United States in strategic nuclear forces.

By the mid-1960’s, programs for this Soviet effort were firmly estab
lished and underway, and thus the two superpowers were forced to 
face the implications of the new military reality. For the United 
States, it meant that no longer could we rely—either in practice or 
even in rhetoric—on the doctrine of massive nuclear retaliation, a 
doctrine that actually had been eroding for nearly a decade.

Since the late 1950’s, it has become increasingly clear that Soviet 
possession of a nuclear retaliatory capability meant instead that our 
military forces must be capable of flexible response, commensurate 
with the military challenge; because otherwise the Soviet Union would 
be left with wide freedom of action to use, or threaten to use, its con
ventional military power.

Now there have been some who have argued that we never should 
have allowed the Russians to overcome our nuclear superiority. A 
group recently formed insists that we should now regain that strategic 
nuclear superiority. They do not, however, tell us how that can be 
done. Nor do they say how the effort to do so can be kept from creating 
an unbridled competition and the accumulation of further and more 
deadly nuclear weapons that would mean superiority for neither side 
and diminished security for both.

The fact is that in a nuclear race between countries with the re
sources of the United States and the Soviet Union, one side can gain 
and maintain strategic superiority only if the other side defaults. Now 
we know that we would never be willing to concede nuclear superiority 
to the Soviets, and I think we have no basis for hoping that they may 
be more indulgent and give us that advantage.
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So it is the inescapable logic of strategic nuclear weapons and the 
terrible consequences of their widescale use, if strategic stability should 
disappear and deterrence should fail, that even bitter competitors have 
to give serious thought to the benefits of limited cooperation in the 
form of arms control. This is the case for us, whatever our distaste for 
Soviet ambitions abroad and repression at home.

You will remember that the first manifestation of this dawning 
realism about nuclear arms came in the consideration of the deploy
ment of antiballistic missile systems. In the mid-1960’s, the Soviets 
were expanding their air defense and beginning to deploy some bal
listic missile defenses, and the question we had to face was whether 
we should move our research and development program on antiballistic 
missiles beyond that development stage into actual deployment. There 
were those within government who consistently urged that course.

What I regard as the seminal statement in the new strategic arms 
debate was a speech delivered by the then Secretary of Defense, 
Robert IMcNamara, in 1967.̂  This was an historic contribution to 
public understanding of strategic policy.

In his speech, Secretary McNamara outlined the basic concepts of 
nuclear strategy and explained the new realities of deterrence and the 
mutual vulnerability of the United States and the Soviet Union to the 
ballistic missiles of the other side. He emphasized that the problem 
with ABM’s, with antiballistic missile defenses, was not the problem 
of cost but the fact that the system itself was vulnerable to counter
measures which the other side could take. No matter how many anti
ballistic missiles one side might assemble, the other side could match 
that, and more than match that, with offensive nuclear warheads and 
also with dummy warheads.

So that even if the ABM were technically feasible, U.S. deployment 
of a massive anti-Soviet ABM system would, as Secretary McNamara 
put it, have . . strongly motivated [the Soviets] to so increase their 
offensive capability as to cancel out our defensive advantage.”

We could, as the Secretary of Defense pointed out, guess at Soviet 
intentions, match their ABM deployments, respond to internal pres
sures for new offensive systems to overcome the antiballistic missile 
defenses, and try to preserve our security interests in a new round of 
the nuclear arms race. “But,” he continued, ‘‘what we would much 
prefer to do is to come to a realistic and reasonably riskless agree
ment with the Soviet Union which would effectively prevent such an 
arms race.”

And with that speech, Mr. McNamara placed negotiated arms con
trol explicitly where it belongs—in the context of national security. It 
was really out of this new perception of the strategic realities that 
SALT was born. It was the relative parity of the strategic nuclear 
forces of both sides that made SALT possible, and it was the stability 
of that balance that made SALT desirable.

* D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1967j pp. 382-394.
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When the United States was still strategically superior, the Soviet 
Union didn’t dare to negotiate, and we felt no need to do so. But once 
parity was achieved, another round of the arms race with the rich, 
strong-willed, and technologically powerful United States would pro
vide the Soviet Union with neither greater security nor greater status; 
because with the forces in relative balance, neither side could rationally 
be tempted to launch a preemptive first strike.

President Johnson, in tying his actions on ABM’s to Soviet willing
ness to negotiate limitations on ABM’s, was really the one who com
mitted the United States to the SALT process. And every President 
since then. Republican and Democratic, has continued that commit
ment to arms control.

Their consistent belief is expressed in President Carter’s introduc
tion to my agency’s 1977 annual report. He noted that: “When neces
sary, we will maintain our security and protect our interests by 
strengthening our military capabilities. Whenever possible, however, 
we seek to enhance our security through arms control. Our security 
and the security of all nations can be better served through equitable 
and verifiable limits on arms than through unbridled competition. 
The United States has chosen arms control as an essential means of 
promoting its security.” ®

A CGom'plishments

In SALT there already have been significant accomplishments. The 
SALT I agreements in 1972 included a treaty which drastically lim
ited antiballistic missile defenses, and that treaty was so successful 
that it was later amended to cut back the permitted deployment of 
ABM systems from two to one. The ABM treaty logically removed 
a major incentive to build up offensive systems; because of the fact 
that the ABM’s were essentially banned, it meant that you did not 
have to engage in a further accumulation of offensive warheads in 
order to penetrate what would 'become a nonexistent defense.

In addition, in SALT I there was an Interim Agreement on con
trol of strategic offensive arms. This essentially froze the number of 
strategic missile launchers at the levels already deployed or under 
construction.^

Taken together, these SALT I agreements constituted recognition 
that the key to strategic stability and to a lower risk of nuclear war 
was to preserve the retaliatory capability of each side; and that, ac
cordingly, building of more and more offensive weapons was unneces
sary, dangerous, and inconsistent with our goal of a secure world.

Since May of 1972, when SALT I was signed in Moscow, the care
ful and at times, I would say, painful development of a SALT II 
agreement has been proceeding. In late 1974, there was a major break
through. President Ford and the then General Secretary Brezhnev

® Ante, pp. 209-210.
* D ocuments on D isarm am ent, 1912, pp. 197-205.
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agreed in Vladivostok that the SALT II agreement would provide 
for equal aggregates in intercontinental nuclear delivery systems.®

Moreover, the Soviet side agreed that these equal numbers could be 
part of the new treaty, without any compensation to them for the fact 
that the United States maintains—in bases in Europe— t̂he so-called 
‘‘forward-based systems” that enable us to target additional thousands 
of nuclear weapons against the Soviet Union.

It is important that we now embody this principle of equal aggre
gates in a formal treaty, because even if it were limited to this fea
ture alone, SALT II would be very much in the interests of the 
United States. And from this starting point of equal ceilings on the 
number of total launchers and launchers of missiles with multiple, 
independently-targetable reentry vehicles that we refer to as MIRV’s, 
we can go on to parallel reductions in these ceilings. It has already 
been agreed at Geneva that Vladivostok ceilings of 2,400 strategic 
nuclear-delivery vehicles, of which 1,320 can be MIRV’ed, will be cut 
back early on in the course of SALT II. And it has also been agreed 
that there will be a separate subceiling on the land-based interconti
nental ballistic missiles (ICBM’s) with MIRV’s.

We want that separate subceiling because these are the most dan
gerous, the most destabilizing of the nuclear weapons. They are the 
ones that pose the greater threat of a counterforce capability against 
the missile forces of the other side, and hence a threat to the assured 
retaliatory capability.

Lessons From SALT

As we have moved in the last decade of SALT from unrestricted 
accumulation of nuclear weapons to the beginning of control and now 
to the prospect of effective quantitative as well as qualitative restric
tions, we have learned a good deal about the process. We have learned 
a good deal about how it works and what it means for the U.S.-Soviet 
relationship.

The first lesson that we have learned is that we can negotiate about 
strategic arms and that the resulting agreements will work. The anti- 
ballistic missile limitation treaty did, in fact, limit the deployment of 
ballistic missile defenses. I pointed out that we have cut back from 
two sites in each country to one; and, as a matter of fact, we have 
deactivated our own one site, because we don’t need it to protect our 
deterrent.

The second lesson is that strategic arms control agreements can be 
developed which are, in fact, verifiable by our national technical means. 
Unless we can have adequate assurance that the other side is complying 
with arms control provisions, any arms control agreement will be
come a source of suspicion and friction, rather than a source of com
fort and confidence. With our highly sophisticated national technical 
means of verification, we don’t have to rely on Soviet assurances. We

® Jljid., 19H, pp. 746-747.
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have been able to determine under the SALT I agreements, and we 
will be able to determine under a SALT II agreement, that the lim
its—both quantitative and qualitative—are, in fact, being met by the 
Soviet Union.

The provisions on verification that have already been agreed upon 
prohibit any measures of deliberate concealment which would im
pede our ability to verify compliance, and they specifically prohibit 
any interference with our national technical means. Moreover, after 
long negotiation, and in the face of the traditional Soviet reluctance 
to disclose facts on military forces, the Soviet negotiators agreed ear
lier this year to an exchange of data that will establish an agreed 
data base against which we can measure the reductions to the new 
agreed-upon lower ceilings.

And because of the impossibility of determining by national tech
nical means what kind of a missile is in any particular missile launcher, 
we have now agreed that a launcher will be counted as a launcher of 
a MIRV missile if it is of a type which has ever contained or launched 
a missile which is of a type which has ever been tested with MIRV’s. 
That supplements our national technical means of verification and 
gives us an identifiable feature against which we can measure compli
ance with the SALT ceilings.

There is a third, and I think a very important, lesson that we have 
learned in the SALT process, and that’s the fact that arms control 
agreements only limit those things that are specifically covered by the 
agreement. We can’t rely on compliance with the spirit of an agree
ment; you have to have the letter. You have to have something to 
which you can point and say that this is an agreed-upon provision 
which limits the activity in which each side can engage. And we have 
to recognize that any new weapon, or any new development, that is 
excluded from the coverage of the agreement is permitted for both 
sides— t̂hat to the extent that we preserve options, we preserve them 
also for the Soviet Union.

For example, the SALT I agreement limited antiballistic missiles, 
and it limited launchers of offensive missiles of intercontinental range. 
It didn’t limit warheads, and it didn’t limit MIRV testing and MIRV 
deployment. So it is somewhat ironical that although SALT I banned 
a.ny major deployment of antiballistic missiles because these would lead 
to offensive countermeasures such as MIRV’s, SALT I left MIRV’s 
to run free.

Now, today, in the course of the development of SALT II, a fre
quent criticism that I hear is that SALT II won’t prevent the Soviets 
from acquiring the theoretical potential to threaten land-based forces 
in a counterforce first strike.

I have mentioned that intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM’s) 
with MIRV’s are the most dangerous, the most destabilizing of nu- 
clear-weapons systems because they possess the combination of ac
curacy and yield that enables them to strike hard targets, such as our
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hardened Minuteman silos. Now, without SALT, this possible vul
nerability would obviously become greater, but the threat, at least in 
theory, does exist. It exists because of the fact that the Soviets have 
been able to multiply their warheads, because SALT I did not pre
vent the development of MIEV’s.

So the MIRV option that we chose to keep open for ourselves has 
thus come back to haunt us. Now, in SALT II, the reductions in MIRV 
ballistic missile launchers—and particularly the subceiling that I have 
mentioned on MIRV’ed intercontinental ballistic missiles—will make 
a beginning toward meeting this problem; but it won’t be until SALT 
III, at the earliest, that we will be able fully to undo that which SALT 
I allowed to be done in proliferating reentry vehicles.

I would say then that the third lesson we have learned from SALT 
is that in the SALT process we should protect only those military op
tions we genuinely need and those in which the net balance, if both 
sides go ahead, will at least be equal and preferably will give us some 
benefits. We should avoid those things which mean only an unneces
sary and futile intensification of the nuclear arms competition. And 
it is with this thought in mind that we arrived at a three-piece frame
work for SALTIL

SALT II will consist of three parts. One is the basic agreement, 
which, as it now stands in the joint draft text, places specific limits 
through 1985 on total launchers, on launchers of MIRV missiles, and 
on launchers of MIRV’ed ICBM’s.

The second part is a short-term protocol, which puts short-term 
limits on certain types of systems on which we are not yet ready to 
make a final program decision. For the period of the protocol, deploy
ment of mobile launchers of ICBM’s is banned. For that same proto
col period, there is a ban on the actual deployment of long-range 
ground and sea-launched cruise missiles. The testing of these systems 
can continue; and while the protocol continues, we can determine 
whether longer term restrictions should be negotiated as part of 
SALT III or whether our interests warrant the actual production 
and deploymeint of these new systems.

We will, of course, have to keep in mind the experience of the 
matching Soviet development of MIRV’s and be alert to the fact that 
if we elect to have the freedom to go ahead with these new systems 
after the period of the protocol, we must anticipate that the Soviets 
will do the same. The desirability of preserving the options must be 
balanced against the possibly adverse effects of the introduction of 
a new nuclear-weapons system into the strategic arms competition.

There is a fourth lesson that has been taught us during a decade of 
SALT and that is that in the context of overall U.S.-Soviet relations, 
SALT has developed a value and a momentum of its own. Since 1969 
the common recognition that we share an imterest in survival has en
abled SALT to continue despite the intermittent strains in the U.S.- 
Soviet relationship.



WARNKE ADDRESS, AUGUST 23 531

I mentioned earlier the many differences between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. With or without SALT, I think we have to 
anticipate that we will continue to be competitors who share un
matched military power but very little else; that we will continue to 
have very different views of a desirable world order and of a domestic 
system which promotes the well-being of its citizens. We have to ex
pect that there will be times of tension, times when the international 
dialogue will be bitter and abrasive. Our disagreement with many 
Soviet policies and many of its actions, both within and outside 
the Soviet Union, will necessarily affect our attitude toward that 
government.

But we pursue SALT to lessen the risk of nuclear war and to insure 
our own survival as a modern, functioning society. I therefore—and I 
am sure this will come as no surprise to you— f̂ind myself in total- 
disagreement with those who have suggested that we should cancel or 
suspend the SALT talks because of Soviet and Cuban intervention 
in Africa or Soviet suppression of independent voices within that 
country. As I see it, SALT is not just a byproduct of detente nor can 
it be used as a bribe to make the Soviets behave in a fashion of which 
we approve.

SALT, of course, doesn’t exist in total isolation. The Soviet inva
sion of Czechoslovakia, almost exactly a decade ago, had the further 
tragic consequence of postponing for more than a year the initiation 
of talks on limiting strategic nuclear arms. As indicated in President 
Johnson’s memoirs, he was prepared to announce on August 21,1968, 
that he and Premier Kosygin would meet on September 30 to begin 
strategic arms limitation talks. But it was on August 20 that Soviet, 
Bulgarian, East German, Hungarian, and Polish army units moved 
into Czechoslovakia.

Neither American nor international public opinion would have 
understood the initiation of arms control discussions in the unhealthy 
climate of the summer that followed the Prague spring. And by that 
fall, when talks might have been started, the Johnson Administration 
had run out of time. So, it was not until November 17, 1969—in a 
new U.S. Administration—that American and Soviet delegations met 
in Helsinki and exchanged the opening statements on the limitation of 
strategic arms.

But since then SALT has gone ahead despite many U.S.-Soviet 
frictions. SALT I—we have to remember—was signed in May of 
1972, just about a month after the United States had mined Haiphong 
harbor and trapped Soviet ships.

We have pursued, and we will continue to pursue, our aims in the 
field of human rights; but Soviet resentment about this has never 
caused any ripples in our negotiations in Geneva. The issue has never 
been raised with me by any Soviet negotiator.

We can’t be sure that continued progress in the SALT process will 
improve detente, but I believe we can be certain if SALT fails, the
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chances of improved relatioais and of channeling the U.S.-Soviet 
rivalry into less dangerous areas of competition would be immeasur
ably damaged.

To me, the relationship between SALT and detente is much like the 
relationship between SALT and the goal of halting the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. Success in SALT won’t automatically bring either 
detente or nonproliferation, but the failure of SALT would leave us 
with a very dismal prospect of achieving either objective.

There is a fifth lesson that I think is to be learned from our experi
ence with SALT, and that is that we can pursue it without risk and, 
indeed, with major benefit to our national security. SALT, in fact, 
complements our assured retaliatory capability with less cost and at 
less risk.

To begin with, we can proceed with SALT because of the fact that 
we have the technology, the resources, and the forces to meet our 
strategic military needs. We are not negotiating from fear, but we are 
negotiating with confidence. We are negotiating from strength and 
not from weakness.

To illustrate my point, a study recently completed by the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency vividly shows that while pursuing 
SALT, we have maintained the retaliatory capability that protects us 
against the use, or threatened use, of Soviet nuclear forces.® Today, 
our retaliatory capability could do more damage to the Soviet Union 
after a Soviet first-strike than that first-strike could to the United 
States. Our second-strike, destructive capability exceeds the Soviet 
Union’s first-strike capability.

And our study also shows that while the United States and Soviet 
forces will both become substantially more capable and, really, essen
tially equal in capability by the mid-1980’s, our retaliatory capability 
after a Soviet first-strike will at that time exceed our current ability 
to retaliate against Soviet targets.

In a speech that was delivered yesterday, Secretary of Defense 
Harold Brown confirmed this increase in our second-strike capability, 
despite any improvements in the Soviet offensive or defensive forces.  ̂
This, I would submit, doesn’t square with the image, which is sug
gested by some, that the United States has been hamstrung by SALT 
while the Soviets race ahead.

SALT has left us free to make those changes in each part of our 
deterrent nuclear triad—the intercontinental ballistic missiles, the 
submarine launched ballistic missiles, and our heavy bombers—which 
will insure their viability in the light of Soviet military improvements.

SALT II will enable us to go ahead with the military options which 
our military planners tell us are necessary. Under the limits of SALT 
II, our heavy bomber force will be modernized by being equipped 
with long-range cruise missiles, missiles with a range that enables

 ̂Ante, pp. 512-520. 
’ Supra,
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them to stay outside of Soviet air defenses and still strike the lucrative 
Soviet targets.

We are free to go ahead with the Trident ballistic missile submarine 
and the longer range ballistic missiles that can be launched from 
ocean areas close to the United States and still maintain complete 
target coverage of the Soviet Union.

Sixth, SALT II will impose meaningful limits on Soviet strategic 
forces. To comply with the agreement, the Soviets will have to dis
mantle or destroy up to several hundred strategic systems. The new 
agreement, furthermore, will hold the deployment of Soviet strategic 
forces well below what they would deploy in the absence of an agree
ment. Our intelligence sources indicate that the net swing in the num
ber of Soviet strategic nuclear delivery systems targeted against the 
United States is something in the order of 900—that means 900 less 
systems as a result of SALT. And that, by any definition, is a plus for 
American security.

I have suggested that SALT is a process. I don’t think that SALT
II is going to be the ultimate word in strategic arms control. It will 
mean a meaningful step forward, but we should regard this as a con
tinuing process in which we move deliberately, cautiously, but con
fidently toward the effective control of strategic nuclear weapons and 
the elimination of the greatest threat to the survival of the United 
States and of the world.

Document Presented by the Chairman of the Meeting of Latin 
American and Caribbean States on Conventional Weapons, 
August 24, 1978 ^

The duly accredited representatives from the following countries 
of Latin America and the Caribbean: Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, 
Costa Kica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Salvador, Guate
mala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, 
Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay and Venezuela held in
formal meetings August 21 to 24, 1978 in Tlatelolco, Mexico City, in 
response to the invitation extended by the Mexican Government in 
order to :

1. Exchange opinions on the coming Preparatory Conference of the 
United Nations Conference with the objective of reaching agreements 
regarding prohibitions or restrictions on the use of specific conven
tional weapons, which includes those that might be considered exces
sively harmful or having indiscriminate effects, and the possibilities 
for adopting a unified position on the subject.

2. Study the possible establishment of a consultative mechanism 
among the Latin American and Caribbean countries on a) the limita

'ARCON/I/1.
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tion of the transfer of certain types of conventional weapons to Latin 
America and the Caribbean, as well as among countries of the area; 
and b) the establishment of limitations and/or prohibitions in the use 
of certain types of conventional weapons considered excessively harm
ful and/or having indiscriminate effects.

The Secretary General of the meeting read messages sent by the 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Barbados and Guyana, in which they 
expressed their regret at not having been represented at the meeting 
and also stated their wishes for its complete success.

The opening address for the meeting was delivered by Mr. Santiago 
Roel, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Mexico, and his speech was dis
tributed as an official document of the meeting (ARCON/I/Inf. 4). 
Admiral I. M. N. Ricardo Chazaro Lara, Minister of the Navy and 
General Juan Antonio de la Fuente Rodriguez, Under-Secretary of 
Defense, were also in attendance at the ceremony.

Bachground

One of the most important antecedents to this meeting is, without 
doubt, the Declaration of Ayacucho, which was signed in 1974 by 
eight countries from the region and ratified in 1978.̂

Upon extending the invitation, the Mexican Government reminded 
the Latin American and Caribbean countries that it did so based on 
the statements made by the President of Mexico, Mr. Jose Lopez Por
tillo, on May 17, 1978, during his historic visit to the Soviet Union, 
when he made reference t<o the fact that, insofar as Mexico is con
cerned, it is implicit in the Tlatelolco Treaty to continue its effects in 
the collaboration for limiting conventional weapons in our region.

Less than one month later, as he pronounced the opening address 
at the Fourth Period of Sessions of the World Food Council, the 
ilexican President once again stated the urgent need for finding the 
way to channel the resources presently earmarked for weapons tx>ward 
more noble causes, such as resolving the grave problem of hunger that 
presently besets the whole world.

Conclmions of the Meeting

These countries held a frank and constructive exchange of points 
of view on the items on the Agenda. The discussions were unanimously 
considered an expansion of a dialogue among countries with a com
mon destiny about a problem whose importance is fully acknowledged.

During the discussions, there was widespread agreement to submit 
to the Governments for their consideration the following elements as 
the most suitable base for future dialogue:

1. The establishment of a flexible consultative mechanism, which 
would be open to participation by all States in the region.

® The declaration is printed in Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1974* PP* 819-822;
see also ante, pp. 400-401.
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Among others, the following activities would be furthered by means 
of this consultative mechanism: a) to study and make recommenda
tions on the possible limitation of the transfer of certain types of con
ventional weapons to Latin America and the Caribbean, as well as 
among countries of the area ; b) to study and make recommendations 
for the establishment of limitations and/or prohibitions in the case of 
certain types of conventional weapons, which are considered exces
sively harmful and/or having indiscriminate effects; and c) to serve 
as a forum for exchanging points of view on other topics related to 
disarmanent negotiations, with a view to the need for achieving gen
eral and complete disarmament imder effective international control, 
taking as a basis the priorities established in this negotiation by the 
Tenth Extraordinary General Assembly of the United Nations.

The Government of Mexico will act as Secretariat pro tempore until 
the next meeting.

2. Acknowledgement of the importance of the Declaration of Aya- 
cucho, which was signed in 1974 by eight countries from the region  ̂
and ratified in 1978 by the Chancellors of these countries, insofar as 
the establishment of a permanent order of international peace and co
operation is concerned, and the creation of conditions that will make 
it possible to effectively limit armaments in order to channel these 
newly available resources toward the economic and social development 
of nations.

3. A respectful and fraternal exhortation to all Latin American and 
Cairibbean countries to participate in this historic effort while bear
ing in mind that the resources that have been made available as a result 
of this measure, shall be utilized for the economic and social develop
ment of the reigion.

4. To seek, by all available means, a consensus in order to formulate 
recommendations on this subject.

5. To reaffirm the desirability that, in addition to these objectives, 
the mechanisms for solving controversies by exclusively pacific means 
be strengthened.

Other topics

Likewise, the delegations of the countries represented took special 
interest in the work document presented by the Mexican Delegation 
(AECO N/l/W D.l Eev. 2), a copy of which is attached to this re
port.** This document has been enriched by suggestions made at the 
meeting and proposes a series of measures for the problem of conven
tional weapons, which should be carefully examined, not only by those 
governments represented at this meeting, but by all governments of 
the region.

* Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Panama, Peru, and Venezuela.
Infra.
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The representatives also took note of the important initiative made 
by the Mexican Government, which expands the regional dialogue 
that should be vigorously continued with the participation of all Latin 
American and Caribbean States.

The offer made by the Government of Costa Rica to serve as head
quarters for a possible permanent Secretariat of the regional consulta
tive mechanism on conventional weapons was warmly received.

The invitation extended by the Government of Ecuador to hold the 
next or one of the future meetings dealing with this mechanism in its 
country also brought a favorable reaction.

Lastly, it was agreed that the Mexican Government, acting as Sec
retariat pro tempore^ will formally send this document and annexes to 
all the governments of Latin America and the Caribbean.

The Mexican Government, in turn, thanked the governments of the 
region for having accredited delegations to this important informal 
meeting.

Annexed herewith is the vote of thanks to the Government of 
Mexico that was adopted by acclamation in the Meeting.®

Mexican Working Document Presented to the Meeting of Latin 
American and Caribbean States on Conventional Weapons: 
Limitations or Prohibitions on the Transfer and Use of Certain 
Conventional Weapons at a Regional Level, August 24, 
1978"

The Governments of the States of Latin America and the Caribbean, 
Recalling that the United Nations in their Tenth Extraordinary 

Period of Sessions which concluded in New York on June 30, 1978,̂  
reaffirmed that the establishment of zones of peace in various regions 
of the world, taking into account the characteristics of each zone, can 
contribute to strengthening the security of the States in these zones 
and, in general, international peace and security.

Recalling also that the mentioned Extraordinary General As
sembly of the United Nations recommended the holding of bilateral, 
regional and multilateral consultations and conferences to consider 
various aspects of conventional disarmament,

Having in mind the importance which the above mentioned Gen
eral Assembly attributes to the Conference of the United Nations on 
prohibitions and restrictions in the use of certain conventional weapons 
which might be considered to be excessively harmful and/or having 
indiscriminate effects, which will take place in Geneva in 1979, and 
to the Preparatory Meeting whiĉ h is to begin on August 28, 1978 in 
the same city.

® Not printed here.
^"ARCON/WP 1/Rev. 2.

The Final Document of this special session may be found ante^ pp. 411-439.
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Willing to strengthen the trust and collaboration between the 
States, in accordance with the United Nations Charter, to make pos
sible a general reduction in armaments to avoid, for humanity, the 
horrors of war in the future, and in order that our people may not b© 
overwhelmed by the load of continuously increasing military expendi
ture, as an important step on the l oad towards general and complete 
disarmament under efficient international control.

Inspired in the solidarity derived from their common heritage and 
in the conviction that they also share a common destiny,

Reajfinmng the Declaration of Ayacucho of 1974,̂  in which several 
Latin America countries committed themselves to propitiate and give 
support to the structuring of a permanent order of peace and inter
national cooperation and to create the conditions to permit an effective 
armaments’ limitation and to put an end to their acquisition with of
fensive, bellicose purposes, in order to dedicate all possible resources 
to the integral development of their countries; as well as the Declara
tion of said countries of June 22, 1978,̂  in which they decided to hold 
consultations with other Latin American countries.

Taking note with special interest of the proposal made by Mexico 
on June 23, 1978, and formalized on the following 1st. of July in a 
project co-sponsored by Venezuela, Costa Eica, Ecuador and Mexico, 
in which for the first time are suggested concrete and viable measures 
to apply the noble idea set forth in the Ayacucho Declaration, 

Reafjlrming the political will of the Latin American and Caribbean 
States to adopt effective measures in order to limit the transfer of 
certain types of conventional weapons and to prohibit or limit the use 
of conventional weapons having extremely injurious and/or indis
criminate effects, through regional agreements which have been nego
tiated with the participation of all the interested States, as part of a 
global strategy in this matter, and which can in no way be used as an 
excuse to revive conflictive ideas that arose in the past, such as the 
possible creation of an Inter-American Peace Force, or other similar 
ideas.

1. Urge all governments to offer the fullest and most resolute co
operation to facilitate holding consultations by means of a flexible 
mechanism, which would be made up of the governments represented 
here, and which would be open to participation by all the other Latin 
American and Caribbean countries for a) regulation on the transfer 
of certain types of conventional weapons to Latin America and the 
Caribbean, as well as among countries of the area, and b) the establish
ment of limitations and/or prohibitions on the use of certain types of 
conventional weapons considered to be excessively harmful and/or 
having indiscriminate effects.

2. Propose that the mechanism referred to in the preceding para
graph recommend, in accordance with the progress that has been made.

® The declaration is printed in Documents on D isarm am ent, t974, PP- 819-822.
" Ante, 400-401.
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holding a Conference of Chancellors in order to adopt concrete meas
ures, if such should be the case.

3. The Conference of Chancellors should consider, based on the 
conclusions that have been reached, the suitability of then calling a 
high level meeting to which all supplier countries of conventional 
weapons would be invited and which would be decided by the Chancel
lors, based on the importance of the transfer that they maintain with 
one or some of the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean, 
which are participants in the mechanism, in order to guarantee the 
effectiveness of the measures adopted by the States of the region in 
this matter, while taking into account the need to preserve the right 
of each State to have the necessary means to maintain its internal 
security and to exercise the right of legitimate individual or collec
tive defense, in accordance with the United Nations Charter.

4. Calls upon all the governments of the States of Latin America 
and the Caribbean to examine this issue, and to even consider and 
study the desirability of adopting, among other measures, the fol
lowing: a) the establishment of a public registry and the taking of an 
inventory, as means of controlling the limitation in the transfers of 
certain types of conventional weapons enumerated in a previously 
negotiated list; b) the establishment of specific macro-economic 
parameters that will make it possible to establish the criteria for 
equitably reducing arms spending in each country, and the considera
tion of other factors involved in this objective; c) the creation of a 
permanent regional organization to supervise the application of the 
measures agreed upon; d) the approval of the limitations or prohibi
tions in the use, at a regional level, of conventional weapons that may 
be considered excessively harmful and/or having indiscriminate 
effects.

The results of these studies should be sent to the Government acting 
as Secretariat pro tempore^ at least two months prior to the next meet
ing dealing with the mechanism referred to in the first paragraph of 
the Resolutions.

5. Eequest the Secretary-General of the United Nations to provide 
the mechanism and the Conference of Ministers with the technical 
services they might require in order to reach the goals stated in this 
document.

Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report on International 
Agreements Consultation Resolution (536), August 25,1978 ^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the 
Senate Resolution 536 expressing the sense of the Senate with respect 
to whether certain international agreements should be submitted as

 ̂S. Rept. 95-1171; 95th Cong., 2d sess. Res. as passed printed, p. 557.
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treaties, having considered the same, reports favorably thereon with 
an amendment and recommends that the resolution do pass.

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION

The principal purpose of Senate Eesolution 536, sponsored by Sena
tor Glenn and cosponsored by Senator Clark, is to facilitate the im
plementation of the “advice” portion of the treaty clause to the extent 
that such provision is applicable to the question of whether a given 
international agreement should be submitted as a treaty. The treaty 
clause, article II, section 2, clause 2 of the Constitution, provides that 
the “President shall have power, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators 
present concur.”

In mandating that the President receive not only the consent but also 
the advice of the Senate, the framers contemplated close collaboration 
between the President and the Senate throughout the entire treaty- 
making process. The Senate was expected to render advice, in the 
words of Wilson, “in the spirit of an executive counsel.” For several 
reasons, primarily early, unfavorable experiences with the “advice” 
process and the vastly increased size of the Senate, the “advice” por
tion of the treaty clause has largely withered through disuse. None
theless the committee believes that through [ t̂horough?'] collaboration 
during the negotiation of international agreements can only 
strengthen the treatymaking process and improve its end product.

This applies in particular to the question of what form a given 
agreement should take. Considerable controversy has arisen in recent 
years over the use of executive agreements in situations which argu
ably required treaties. The simplest and most logical way of elimi
nating such disagreements, it appears to the committee, is to have a 
full exchange of views before and during the process of negotiation 
regarding the form that a given agreement of consequence should take.

BACKGROUND

The resolution expresses the sense of the Senate that, in determin
ing whether a particular international agreement should be submit
ted as a treaty, the President should have the timely advice of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations through agreed procedures estab
lished through the Secretary of State. This provision is similar to 
consultation provisions contained in Senate Eesolutions 424 and 486 
in the 95th Congress as well as Senate Resolution 24 in the 95th Con
gress, all sponsored by Senator Clark. The latter resolution was in
corporated in the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 
1979 (S. 3076) as section 502, as reported by the committee. This sec
tion was stricken on the Senate floor, with the exception of the con
sultation provision on which the Senate receded in conference. This 
resolution is similar to that provision.
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IMPLEMENTATION

It is the committee’s expectation that this resolution will be imple
mented as discussed in the exchange of letters between the chairman 
and Assistant Secretary of State Bennet, which are as follows:

U.S. S e n a t e  

C o m m it t e e  o n  F o r e ig n  R e i a t i o n s  

July 28,1978

H o n . D o u g l a s  J. B e n n e t , Jr.,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations, Department of State,

'Washington, D.G.
Dear Mr, Bennet: Thank you for your recent letter proposing a 

consultative procedure to be followed in the case of significant inter
national agreements to be entered into by the United States.

I am pleased to accept your proposal to inform the committee pe
riodically, on a confidential basis, of significant international agree
ments which have been authorized for negotiation pursuant to the 
Circular 175 procedure. I would hope that, notwithstanding this ref- 
ei'ence to the Circular 175 procedure, consultation would take place 
with respect to agreements to be negotiated not only by the Depart
ment of State but by other departments and agencies as well. I believe 
that, to be meaningful, a consultative mechanism must cover all sig
nificant international agreements contemplated by the United States, 
regardless of the executive entity involved in the negotiation or ap
proval processes.

I would hope, in addition, that the committee would be consulted 
on the question of whether a certain arrangement will be regarded as 
an international agreement, as it was in  the case of the unilateral pol
icy declaration regarding continued adherence to the terms of the 
SALT I agreement. This is, as you know, a subject [in] which the 
committee has taken an increased interest in recent years, and I believe 
consultations on this question can be productive for both branches.

I appreciate your cooperation, and you may be assured that the 
committee will make every effort to make this procedure work.

Best wishes.
Sincerely,

J o h n  S p a r k m a n  

Ghairrnan

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  S t a t e  

W a s h in g t o n , D.C.
H o n . J o h n  J .  S p a r k m a n ,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate
Dear Mr, Chairman: The Department would like to work out a 

more systematic method of consulting with you and your committee on 
the form of significant U.S. international agreements.
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If agreeable to you, we propose to send you periodically a confiden
tial list of significant international agreements which have been au
thorized for negotiation pursuant to the Circular 175 procedure. The 
list would briefly describe the subject matter of the agreements listed 
and indicate their anticipated form.

I suggest that the committee in turn advise the Department of any 
listed agreement as to which it desires to consult concerning its form.

Then we would proceed with the actual consultation.
I hope that this suggestion meets with your approval. I f it does, 

we are prepared to start immediately.
Sincerely,

D o u g l a s  J. B e n n e t , Jr.
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations

The committee expects that, in implementing this procedure, con
sultation—not notification—will occur at any time an option is opened 
or foreclosed to use the treaty or executive agreement form in the case 
of any international agreement which may be of significance, or at any 
time during negotiations at which either alternative becomes substan
tially more suitable. As this committee has previously noted (S. Rept. 
95-842 on the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1979; 
Exec. Rept. 95-12 on the Panama Canal Treaties), the treaty clause 
“requires that, normally, significant international commitments be 
made with the concurrence of two-thirds of the Senate.”

Recent amendments to the Case Act, 2 U.SC.. 112b, give the Secre
tary of State important new authorities in the making of international 
agreements, including the requirement that he be consulted prior to 
the conclusion of any international agreement by any other govern
ment department or agency, and the provision which authorizes him 
to determine whether an agreement constitutes an international agree
ment within the meaning of the Case Act in the event of a disagree
ment within the executive branch. The purpose of these provisions was 
to restore the Department of State to its traditional proper role of co
ordinating negotiations between the United States and other countries. 
Having been granted these new authorities, the Secretary of State will 
now be in a far stronger position to coordinate within the executive 
branch the agreement-making dimension of U.S. foreign policy. He 
will, therefore, be the logical executive official for the President to 
designate to carry out the contemplated consultation on behalf of the 
executive branch, as Senate Resolution 536 specifies.

The word “advice” is used advisedly in the resolution. The commit
tee rejected use of the word “consult” because, while having no differ
ent operative effect, “consult” would suggest an ad hoc procedure which 
is entirely consensual rather than constitutional, and the committee 
believes it essential to make clear that a constitutional basis underlies 
the procedure contemplated herein. In addition to highlighting the 
special role accorded the Senate by the Constitution, the word “advice” 
makes clear to the President that, for purposes of collaborating on the
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issue of the form of an agreement, the “advice” function of the Senate 
has been delegated to the Committee on Foreign Relations. This in no 
way enlarges the committee’s jurisdiction or diminishes that of any 
other committee; the committee already is granted jurisdiction over 
“treaties and executive agreements, except reciprocal trade agree
ments.” (Rule 25.1(j)(l) 17, Standing Rules of the Senate.) No 
constitutional problem inheres in such a delegation inasmuch as the 
very structure of the committee system constitutes a delegation of nu
merous legislative powers granted the Senate by article I, clause 1, 
section 1 of the Constitution. The delegation is not intended to imply 
that the advice function cannot be performed by other means, so long 
as those set forth herein are employed.

The committee believes, in short, that while it may be constitution
ally sufficient in every instance to consult only with the Committee on 
Foreign Relations it is in every instance desirable, and may be con
stitutionally necessary.

The committee would not expect to 'be informed, needlessly, of judg
ments made regarding the form of trivial or inconsequential agree
ments not subject to transmittal under the Case Act. It would reiterate, 
however, that it would expect to be consulted, in accordance with the 
exchange of correspondence set forth above, in the case of any inter
national agreement which may be significant, at each juncture before 
and during the negotiation process at which a judgment is made re
garding the form of an agreement which may be significant, or at any 
time during negotiations at which a particular form becomes substan
tially more suitable. Although the resolution provides that advice be 
received “through agreed procedures established with the Secretairy 
of State,” it should be made clear that the sense of the Senate that the 
President should have the committee’s advice is not conditional upon 
the establishment of agreed procedures. I f during some future admin
istration it should become impossible, for example, to reach agreement 
on consultation procedures, it would remain the sense of the Senate 
that the President should have the timely advice of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations on such matters.

Statement by the FRG Representative (Pfeiffer) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons 
Ban [Extract], August 25, 1978^

The achievement of the complete and effective prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and the 
destruction of stockpiles is one of the most urgent disarmament meas-

 ̂CCD/PV.802, p. 10.
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ures. Ever since it became a member of the CCD, my delegation has 
advocated the elaboration of a complete CW ban.

The Federal Republic of Germany renounced the production of 
these weapons as long ago as in 1954, and has agreed to international 
verification of that renunciation. According to our experience, com
pliance with a ban on production can be effectively verified without 
injuring the commercial interests of the chemical industry. Taking 
into account the experience gained in my country, my delegation hopes 
that preparatory work for a draft treaty will soon be terminated so 
that the CCD or the future Committee on Disarmament will be able to 
negotiate a tangible treaty which can be submitted to the United 
Nations.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmanent: Chemical Weapons Ban, 
August 25, 1978 '

The United States and the Soviet Union wish to provide informa
tion on their bilateral negotiations on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

Round Seven of the bilateral negotiations, which began on 10 Janu- 
ary, ended on 9 May 1978. Round Eight began on 18 August 1978. 
The period of a working recess in the negotiations coincided with the 
special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament. The Final Document of the special session assigned 
the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons to that category 
of questions which should receive primary attention in disarmament 
negotiations. The Soviet Union and the United States are proceeding 
on that basis. During the recess, the experts on both sides worked hard 
in their respective capitals, preparing for the resumption of 
negotiations.

On those points where agreement has been achieved, both sides plan 
during Round Eight to develop common language to be included in 
a joint initiative. Views are being exchanged on those issues which 
remain to be resolved in an effort to bring the positions of the two 
sides closer together.

Approximately three months ago, on 9 May 1978, the United States 
and the Soviet Union made a statement to the CCD on the progress 
in their bilateral negotiations on a joint initiative for the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. That statement still accurately reflects the status 
of the negotiations.®

 ̂CCD/PV.802, p. 20. Fisher spoke on behalf of the Soviet and U.S. delegations.
pp. 411^39.

Ante, pp. 284-285.
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As members of the Committee will recognize from the CCD’s previ
ous discussions, the issues involved in complete and effective prohibi
tion of chemical weapons are extremely complex. The political and 
technical issues involved are directly linked and thus must be dealt 
with at the same time. The development of an adequately verifiable 
disarmament measure which is designed to eliminate an entire class 
of weapons from the arsenals of States and which also affects one of 
the major industries in many countries is a task which requires great 
care.

Aware of the interest of many States in the earliest possible resolu- 
lution of the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons, the two 
sides will exert additional efforts in order to complete the elaboration 
of a joint initiative on such an important and complex question as soon 
as possible.

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to President Carter Sub
mitting the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, 
August 31, 1978"

I have the honor to submit to you, with the recommendation that it 
be transmitted to the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification, 
the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile 
Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, together with the Un
derstandings associated with the Convention.

This Convention, signed on behalf of the United States on May 18, 
1977,  ̂ is the product of a number of initiatives, the first of which was 
taken more than five years ago. In July of 1972, the Subcommittee on 
Oceans and International Environment of the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Kelations conducted hearings on Senate Resolution 281 ex
pressing the sense of the Senate that the United States should seek the 
agreement of other governments to a treaty prohibiting the use of en
vironmental or geophysical modification activity as a weapon of war.̂  
On February 22,1973, Senate Resolution 281 was reintroduced as Sen
ate Resolution 71, which was passed on July 11, 1973, by a vote of 82 
to 10.̂

In early 1974, at the request of the President, the Department of 
Defense carried out a review of the military aspects of weather modi
fication and other environmental modification techniques. This review 
was followed by an interagency study of possible international re-

1 S. Ex. K, 95th Cong., 2d sess., Sept. 22,1978, pp. S-7,11-12. For the President’s
letter transmitting the convention to the Senate, see post^ p. 568.

“ The text of the convention is printed in Documents on Disarmament, iP77, 
pp. 322-326.

® For the text of the res. see ibid., 19^S, pp. 89-92.
 ̂S. Res. 71 may be found iMd., pp. 435-437, and the Foreign Relations Com

mittee rep t, il)id,, pp. 333-339.
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straints on these techniques. Later that year, at the Moscow summit 
meeting on July 3, 1974, the United States and the Soviet Union is
sued a joint statement pledging to hold discussions to consider the 
dangers of environmental warfare and possible measures to overcome 
such dangers.® The sessions were held in late 1974 and 1975, which re
sulted in agreed language for a multilateral convention. On August 21, 
1975, the United States and the Soviet Union tabled identical draft 
texts of a convention at the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment (CCD) in Geneva.®

During the 1976 session of the CCD, representatives from 25 coun
tries addressed the draft convention at 28 plenary meetings. In addi
tion, the CCD formed an Ad Hoc Environmental Modification 
Working Group, composed of representatives from all 30 CCD 
participating member countries which negotiated a revised text.  ̂ On 
September 2, 1976, the CCD transmitted this revised text, together 
with a set of Understandings relating to Articles I, II, III and V III 
of the Convention, to the thirty-first session of the United Nations 
General Assembly.® After extended debate, the First Committee recom
mended to the General Assembly the adoption of its draft resolution 
referring the Convention to all States for consideration, signature, 
and ratification, and requesting that the Secretary-General, as De
positary, open the Convention for signature at the earliest possible 
date.® On December 10,1976, the General Assembly formally adopted 
this resolution by a vote of 90 to 8 with 30 abstentions.^®

The Convention was opened for signature in Geneva on May 18, 
1977, and was initially signed by thirty-four States, including the 
United States and the Soviet Union.

The Convention consists of a preamble, 10 operative paragraphs and 
an annex.

The preamble sets forth the premises and objectives of the parties. 
The first and second preambular paragraphs indicate the parties’ in
terest in consolidating peace, halting the arms race and working to
wards general [and] complete disarmament under strict and effective 
international control, as well as their desire to save mankind from the 
dangers presented by new means of warfare, and their determination 
to continue negotiations toward progress on further measures in the 
field of disarmament. The third preambular paragraph recognizes the 
fact that scientific and technical advances may open up new possibili
ties for modifying the environment. The fourth preambular paragraph

p. 231.
1975, pp. 385-388. Soviet and U.S. statements upon tabling the draft 

texts appear i&id., pp. 379-382, 382-385.
’ The rept. of the working group, which includes the revised text, has been 

printed iUd,, 1976, pp. 577-588.
® For the Understandings, see pp. 582-583.
® Mexican and Finnish proposals on the draft convention (draft res. and amend

ments) submitted to the F irst Committee, are ihid., pp. 747, 748, 861-862, 892-893.
Res. 31/72; ibid., pp. 924-930.
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recalls the Stockholm Declaration on the Human Environment.^  ̂The 
fifth and sixth preambular paragraphs refer to the beneficial and harm
ful effects, respectively, which may result from the use of environmen
tal modification techniques. The seventh preambular paragraph 
expresses the parties’ desire to prohibit effectively the hostile use of en
vironmental modification techniques and their willingness to work to
wards achieving the objective of eliminating the dangers to mankind 
from such use. The final preambular paragraph states the parties’ de
sire to contribute to the strengthening of trust among nations and to 
the further improvement of the international situation in accordance 
with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations.

In paragraph 1 of Article I the States Parties undertake not to en
gage “in military or any other hostile use of environmental modifica
tion techniques having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the 
means of destruction, damage, or injury to any other State Party.” 
In paragraph 2 they further imdertake “not to assist, encourage or in
duce any State, group of States or international organization to en
gage in activities contrary to the provisions of paragraph 1 of this 
Article.” According to the Understanding related to this Article the 
terms “widespread, long-lasting and severe”, for purposes of this Con
vention only, are to be interpreted as follows:

(a) “widespread” : encompassing an area on the scale of several 
hundred square kilometers;

(b) “long-lasting” : lasting for a period of months, or approxi
mately a season;

(c) “severe” : involving serious or significant disruption or harm 
to human life, natural and economic resources or other assets.

While the Convention does not prohibit the hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques having effects over a smaller area, of 
shorter duration and less severity than set forth in the Understanding, 
it is the view of the United States that the Convention should have the 
effect of eliminating the danger of environmental warfare because it 
prohibits all significant hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques; however, the United States is prepared to reexamine this 
limitation on the scope of the Convention at the review conference or 
possibly before.

Article II defines the term “environmental modification techniques” 
as “any technique for changing—through the deliberate manipulation 
of natural processes— t̂he dynamics, composition or structure of the 
Earth, including its biota, lithosphere, hydrosphere, and atmosphere, 
or of outer space.” The Understanding related to this Article sets forth

“ Adopted at Stockholm in 1972 by the United Nations Conference on the Hu
man Environment, which met to consider ‘‘the need for a common outlook and 
common principles to inspire and guide the peoples of the world in the preserva
tion and enhancement of the human environment.” For text, see UN Monthly 
Chroniclef vol. IX, no. 7 (July 1972), pp. 86-90.
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the following examples as illustrative of the phenomena that could 
be caused by the use of such techniques:

[E]arthquakes; tsunamis; an upset in the ecological balance of a 
region; changes in weather patterns (clouds, precipitation, cyclones 
of various types and tornadic storms); changes in climate patterns; 
changes in ocean currents; changes in the state of the ozone layer; 
and changes in the state of the ionosphere.

This Understanding makes clear that the hostile use of an environ
mental modification technique so as to cause any of the listed phe
nomena as a means of destruction, damage or injury to any other State 
Party is prohibited, since such phenomena would result, or could rea
sonably be expected to result, in widespread, long-lasting or severe 
destruction, damage or injury. The Understanding further affirms that 
the list is illustrative only.

Article III states that the provisions of the Convention shall not 
hinder the use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful 
purposes and shall be without prejudice to generally recognized and 
applicable rules of international law regarding such use. The associ
ated Understanding points out that the Convention does not deal with 
the question of whether any particular use of an environmental modi
fication technique for peaceful purposes is in accord with relevant 
international law.

Pursuant to this Article, the Parties also undertake to facilitate the 
fullest possible exchange of scientific and technological information 
on the use of such techniques for peaceful purposes.

Article IV requires each State Party to take any measures it con
siders necessary in accordance with its constitutional processes to 
prohibit and prevent any activity in violation of the Convention any
where under its jurisdiction or control.

Article V sets forth procedures to foster compliance with the Con
vention. Paragraph 1 contains the commitment of the States Parties 
to consult one another and to cooperate in solving problems which may 
arise relating to the Convention and provides that consultation and 
cooperation may also be undertaken through appropriate interna
tional procedures within the framework of the United Nations and in 
accordance with its Charter. Such international procedures may in
clude the services of appropriate international organizations, as well 
as of a consultative committee of experts as provided in paragraph 2 of 
this Article. Paragraph 2 requires the Depositary, the Secretary-Gen
eral of the United Nations, to convene a consultative committee of ex
perts within one month of the receipt of a request from a State Party. 
It also permits any State Party to appoint an expert to this committee, 
whose functions and rules of procedure are set out in the Annex de
scribed below which is an integral part of the Convention. Paragraph
2 further provides that the committee shall transmit to the Depositary 
a summary of its findings of fact, incorporating all views and informa
tion presented to the committee and which is to be distributed by the
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Depositary to all State Parties. Paragraph 3 permits any State Party 
which reasonably believes that another State Party is violating the 
provisions of the Convention to lodge a complaint with the Security 
Council of the United Nations. The complaint is to include all relevant 
information as well as all possible evidence supporting its validity. 
Paragraph 4 obligates each State Party to cooperate in carrying out 
any investigation which may be initiated by the Security Council, in 
accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations. 
This paragraph further provides that the Security Council shall in
form the States Parties of the results of the investigation. Paragraph 5 
obligates each State Party to provide or support assistance, in accord
ance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, to any 
Party making such a request, if the Security Council decides that such 
Party has been harmed or is likely to be harmed as a result of a viola
tion of the Convention.

Article VI permits any State Party to propose amendments which 
shall be submitted to the Depositary who is to circulate them promptly 
to all States Parties. The Article further provides that an amendment 
shall enter into force for all States Parties which have accepted it 
upon the deposit with the Depositary of instruments of acceptance by 
a majority of States Parties and, thereafter, for any remaining State 
Party on the date of deposit of its instrument of acceptance.

Article VII provides that the Convention shall be of unlimited 
duration.

Article VIII provides for an initial conference to be held five years 
after entry into force of the Convention and for subsequent confer
ences, if requested by a majority of the States Parties, at intervals of 
not less than five years thereafter. The purpose of the conferences is 
to review the operation of the Convention with a view to ensuring that 
its purposes and provisions are being realized and, in particular, to 
examine the effectiveness of the provisions of Article I, paragraph 1, 
in eliminating the dangers of military or any other hostile use of envi
ronmental modification techniques. The Article further provides that 
in the event no review conference has been convened within ten years 
following the conclusion of a previous review conference, the Deposi
tary shall solicit the view of all States Parties on the holding of such a 
conference. If one-third or ten of the States Parties, whichever is the 
lesser number, respond affirmatively, the Depositary shall take imme
diate steps to convene the conference.

Article IX  provides that the Secretary-General of the United Na
tions shall be the Depositary for the Convention. The Convention is 
the first multilateral arms control agreement to designate the Secre
tary-General as Depositary. This Article provides that the Conven
tion shall enter into force upon the deposit of instruments of ratifica
tion by twenty signatory States. It specifies how States may become 
Parties after entry into force and contains provisions of a formal
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nature relating to ratification, accession and registration with the 
United Nations.

Article X  provides that the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Rus
sian, and Spanish texts are equally authoritative and makes provision 
for the deposit of the original Convention and the transmittal of cer
tified copies to signatory and acceding States.

The Annex, which consists of five paragraphs, provides (1) that the 
Consultative Committee shall make appropriate findings of fact and 
provide expert views relevant to any problem raised pursuant to para
graph 1 of Article V by the State Party requesting the convening of 
the Committee; (2) that the work of the Committee shall be organized 
so as to permit it to perform its designated functions; that procedural 
questions relative to the organization of its work shall be decided by 
consensus where possible, but otherwise by a majority of those present 
and, voting; that there shall be no voting on matters of substance; 
(3) that the Depositary or his representative shall serve as the chair
man of the Committee; (4) that each expert may be assisted at meet- 
ings by one or more advisers; and (5) that each expert, through the 
Chairman, shall have the right to request from States and from inter
national organizations such information and assistance as he considers 
desirable to accomplish the Committee’s work.

I believe the Convention by prohibiting all ŝignificant hostile uses 
of environmental modification teclmiques represents a further step in 
our arms control efforts, and I hope that the United States will become 
a Party in the very near future.

Respectfully submitted.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, August 31, 1978 ^

This meeting is the last scheduled meeting of the 1978 summer 
session of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. At this 
time it is not inappropriate to review the accomplishments which 
this Committee has produced, both in its current name and in its prior 
name— t̂he Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. These ac
complishments include the following: this body was responsible for 
the groundwork on the Limited Nuclear Test Ban;  ̂ this body was 
also responsible for the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons,  ̂ the Sea-Bed Arms Control Treaty,  ̂ the Biological Weap
ons Convention ® and the Environmental Modification Convention.®

" CCD/PV.805, pp. 11-14.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
“ lUd., 1968, pp. 461-465.
*m d., 1971, pp. 7-11.

1912, pp. 133-138.
Uhid., 1977, pp. 322-326.
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The negotiation of all of these treaties or conventions took time. 
They required in the first instance extensive consultation on a bilateral 
or trilateral basis. For example, the negotiations on the nuclear-test 
ban began in 1958; the Limited Test Ban was not completed until 
1963, and a comprehensive test ban has not yet been completed, al
though I believe and hope the signs are promising. A non-prolifera
tion arrangement was under discussion in 1962. The ^on-Proliferation 
Treaty was not signed until July 1968 and did not come into effect 
until March 1970. The same is true of the other treaties. The Sea- 
Bed Arms Control Treaty was first proposed at the end of ENDC in 
the spring of 1969. It did not enter into force until May 1972. The 
Biological Weapons Convention and the Environmental Modification 
Ban took comparable times to be completed. Each, in one degree or 
another, deals with the vital securit}  ̂ interests of nations and. in the 
world in which we find ourselves, it is not surprising that each agree
ment was achieved only after the most painstaking effort to see that 
no nation’s security would be impaired, and that the agreement 
reached would endure.

In all of these treaties the role of the CCD was a substantive one, 
as it brought to bear the views of a broad cross-section of nations on 
arms-control treaties in which they had a vital interest.

Much work on arms control and disarmament had also been done 
outside the CCD. The five treaties outlined above are but part of the 
list of eight multilateral treaties and ten United States/USSR agree
ments on arms control which have been negotiated during the last 
twenty years. These include such measures as the ABM Treaty and 
the Interim Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT I),^ 
which increased the stability of mutual deterrence, as well as other 
bilateral measures which reduce the risk of inadvertent nuclear at
tack. Constructive regional agreements have also been reached, or are 
in various stages of negotiation, such as the Treaty of Tlateloloo 
establishing a nuclear-free zone in Latin America  ̂and the still con
tinuing negotiations on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in 
Europe.

There is no doubt that these treaties and those now under negotia
tion have benefited and will continue to benefit the world. There is a 
feeling, however, widely shared by many, that this benefit is being, or 
even has been, overtaken by an ever-larger accumulation of weapons 
and the increasing sophistication of those weapons.

The report of a group of experts recently convened by the Stanley 
Foundation in Mexico City stated a widely held view:

The human race is falling behind in a race it dare not lose. More 
strenuous efforts for disarmament are required, both step by step 
and comprehensive measures leading ultimately to general and com-

’ lUd., 1972, pp. 197-205. 
«lUd., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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plete disarmament under a strengthened international security
system.

It was concerns of this nature that led to the convening of the special 
session of the United Nations devoted to disarmament, and to the 
adoption by consensus of the Final Document of that session, which 
was more productive than I believe most of us expected.  ̂ I am aware 
that some members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment have expressed a strong sense of disappointment that during 
this session of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament we 
have not taken any of the actions called for by the Programme of 
Action included in the Final Document of the special session devoted 
to disarmament. I would submit, however, that although the motiva
tion for convening the special session was a design to speed up the pace 
of disarmament negotiations, it is very difficult to expect that a pro
gramme of action adopted in the early morning hours on 1 July 1978— 
one which even its most enthusiastic supporters said would take at 
least 2-3 years to implement—be carried out in the CCD beginning 
ten days later and lasting for less than a full eight working weeks. 
Instead, we should look at what we can realistically achieve in the 
future, reflecting as we should the increased sense of urgency inherent 
in the convening of the special session and in the Final Document 
which it adopted.

I believe that we should look for guidance to the Final Document of 
the special session, recognizing as we must that this will doubtless be 
supplemented by actions of the thirty-third General Assembly of the 
United Nations, and the results of the first substantive meeting of the 
UNDC. Many of the recommendations contained in the final report 
of the special session are now under active consideration, in many 
cases in relationship to the work of the CCD. In the negotiations on 
SALT, the United States and Soviet Union are carrying out the neces
sary first stage of the programme of nuclear disarmament as outlined 
in the report of the special session. Negotiations on the CTB and pro
hibition of chemical weapons and radiological weapons are also being 
carried out consistent with the Final Document of the special session.

The Final Document has, however, also pointed out many new areas 
for the negotiating body ŝ concern, which will be looming on the hori
zon. Some countries have made suggestions relating to confidence- 
building measures. Others have offered proposals on verification of 
specific arms control agreements as well as more general proposals 
concerned with verification. There have been still other suggestions 
about how to halt and reverse the build-up of armaments and how to 
deal with conventional arms limitations. Not all of us will agree on 
many of these proposals, but it will be important for the members of 
the Committee on Disarmament to subject all serious proposals that 
could lead to multilateral disarmament agreements to the scrutiny

" Ante, pp. 411-439.
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which only a body of high expertise and limited membership can 
provide.

A specific task on which we have barely scratched the surface still 
lies before us. I refer to the elaboration of a comprehensive nego
tiating programme. To earlier requests from the General Assembly 
for the CCD to undertake such a task has now been added the pro
vision in the Final Document of the special session that the Disarma
ment Commission develop recommendations on a comprehensive 
programme for disarmament to be forwarded through the General 
Assembly to the Committee on Disarmament. The elaboration of a 
comprehensive negotiating programme will be a difficult and time- 
consuming task. We should not, however, spend the coming year 
simply marking time, awaiting the Disarmament Commission’s 
suggestions.

My delegation does not presume to prescribe a work programme for 
the Committee on Disarmament. That is a task which the Committee, 
to which the additional members should be bringing fresh ideas and 
approaches, will have to decide for itself. My thought has been to look 
around the disarmament landscape and draw attention to those areas 
that will require attention in addition to those which the members of 
this Committee have been anticipating. My Government looks forward 
to a busy and constructive role for the multilateral negotiating body 
in the months and years ahead.

In appraising the results achieved by the CCD, and with prospects 
for further results in the CD, we must, of course, bear in mind that 
voluntary reduction of military power by States is a complex and 
delicate matter affecting national security. We all recognize that each 
State has its own particular concern, but we must also recognize that 
we can only succeed in our search for such arms control arrangements 
if we meet the security interests of all States. No State would be 
willing to commit itself to a disarmament agreement that would not 
adequately safeguard its national security. Only when this basic 
premise is accepted by all will speedier agreements be possible.

The deliberations this body has held over the years have made 
progress toward the acceptance of this basic premise. Despite con
tinued disagreement among some of us on certain issues, I think all of 
us are able better to understand the various positions and viewpoints 
and to discern the areas of common interest where progress is most 
likely. The States participating in the Committee have acquired sub
stantial expertise which should enable them to make increasing con
tributions to the solution of the issues before us. Those issues are 
extremely complex. No one should expect them to be resolved over
night, and there undoubtedly will be further frustrations and disap
pointments. But the United States is not discouraged by the difficul
ties that lie ahead. It will continue to search for mutually acceptable 
solutions. For if man has the genius to create terrible weapons, he
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equally has the genius to create, with patience, safeguarded ways to 
reduce them and, we all hope, eventually to eliminate them.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 31, 1978 ^

The summer session of the Committee on Disarmament has come to 
an end. It is the particular feature of this session that it took place 
immediately following the special session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, and this fact could not but 
leave its imprint both on the nature of the discussions in the Commit- 
t̂ee and on the range of questions dealt with in the course of the discus
sions. We fully share the common opinion which was expressed here, 
namely, that the Final Document of the special session is of great 
significance.  ̂ It defines goals, outlines general ways and approaches 
to the solution of the most important and urgent problem of the pres
ent time—the problem of disarmament. It also establishes priorities 
among the various aspects of this problem.

It is no mere chance, therefore, that in the course of the session the 
participants devoted a good deal of attention to determining the tasks 
of the Committee on Disarmament in the light of the results of the 
special session. The range of questions that is taking shape for action 
by the Committee on Disarmament in the immediate future includes, 
among others, the following: general and complete prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests, prohibition of chemical weapons, prohibition of 
the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction and systems of such weapons, including the questions of 
the prohibition of nuclear neutron weapons and radiological weapons, 
and questions connected with the adoption of additional measures to 
prevent the arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor. The elabora
tion of a comprehensive programme of disarmament was also men
tioned among the tasks of the Committee. We are confident that the en
larged Committee on Disarmament, when it meets in January 1979, 
will make the utmost effort to carry out the tasks before it.

As was to be expected, the central place at the present session of the 
Committee was taken by questions of nuclear disarmament, including 
the question of the general and complete prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests. That is also entirely in accordance with the recommen
dations of the Final Document of the General Assembly’s special ses
sion. We share the view that the programme of nuclear disarmament 
is the key problem of the present time.

In the document on “Practical measures for ending the arms race” 
which it submitted to the special session of the United Nations General

" CCD/PV.805, pp. 15-20. 
“ Ante, pp. 411-439.
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Assembly,^ the Soviet Union put forward a proposal to begin negotia
tions, determine a procedure for preparing such negotiations and fix 
a date for their commencement. In connexion with the recent statement 
by the representative of Japan, in which he called upon all the nuclear 
Powers to stop the production of fissionable nuclear materials for 
military purposes as the first step towards the prohibition of the manu
facture of nuclear weapons and, in particular, called upon the United 
States and the Soviet Union to begin negotiations on this question, we 
would like to state that at the negotiations which we propose the ques
tion of the cessation of the production of fissionable materials could 
also be considered. Unfortunately, as was correctly noted in the state
ment by Ambassador Herder, the representative of the German Demo
cratic Republic, at our meeting on 27 July last, on account of the oppo
sition of some nuclear-weapon States, no decision on a date for starting 
such negotiations was taken at the special session of the United Nations 
General Assembly. At the same time, the Final Document stresses the 
urgency of such negotiations. The Soviet side voices the hope that steps 
towards practical implementation of this provision of the Final Docu
ment will be taken in the immediate future.

As to the question of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, the 
Soviet Union is in favour of the general and complete prohibition of 
tests of such weapons, and of reaching an agreement on such prohibi
tion as soon as possible. As is clear from the tripartite statement to the 
Committee of 8 August 1978, considerable progress in this direction 
has been achieved on a number of questions.^

The session demonstrated that the prohibition of chemical weapons 
is still one of the Committee’s main tasks. A number of delegations 
gave attention to this question in their statements. Delegations of the 
socialist countries pointed to the importance of the prohibition of this 
type of weapon of mass destruction.

As to the Soviet Union, it adheres firmly, both in the bilateral ne
gotiations with the United States on the elaboration of a joint initiative 
on the prohibition of chemical weapons and in the Committee on Dis
armament, to the view that an appropriate convention on the subject 
must be prepared with all speed. Although certain difficulties, mainly 
in connexion with the problem of verification, emerged in the course 
of the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons, those dif
ficulties are not, in our view, insurmountable. The problem of verifying 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons, and the destruction of their stocks, can be solved 
on the basis of national means of verification, supplemented by ju
dicious international procedures.

We propose to continue our efforts to ensure that the negotiations 
on the prohibition of chemical weapons are successfully concluded.

As at previous sessions of the Committee on DisaiTmament, the ques
tion of the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new

® Ante^ pp. 344-356.
* Ante, pp. 490-491.
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types of weapons of mass destruction and of new systems of such 
weapons was discussed in plenary and informal meetings at this sum
mer session. As you know, delegations and experts of the socialist 
countries submitted a lot of additional material and ideas in confirma
tion of the urgent need to conclude a comprehensive international 
agreement on the prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of 
mass destruction on the basis of the Soviet draft. The establishment 
of an ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts to consider the 
question of possible areas of the development of new types and sys
tems of weapons of mass destruction to be included in the initial list 
of the types of such weapons to be prohibited under a comprehensive 
agreement would be a useful practical step towards keeping develop
ments in the field of the creation of new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction continuously under review.

The position of some of the western countries which are members of 
the Committee is an obstacle to the implementation of those proposals. 
As you know, those countries, having stated their negative attitude 
to the proposal on the establisihment of a group of experts, declared 
that in their opinion the most effective means of exercising an unre
mitting control over the emergence of potentially new types of weapons 
of mass destruction was the holding of informal meetings of the Com
mittee. Unfortunately, however, those western countries evaded the 
consideration of this question at informal meetings -as well. This posi
tion, to say the least, does not attest to their readiness to back up their 
declaration with deeds.

The Soviet delegation cannot pass by in silence the fact that at the 
time when representatives of some countries right here, in this Com
mittee, question the very possibility of the emergence in the immediate 
future of any new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, 
their military laboratories are intensively developing some new types 
of such weapons, in particular a weapon based on the use of beams of 
accelerated particles, charged and neutral.

We call upon all the participants in the Committee to give due at
tention, during preparations for its next session, to the question of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction so that the Com
mittee can implement the recommendation that “Efforts should be ap
propriately pursued aiming at the prohibition of such new types and 
new systems of weapons of mass destruction”, which is contained in 
paragraph 77 of the Final Document.

We also call on the States participants in the Committee to begin 
promptly negotiations aiming at the complete and unconditional re
nunciation of the production and deployment of nuclear neutron 
weapons through the conclusion of an international convention, a draft 
of which was submitted by the socialist States on 9 March this year.

At the spring and summer sessions of the Committee on Disarm
ament, the Soviet delegation has repeatedly spoken in favour of re
suming the discussion of the problem of the demilitarization of the 
sea-bed and the ocean floor. In doing so we referred to certain decisions
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of the Eeview Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the prohibi- 
tion of the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on the sea
bed, which was held last year, as well as to the relevant resolution of 
the thirty-second session of the United Nations General Assembly, 
which requested the Committee on Disarmament to proceed promptly 
with the consideration of further measures for the prevention of an 
arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor.®

We believe that the sea-bed and the ocean floor should be altogether 
excluded from the sphere of the arms race. It is precisely in this con
nexion that we attach great significance to the elaboration of a new 
international agreement which would ban the types of military activ
ities on the sea-bed that are not covered by the existing treaty.

As to the tasks to be dealt with by the Conmiittee on Disarmament, 
the elaboration of a comprehensive programme of disarmament is also 
an item which cannot be evaded. The Soviet delegation will take part 
in drawing up that programme as soon as the work of the responsible 
ad hoc group resumes.

So far as concerns the possibility of convening the Committee on 
Disarmament before the end of the current year if necessary, as the 
schedule of work provides, for the purpose of considering priority 
items on the Committee’s agenda, the Soviet delegation will be ready 
to participate in such meetings so as to contribute to the speedy dis
charge of those tasks of the Committee which must be attended to 
without dday.

The Committee on Disarmament will meet in January 1979 with a 
somewhat enlarged membership. Attaching great importance to the 
participation in disarmament negotiations of all the nuclear States, 
we have, as you know, shown our willingness to consider the question 
of the further improvement of the Committee’s structure. The Soviet 
delegation welcomes the planned enlargement of this negotiating body, 
believing that this can help to make its work more effective. As was 
stated at the special session of the United Nations General Assembly 
by Mr. A. Gromyko, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, we 
are in favour of a more efficient functioning of the organs existing at 
present. As a corollary, the Soviet delegation considers that the process 
of consultations for the selection of the new members of the Com
mittee should be speeded up.

We note with satisfaction the readiness expressed here by a number 
of States, and in the first place by the fraternal socialist countries, to 
continue to make a constructive contribution to the work of this body. 
We also share the hopes of those delegations, in particular the Polish 
delegation, which believe that the forthcoming enlargement of the 
Committee’s membership, and the introduction of some changes in its 
working methods, will make it more representative.

On the other hand, we are convinced that in order to obtain tangible 
results in the field of disarmament all the members of the Committee

®For the review conference decision, see Documents on Disarmament, 19H. 
pp. 398-401; the res. (32/87A) may be found iMd,, pp. 846-847.
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should display suiScient political will. In this connexion we would 
like to emphasize the need for the participation of all States, par
ticularly those which are militarily most important including all the 
permanent members of the Security Council, in efforts to implement 
measures of armaments limitation and disarmament. At the same time, 
we believe that the negative position of a few countries should not be 
a bar to the reaching of agreement on, or to the implementation of 
measures in, the disarmament field which are such that not every State 
is likely to be a participant in them.

We consider that organizational issues should be solved as quickly 
as possible so as not to take the Committee’s time and attention away 
from questions of substance, i.e. from the elaboration of the now 
urgently needed treaties on the limitation and cessation of the arms 
race, and the adoption of real measures of disarmament, first of all in 
the field of nuclear disarmament.

In connexion with the question of the machinery of disarmament 
negotiations, the Soviet delegation would like to stress that the widest 
international formn capable of taking effective and radical decisions 
in the field of a substantial reduction of armaments and achieving 
comprehensive disarmament should be the World Disarmament 
Conference.

Permit me to end this statement by expressing the hope that the en
larged Committee on Disarmament, when it convenes in January 1979, 
will be able successfully to fulfil the tasks before it, and thus justify 
the aspirations of peace-loving humanity.

Lastly, I would like to expiress our gratitude to the secretariat, as 
well as to the interpreters and translators, and to all those who con
tributed to the work of the summer session of the Committee on 
Disarmament.

Senate Resolution 536: International Agreements Consultation, 
September 8, 1978 ^

Expressing the sense of the Senate with respect to whether certain 
international agreements should be submitted as treaties.

Resolved^ That this resolution may be cited as the “International 
Agreements Consultation Kesolution”.

Sec. 2. It is the sense of the Senate that, in determining whether 
a particular international agreement should be submitted as a treaty, 
the President should have the timely advice of the Conmiittee on 
Foreign Relations through agreed procedures established with the 
Secretary of State.

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Senate shall transmit a copy of this reso
lution to the President.

 ̂S. Res. 536, 95th Cong., 2d sess. The res. was agreed to without debate. Cong. 
Record (daily) Sept. 8, 1978 (vol. 124, no. 139), p. S14806. Comm. rept. is printed, 
pp. 538-542.
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Soviet Draft Convention Submitted to the United Nations: 
Strengthening of Guarantees of the Security of Non-Nuclear 
States, September 8, 1978 ^

The States Pairties to this Convention,
Conscious of the fact that a nuclear war would have devastating 

consequences for all mankind,
Prompted by a desire to take all possible steps to reduce and ulti

mately to eliminate the danger of such a war.
Wishing to contribute to the prevention of the wider proliferation 

of nuclear weapons and to promote the cessation of the nuclear arma
ments race and the adoption of effective measures directed towards 
nuclear disarmament,

Welcoming the desire of States in various regions of the world to 
keep their territories free from nuclear weapons,

Bearing in mind their obligati'ons under the Charter of the United 
Nations to maintain peace, to refrain from the threat or use of force 
and to live in peace with each other as good neighbours.

Having regard to Security Council resolution 255 (1968) of 19 
June 1968,2 Gemeral Assembly resolution 2936 (X X V II) of 29 Novem
ber 1972  ̂ and the relevant provisions of the Final Document of the 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament of 30 
June 1978, including the request made therein that urgent efforts be 
made to conclude effective agreements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or the threat of use of nuclear weapons,  ̂

Kegarding guarantees that nuclear weapons will not be used against 
non-nuclear States as an important means of strengthening peace and 
universal security and wishing to give such guarantees an international 
legal character,

Have agreed as follows:

A r t ic l e  I

The nuclear-weapon States Parties to this Convention pledge them*- 
selves not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non
nuclear States Parties to this Convention which renounce the produc
tion and acquisition of nuclear weapons and which have no nuclear 
weapons in their territory or anywhere under their jurisdiction or con
trol, on land, on the sea, in the air or in outer space.

 ̂A/33/241*, Sept. 20, 1978. The draft convention was attached to a letter from 
Foreign Minister Gromyko to the Secretary-General. I t  was resubmitted later 
to the F irst Committee as an attachment to a draft res. on the same subject, see 
post, pp. 639-640. The res. that the G.A. adopted is printed post, pp. 760-762.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 444.
1972, pp. 84S-849.

^Ante, pp. 411-439.
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A r t ic l e  I I

The obligation set forth in airticle I of this Convention shall extend 
not only to the territory of non-nuclear States Parties, but also to the 
armed forces and installations under the jurisdiction and control of 
such States wherever they may be, on land, on the sea, in the air or in 
outer space.

A r t ic l e  III

Any State Party to this Convention which has reason to believe that 
the actions of any other State Party are contrary to the provisions of 
articles I and II of the Convention may request that consultations be 
held between the States Parties with a view to clarifying the actual 
circumstances of the matter. Such a request must include any informa
tion relating to the matter and also all possible evidence to support it.

A r t i c l e  IV

1. This Convention shall be concluded for an indefinite period of 
time.

2. Each Party to the Convention shall, in the exercise of its State 
sovereignty, be entitled to secede from the Convention if it decides 
that exceptional circumstances relating to the content of the Conven
tion have placed its higher interests in jeopardy. It shall notify all the 
Parties to the Convention and the Security Council of the United 
^rations of its secession, giving three months’ notice. Such notifica* 
tion must include a statement of the exceptional circumstances which 
it regards as having placed its higher interests in jeopardy.

A r t ic l e  V

1. Any State Party to this Convention may propose amendments 
to this Convention. The text of each proposed amendment must be 
submitted to the depositary, who shall immediately transmit it to all 
States Parties.

2. An amendment shall enter into force for each State Party to this 
Convention which accepts the amendment after the documents con
cerning its acceptance have been deposited with the depositary by 
the majority of States Parties. Subsequently, the amendment shall 
enter into force for each of the remaining States Parties on the date 
of the deposit by them of the document concerning its acceptance.

A r t ic l e  V I

1. This Convention is open for signature by all States. Any State 
which does not sign the Convention before its entry into force in ac
cordance with paragraph 3 of this article may accede to- it at any time.

2. This Convention is subject to ratification by the States which have 
signed it. The instruments of ratification or the documents concerning

317-783  0 80 38
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accession shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, who is hereby designated the depositary.

3. This Convention shall enter into force following the deposit of 
the instruments of ratification by . . . States which have signed the 
Convention, including at least . . . nuclear-weapon States.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or documents con
cerning accession are deposited after the entry into force of this Con
vention, the Convention shall enter into force on the date of the de
posit of the instruments of ratification or documents concerning 
accession.

5. The depositary shall immediately notify all States which have 
signed or acceded to this Convention of the date of each signature, the 
date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or document conceim- 
ing accession, the date of the entry into force of this Convention and 
of any amendments thereto, and also of the receipt by him of other 
notifications.

6. This Convention shall be registered by the depositary in accord
ance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

A r t ic l e  VII

This Convention, the Russian, Arabic, Chinese, English, French 
and Spanish texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations, who shall duly 
forward certified copies of the Convention to the Governments of the 
States which have signed or acceded to the Convention.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly authorized for that pur
pose by their respective Governments, have signed this Convention, 
which was opened for signature on . . .  .

ACDA Answers to Questions by a Panel of the House Armed 
Services Committee: Comprehensive Test Ban, September 15, 
1978"

Question, Is nuclear explosives proliferation the most deadly threat 
to the national security interests of the United States?

Answer, While at the present time nuclear proliferation is not gen
erally considered to be the most immediate threat to U.S. national 
security, we believe that, in the longer term, further nuclear weapons

 ̂Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National Secu
rity Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military Applica- 
tion of Nuclear Energy Sutcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services, House 
of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 95-89, pp. 
159-163. The answers were submitted as an enclosure to a letter from the ACDA 
Assistant Director for Multilateral Affairs (Davies) to the chairman of the 
panel (Wilson).



ACDA ANSWERS, SEPTEMBER 15 561

proliferation could pose grave risks to U.S. security interests. In the 
first place, the prospects of nuclear confrontation with the Soviet 
Union could be signiticantly increased if regional conflicts were esca
lated to nuclear conflicts. Moreover, the capacity of the United States 
to influence events could be significantly reduced in a world in which 
a large number of additional states possessed nuclear weapons. There 
could be direct risks to American citizens, territory, and allies if states 
hostile to the U.S. (or even states currently friendly to the U.S. but 
which became hostile following a change in goveimment) were to ac
quire nuclear weapons. Finally, the risks of nuclear devices falling 
into the hands of terrorists could increase as the number of nuclear 
weapon states increased.

Question, Has the threat increased, decreased, or remained constant 
since India detonated the nuclear explosive in 1974 ?

Answer. We have been able to make considerable progress in non
proliferation issues, and we believe that a CTB would make a major 
contribution to maintaining this momentum. For example, since 1974, 
all the major nuclear suppliers have agreed on IAEA safeguards and 
other related controls to apply to all of their nuclear exports, and all 
have agreed to (restraint in the transfer of sensitive nuclear technolo
gies. Similarly, until the change in policy undertaken by the Ford and 
Carter Administrations, it appeared that the world was headed to
wards acceptance of the ‘‘plutonium economy” without adequate con
sideration of proliferation risks and of technical and/or institutional 
alternatives. Now, however, over 40 nations and several international 
organizations have joined in the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation proposed by President Carter to consider these issues. We 
believe that, growing out of INFCE, there will be a new consensus on 
how to expand the role of nuclear power without increasing the risks 
of further proliferation.

Question, How does ACDA view the Soviet deployment of the 
SS-16, SS-17, SS-18, SS-19, SS-20, and SS-N-18 weapons systems 
as potential threats to US national security ?

Answer, The US must, of course, give due attention to any enhance
ment in Soviet nuclear missile capabilities and evaluate their implica
tions for strategic stability and the overall strategic nuclear balance. 
In its strategic forces planning and its arms control policies, the US 
has anticipated and taken account of the deployment of this latest 
generation of Soviet missiles. The SALT TWO agreement now under 
negotiation, for instance, provides for significant reductions in the 
numbers of strategic nuclear systems deployed. It establishes an initial 
aggregate ceiling of 2,400 on ICBMs, SLBMs, ASBMs, and heavy 
bombers, and provides for a reduction to 2,250. Additionally, there 
will be a sublimit of 1,200 on MIRVed ICBMs and SLBMs, and 
ASBMs equipped with MIRVs, with a further sublimit of 820 on
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MIKVed ICBMs. Over the period of the treaty, we estimate that the 
Soviets will have to dismantle and destroy about 250-300 existing 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles; we estimate that under the new 
aggregate ceiling of 2,250 the Soviets will have approximately 
[deleted] fewer strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (principally 
modern missiles) than they would otherwise have deployed in the 
absence of SALT limits. We believe this constitutes a significant con
straint on Soviet strategic missile deployments and a substantial con
tribution to US national security goals.

Question, What is ACDA doing in the SALT negotiations to con
vince the Soviets to cut back on some of these deployments without 
forcing the U.S. to forego the MX, the only new system the U.S. 
might be able to deploy in the next five years ?

Answer. The proposals made by the U.S. in the SALT negotiations 
are derived from the arms control policy set by the President, with the 
advice of all agencies involved in national security affairs. ACDA is 
but one of these agencies and works in coordination with the others 
to implement U.S. arms control policies.

At the SALT talks, the U.S. has proposed that the sides adopt limi
tations on testing and deployment of “new types” of ICBMs, either in 
the Protocol or in the Treaty. [Deleted.] Such limitations on new types 
of ICBMs together with the ceiling on MIEVed ICBMs would slow 
the pace with which existing Soviet ICBMs are replaced by successive 
generations of more modern missiles, without affecting M-X.

Question, How does ACDA view Prime Minister Desai’s statement 
of July 27, that India considers that the use of peaceful nuclear explo
sives is a legitimate expression of national needs for economic 
progress ?

Answer, U.S. press accounts of Prime Minister Desai’s July 26 
statement are not accurate.

Present Indian policy concerning non-proliferation and PNEs was 
stated by Prime Minister Desai at the United Nations Special Session 
on Disarmament:

In this context I should like to refer to the Nuclear Non-Pro
liferation Treaty, of which much has been said in this hall and out
side. India is among those who have not signed this treaty. There 
has been considerable misunderstanding of our motives. To remove 
these, I should like to declare that we yield to none in our commit
ment to comprehensive disarmament. We are the only country which 
has pledged not to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons even if 
the rest of the world did so. I solemnly reiterate that pledge before 
this august assembly. In fact, we have gone further and abjured 
nuclear explosions even for peaceful purposes. We ask from others 
no more than the self-restraint we impose upon ourselves. But our 
objection to the treaty is because it is so patently discriminatory.

It makes an invidious distinction between countries having nuclear 
weaponry and those devoted to the pursuit of nuclear research and
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technology entirely for peaceful purposes. Paradoxically, the treaty 
^ves the former a monopoly of power and confers on them freedom 
for commercial exploitation of nuclear knowhow, while on the latter 
it places restrictions which may impede peaceful development of 
nuclear science. Along with the partial test ban treaty, the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty has placed the nuclear military powers in a 
position which enables them to continue with the utilization of 
nuclear energy for military purposes while telling others: ‘̂Thus far 
and no further.” Despite protestations of peace and despite realiza
tion of the dangers of nuclear warfare, the superpowers between 
them have conducted 254 nuclear tests during the last eight years. 
The weapons now with the superpowers are deadlier and larger in 
numbers. The Non-Proliferation Treaty has thus failed to arrest the 
growth of nuclear armaments as anticipated, either qualitatively or 
quantitatively.^

Prime Minister Desai also called for conclusion of a comprehensive 
test ban treaty with provisions for safeguards during his United Na
tions speech.

On July 26, in response to a number of questions. Prime Minister 
Desai made comments, which were only partially reported in the press, 
that implied that India might use peaceful nuclear devices for peace
ful purposes such as mining. Due to the confusion caused by the re
porting in the press, the Prime Minister, speaking for the Government 
of India, issued a statement before the Upper House of the Indian 
Parliament on July 31. The statement, which is attached as an ap
pendix, includes Prime Minister Desai’s call for expeditious conclu
sion of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and reaffirms the Govern
ment of India’s decision to abjure nuclear explosions even for peace
ful purposes.^

This most recent statement and assurances we have been given by 
the Government of India lead us to conclude that the Government of 
India does not intend to explode any nuclear devices. It also leads us 
to conclude that the way to translate this unilateral pledge into an 
international treaty commitment is to complete a non-discriminatory 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

Question. What does ACDA anticipate would be the reaction of 
non-nuclear weapon states to India’s renewed detonation of nuclear 
explosives ?

Answer, Presently, based on assurances from President Desai, we 
do not anticipate that India will detonate any nuclear device and we 
hope that these assurances will be formalized in a binding multilateral 
commitment through India’s adherence to a comprehensive test ban 
treaty.

Question. The ACDA report for 1977 states (page 17) that a non- 
discriminatory test ban treaty could affect the motivation of non-weap

' Ante, pp. 382-383.
'‘Ante, pp. 482-484.
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on states with regard to the acquisition of nuclear explosives.* What 
does ACDA mean by “a nondiscriminatory test ban treaty ?” If China, 
France, India and others do not accede, is such a CTBT still nondis
criminatory ?

If only the U.S., U.S.S.R. and U.K. signed a CTBT, how would 
it affect the motivation of non-weapon states concerning proliferation ?

Answer. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
(NPT)® has been criticized repeatedly as being “discriminatory,” by 
which its critics mean that it does not treat all parties equally, and 
imposes on some obligations it does not impose on others. Several 
states, including Argentina and India, have as a matter of national 
policy been willing to join non-discriminatory arms control treaties, 
but not discriminatory ones. We believe that the chances are good 
that a number of states which have refused to become parties to the 
NPT, including many of the states of primary non-proliferation con
cern, would become parties to a non-discriminatory CTB, i.e., one 
which provided for equal rights and obligations for all states, with 
no special status for nuclear weapon states.

The question of “discrimination” differs from the question of uni
versal adherence. Clearly, a CTB which was joined by all nuclear 
powers would have the maximum chance for wide adherence by the 
non-nuclear weapon states. On the other hand, many states, including 
India, have not expressed this as a condition for their adherence to 
multilateral treaties such as a CTB. It should also be noted, in that 
regard, that the U.S., U.K. and the U.S.S.R. have obligations to the 
non-nuclear weapon states party to the NPT under Article VI of that 
treaty, and to the parties to the LTBT to conclude a CTB. The ful
fillment of this obligation is nots dependent on actions by France or 
China. Action to bring about a CTB would thus contribute toward 
meeting these obligations and serve to reduce charges that the non
proliferation regime is discriminatory.

Question, What effect on non-weapon states’ NPT motivation would 
a CTBT have if India resumed testing ?

Answer, We anticipate that there is a strong possibility that India 
may choose to become a party to a non-discriminatory CTB. Indian 
acceptance of such a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty would strongly 
reinforce the international non-proliferation regime, would increase 
the chances that some of India’s neighbors might become paity to a 
CTB and the NPT, and would serve to reaffirm to the world commu
nity that India does not have the intention to develop a nuclear weap
ons capability.

Question, The Congressional Office of Technology Assessment 
(OTA) document “Nuclear Proliferation and Safeguards”, April

" Arms Control, 1977 (pub. 96), May 1978.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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1977, lists seven disincentives that apparently discourage nations from 
opting for nuclear explosives. None of these disincentives even re
motely concerns a CTBT. Would you please comment on this glaring 
absence of any link between non-proliferation and a CTBT by a 
group whose advisory panel includes Thomas Cochran, Herbert Sco- 
ville, George Kistiakowsky, Theodore B. Taylor, Mason Willrich and 
Cyrus E. Vance.

Answer, The OTA study specifically acknowledges the link between 
non-proliferation and a CTB. On page 38 the study outlines four levels 
of control which together present an effective barrier to proliferation— 
detection, response to detection, restriction of nuclear systems and the 
“creation of an international climate through treaties and commit
ments, wherein nations will not want to proliferate or will find it 
difficult to do so for political reasons.”

The study advocates the strengthening of the non-proliferation 
regime through a number of policy proposals, including nuclear arms 
control measures. The link between non-proliferation and CTB is ex
plicitly stated on page 79. “The nuclear weapon states have a com
mitment under the NPT to ^pursue negotiations in good faith on ef
fective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race 
at an early date and to nuclear disarmament,’ including a Compre
hensive Test Ban. At a minimum, this would seem to require both 
an agreement in the next round of SALT negotiations providing for 
some actual reduction in armaments, and a ban on underground nu
clear explosions.”

Furthermore, the study analyzes the impact of peaceful nuclear ex
plosions (PNEs) and concludes (on pages 144-145) that PNEs have 
three major dangers: “hindering progress toward a CTB, retarding 
membership in the NPT and providing excuses for nations to de
velop their own nuclear bombs.” The study further states that “such 
a treaty [CTBT] could in itself deter proliferation by providing an 
example of self-restraint on the part of the nuclear powers.”

Thus, it is clear that the OTA study does see the link between non
proliferation and a CTBT and advocates a CTBT as a step towards 
strengthening the non-proliferation regime.

Question. The “neutralist” countries in the U.N. Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament profess to worry about the unstable state 
of the world. Yet these same neutralist countries use the best Madison 
Avenue traditions to advertise their merchandise in such publications 
as the “International Defense Review,” in four languages. Is it the 
ACDA position that such trade is not harmful to world peace, while 
nuclear testing by the U.S. is harmful to world peace ?

Answer, Just as we believe that a balanced and adequately verifiable 
comprehensive test ban would help stabilize the nuclear arms com
petition between the U.S. and U.S.S.R., we believe that balanced con
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straints in the international transfer of conventional arms could pro
mote regional and international stability.

Question, How can U.S. national technical means provide informa
tion on the relative degradation of U.S. and Soviet strategic nuclear 
forces under a CTBT?

Answer, Given the current high reliability of the U.S. nuclear weap
ons stockpile, the measures at our disposal to preserve stockpile con
fidence without nuclear testing, and the vigorous safeguards program 
we plan to pursue to maintain the expertise of our nuclear scientists 
and laboratories, we are confident that we will be able to maintain 
high confidence in the reliability of our stockpile under a CTB for 
a considerable length of time—and at least for the limited, fixed dura
tion that we are now contemplating for the agreement. It is imlikely 
that Soviet stockpile degradation would be appreciable for that length 
of time either [deleted].

Question. U.S. allies—and protagonists—are aware that a CTBT 
will reduce U.S. confidence in its strategic nuclear forces, while there 
exists no evidence that Soviet forces will be similarly affected. Couldn’t 
this result in increased nuclear weapons proliferation ?

Amwer, We are confident that the credibility of the U.S. nuclear 
deterrent will be fully maintained under the CTB treaty we are ne
gotiating, and have had no indications that any of our allies believes 
otherwise. Indeed, no ally has expressed any reservations about the 
U.S. entering into a CTB, and most have strongly encouraged our 
efforts to achieve an agreement.

Question, By 1981, Soviet ICBM and SLBM forces should easily 
outnumber, outrange, and be more accurate than today’s U.S. strate
gic forces which will also be 1981’s strategic forces, except possibly for 
Trident I. Don’t you believe that Soviet strategic superiority, com
bined with U.S. confidence doubts resulting from a CTBT, will be a 
serious destabilizing factor for world peace because of increased So
viet adventurism ?

Answer, The U.S. is confident in the continued effectiveness of our 
strategic retaliatory forces into the 1980’s, measured both in terms of 
dynamic interaction between U.S. and Soviet forces in strategic mis
sions, as well as in terms of static indices. Equitable and verifiable 
agreements for arms limitations and reductions are an important 
means of maintaining the strategic nuclear balances between the 
sides. At the same time, as the U.S. Trident, M -X and strategic cruise 
missile programs indicate, we are prepared to respond to any threats 
to U.S. retaliatory capabilities which might otherwise result from 
changes in Soviet technology or strategic forces.

Question, Admiral Davies, you referred to [deleted].
Answer, We cannot, of course, be certain that the Soviets have con

ducted only [deleted].
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Question, You also implied that our experience in observing Soviet 
nuclear weapon tests at their test sites is directly applicable to veri
fying a CTB. At preseint Soviet nuclear weapon tests are conducted 
in [deleted] media in aseismic areas and are [deleted] the AEDS. Is 
it not misleading to imply that experience in monitoring these tests 
is a good indication of our ability to verify a CTB ? Are you certain 
that no nuclear weapon tests have been conducted in seismically ac
tive areas? Do you assume that, under a CTB, clandestine Soviet 
nuclear tests would be conducted using the same techniques that we 
have observed to date?

Answer. While the experience of our Atomic Energy Detection Sys
tem in monitorimg Soviet nuclear explosions has been impressive, this 
record was not, of course, compiled under test ban conditions and 
therefore does not provide a complete picture regarding our ability 
to verify a comprehensive test ban treaty. Nonetheless, our experience 
is useful as an indication of the technical performance of our existing 
detection system. That system will be upgraded under a CTB Treaty.

[Deleted.] Moreover, it is important to recognize that we have not 
put nearly as much effort into monitoring Soviet activities as we 
would under a CTB, when any nuclear explosion would constitute a 
treaty violation.

Under a CTB, we would not only upgrade our overall verification 
effort, but would also give greater emphasis to those areas of the 
U.S.S.R. which might be of particular interest from the standpoint 
of CTB compliance, especially seismically active regions and regions 
with salt deposits where large underground cavities coudd be created.

If a country wished to test clandestinely under a CTB, we assume 
that, rather than follow standard pre-CTB testing practices, it would 
want to employ concealment techniques designed to reduce the possi
bilities of being detected. In our verification studies, we have paid 
particular attention to such evasion methods, especially to techniques 
which could be used to muffle the seismic signals generated by a nu
clear explosion. In devising our CTB verification system, we will place 
a high priority on thwarting such evasion scenarios.

Question, Have Soviet negotiating practices in SALT, MBFE, CTB 
and other negotiations given us any evidence that they subscribe to 
the approach to negotiations mentioned by you—that these negotia
tions are not a zero-sum game?

Answer, Obviously, any participant in international negotiations 
will try to achieve a result that will be as advantageous as possible for 
the country he is representing. However, it is well understood that an 
agreement will not be reached unless it is mutually advantageous to 
the principal parties. Clearly, we would not join a CTB if it did not 
promote our national interests, and the Soviets undoubtedly would 
take the same approach. We believe that a CTB would have consider
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able benefits for both the United States and the Soviet Union, and 
therefore feel that such an agreement can be negotiated.

Message From President Carter to the Senate Transmitting the 
Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, Sep
tember 22, 1978 ^

I am transmitting herewith, for the advice and consent of the Sen
ate to ratification, the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or 
Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, 
signed at Geneva on May 18,1977.

The Convention is the result of extensive study, debate, and nego
tiation at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament at Geneva 
and at the United Nations. It seeks to avert the dangers resulting 
from the 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.”

In 1973, growing awareness of the need for protecting our environ
ment led to the adoption of Senate Resolution 71 which urged the 
Executive Branch to negotiate a treaty prohibiting environmental 
warfare.  ̂The United States and the Soviet Union, after three rounds 
of bilateral consultations, tabled identical draft texts of a multi
lateral convention at the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment in 1975.̂  Negotiations on the basis of these texts resulted in the 
document I am transmitting to you today.

I am also sending with the Convention four Understandings relat
ing to Articles I, II, III and VIII, respectively. These Understand
ings are not incorporated into the Convention. They are part of the 
negotiating record and were included in the report transmitted by the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to the United Nations.^ 
The provisions of the Convention and the Understandings are de
scribed in detail in the accompanying report of the Department of 
State.®

By prohibiting the hostile use of potentially disastrous environ
mental modification techniques, the Convention represents one more 
advance in the field of arms control to which my Administration is 
firmly committed. I recommend that the Senate give prompt con
sideration to the Convention, and advise and consent to its ratification.

’ Weekly Compilation- of Presidential Documents, Sept. 25, 1978, pp. 1564-1565. 
The text o£ the convention is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 
322-326.

" lUd., 1973, pp. 435-437.
 ̂Ibid., 1975, pp. 385-388.
' IUd„ 1976, pp. 577-588.
“ Ante, pp. 544-549.
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Letter From the Director of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory 
(Batzel) to the Chairman of a Panel of the House Armed 
Services Committee (Wilson): Comprehensive Test Ban, Sep
tember 25, 1978 ^

I would like to commeiit on the question of the reliability of the 
United States nuclear weapon stockpile under a comprehensive ban on 
nuclear weapon testing. As you are aware, a letter from Drs. Garwin, 
Bradbury, and Mark, dated August 15, 1978, claimed that the oper
ability of the nuclear weapon stockpile can be maintained for as long 
as may be desired.  ̂In this letter I wish to summarize the reasons why 
I cannot subscribe to this view.

First, the nuclear weapon stockpile is not static. Changes have 
been made, are being made, and will be made. We expect all nuclear 
weapons will need to be replaced or remanufactured within a few 
decades of their original manufacture. More and more of our stock
piled weapons are approaching this retirement age. No amount of good 
intentions or executive decisions will prevent chemical corrosion, the 
unavailability of exact replacement materials, or new perceptions of 
the safety of manufacturing processes. Additionally, budgetary con
siderations and probable new safety or systems requirements will pro
vide an irresistible motivation for future changes in our weapons or 
their replacements, even under a CTBT.

Second, recognition of stockpile problems and their fixes can be 
made reliably only by experienced scientists and engineers. Experi
enced personnel will not be long available under a CTBT because 
some wili leave weapons work for other fields, or some will leave be
cause of the absence of the experimental confirmation necessary for 
scientific professionalism, or others will stay and lose their expertise 
through lack of the hard reality of experimental verification. Drs. 
Bradbury and Mark must certainly recall our experience with the test 
moratorium of 1958-61. During tliat time some of the best people left 
weapons work.

Also during that period, a number of new weapons were put into 
stockpile, owing to new system requirements such as Minuteman and 
Polaris. There were some design errors which were discovered, some 
by nuclear testing, some by non-nuclear testing. Some of these errors 
required nuclear tests for correction. The Garwin letter claims, as an 
example, that a change in surface treatment would have allowed re- 
manufacture of a class of malfunctioning warheads. Being closer to 
the problems than they were, I can assure you that after a concerted

^Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National 
Security Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military 
Application of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices  ̂ House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 
95-89, p. 195.

 ̂Ante, pp. 507-509.
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study no solution to the problem was known to us other than the major 
design change we made, which necessitated and received nuclear test 
verification.

Third, the fact that nuclear testing of stockpile weapons has only 
infrequently shown problems in the stockpile does not mean that nu
clear testing is unimportant for maintenance of stockpile reliability. 
Testing of other than stockpile weapons has led us to recognition and 
fixes of stockpile problems. The whole body of nudear testing pro
vides us with the expertise required to recognize, prevent, and fix 
stockpile problems and to assert with confidence that the current stock
pile is highly reliable.

Although not discussed by Garwin et al., it is essential to bear in 
mind that we cannot assume that stockpile degradation will be sym
metrical in respect to US and Soviet weapons. We just do not know 
how Soviet weapons are made, by what means they can maintain their 
weapon scientists, or what their remanufacturing problems are.

It is for these reasons that I believe the continued credibility of the 
US nuclear weapon deterrent cannot be assured for long without nu
clear testing.

Statement by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the U.N. General 
Assembly [Extract], September 26, 1978^

The truth which is recognized today by all is that enormous re
sources are being spent to manufacture engines of destruction. It is 
indeed a fact that in this time of peace more than 25 million men are in 
military uniform; and there are many more people who are directly 
or indirectly engaged in military production. All this represents a 
colossal drain on the material and intellectual resources of mankind.

There are those who may say that something is nevertheless being 
done to contain the arms race. Eecently, for example, a special session 
of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament was 
convened. It reflected the determination of peoples to do away with 
the arms race and to direct the course of events towards disarmament 
and eventually general and complete disarmament. The session did 
adopt a comprehensive document which on the whole is a good one. 
The Soviet Union can note with satisfaction that many ideas that 
it proposed became an organic part of the Final Document.^ Like all 
those who are not merely paying lip service to disarmament but are 
actually seeking disarmament, we believe that the decisions taken at 
the special session must be translated into the language of practical 
deeds by States, failing which they will remain empty phrases.

"A/33/PV.8(prov.), pp. 28-46. 
 ̂Antej pp. 411-439.
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I f  one is to take a sober view of things, one must recognize, however, 
that the arms race has not diminished one whit. A group of States— 
and everyone knows which— ĥas decided to earmark huge additional 
appropriations for an arms build-up over many years to come. The 
decision taken by the Council session of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) in Washington and the subsequent steps to in
tensify military preparations in a number of countries can only be 
interpreted as a challenge to those who are working for disarmament.

Kegardless of all the attempts of the instigators of the arms race 
to make things look as if the security of States will be all the more 
reliable the bigger their military arsenals are, the facts are quite dif
ferent. As the number of weapons grows, as new and ever more destruc
tive types of weapons emerge, the risk of war also increases. People 
will not accept any excuses such as references to a “threat from the 
USSR”. Such references are completely spurious.

Who but the Soviet Union is making one proposal after another 
designed to halt the arms race, to check it from this or that angle, and 
to prevent the development of new means of warfare? And who is 
rejecting these proposals out of hand? The opponents of disarmament.

By now—and Western statesmen recognize this— t̂here exists an ap
proximate equality or parity in weapons. The Soviet Union—and we 
reaffirm this—does not intend to change this correlation in its favour. 
What is more, we have been and are proposing now that the levels of 
military confrontation be reduced— t̂hat is, that the security of each 
and every one be ensured with lesser quantitative and qualitative 
parameters of armaments and armed forces.

As was clearly emphasized by Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev,

There is no type of armaments, and above all weapons of mass de
struction, that the Soviet Union would not be prepared to see limited 
and banned reciprocally, in agreement with other States, and then 
eliminated from the arsenals.

Our country has a comprehensive programme for curtailing the 
arms race. Our proposals were put forward here in the United Nations 
only a few months ago. It will be recalled that they will remain the 
subject of further discussion in various bodies dealing with disarma
ment. We shall never tire of taking such initiatives, and they will not 
become tarnished because of this, since the need for specific action in 
all the sectors of the struggle for disarmament, for the prevention of 
another war, is increasing rather than diminishing.

In circumstances where the arms race is being stepped up and the 
ŵ orld is sliding downhill in this respect, the first thing to do is to stop 
completely any further quantitative and qualitative build-up of arms. 
Clearly, this applies above all to States with large military potentials.

It will be recalled that on a practical plane the Soviet Union has 
urged the discussion of a set of sweeping measures which could be 
carried out within a specified limited period: cessation of the produc
tion of all types of nuclear weapons; cessation of the production of,
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and prohibition of, all other types of weapons of mass destruction; 
cessation of the development of new types of conventional armaments 
of great destructive capability; renunciation by the permanent mem
bers of the Security Council, and by countries which have military 
agreements with them, of the expansion of their armies and the build
up of their conventional armaments. We expect those proposals to be 
treated seriously and to be examined in practical terms.

The greatest threat to peace—and this is something that is now 
recognized everywhere—stems from the nuclear arms race. Conse
quently, priority should be given to nuclear disarmament. On this 
matter we see eye to eye with most States of the world, including the 
developing countries.

Why is it not possible to couch in treaty language an obligation by 
States to discontinue the production of all types of nuclear weapons 
so as to move then to a gradual reduction of their stockpiles, and all 
the way to their complete destruction? But such obligations cannot 
materialize out of thin air; they are produced in the course of nego
tiations—and we have been insisting on the necessity for such nego
tiations.

In the opinion of the Soviet Union, what is required is that all the 
nuclear Powers as well as a certain number of non-nuclear States get 
together at a conference table and that an exact date for the beginning 
of the negotiations be set. And this session of the General Assembly 
should have its say in this regard and make an appropriate appeal to 
all the nuclear Powers in the first place.

Any major task, and particularly that of nuclear disarmament, calls 
for maximum realism once you have begun to tackle it. In the world 
of today it is inconceivable that sudh a task can make any headway 
unless action is taken at the same time to strengthen political and inter
national legal guarantees for the security of States. In this connexion, 
the proposal to conclude a world treaty on the non-use of force in 
international relations is becoming ever more urgent.

While emphasizing as a great achievement of the peoples the fact 
that peace has been preserved for more than a third of a century now. 
we should not forget even for an instant how great are the dangers that 
lie in wait for mankind. Fully to deliver the peoples from the threat 
of nuclear war: this is what underlies our proposal.

The same purpose is served by concrete initiatives of the Soviet 
Union, and today we are stressing them again, expecting that they 
will elicit the understanding and support of the General Assembly.

What is involved here in the first place is the strengthening of se
curity guarantees for non-nuclear States; and secondly, the non-sta
tioning of nuclear weapons on the territory of States where there are 
no such weapons at present.

It will be recalled that recently our country has taken a step con
ducive to instilling among non-nuclear States greater confidence in 
their security. The Soviet Union has declared that it will never use 
nuclear weapons against countries which renounce the production and
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acquisition of nuclear weapons and which do not have them on their 
territory.

Following our lead, the United States and the United Kingdom, 
for their part, have made declarations to the effect that they would not 
use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States. On the whole, this 
could be regarded as a positive fact, were not suĉ h declarations replete 
with all kinds of reservations rendering them valueless.

The Soviet Union has not confined itself to a solemn declaration re
garding the non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States 
which renounce the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and 
do not have them on their territory. We have expressed our readi
ness—and this still stands— t̂o enter into special agreements to that 
effect with any of those countries. The USSR calls upon all the other 
nuclear Powers to act in a similar manner and to assume corresponding 
obligations.

At the same time, it is clear that, if the problem of safeguarding 
non-nuclear States from the use of nuclear weapons against them is 
to be tackled in the most effective manner, agreed guarantees on the 
part of the nuclear Powers and a multilateral arrangement are re
quired. In other words, it is necessary that we have an international 
agreement based on a pledge by those Powers not to use or threaten to 
use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States parties to such an 
agreement provided the latter do not produce, acquire or have such 
weapons on their territory. A similar obligation could be extended to 
armed forces and installations under the jurisdiction and control of 
non-nuclear States—that is, to make it even more sweeping in scope.

Do non-nuclear States stand to benefit from their participation in 
an international agreement of this kind? Of course they do. They 
would be provided with security guarantees universally formalized in 
international law, whereas they themselves would not be required to 
do anything but strictly to observe their non-nuclear status. At the 
same time, this would be to everyone’s advantage, for the threat of a 
nuclear conflict would dimini^, and the climate throughout the world 
would improve.

Taking all this into consideration and in response to a relevant ap
peal of the United Nations General Assembly at its special session on 
disarmament, the Soviet Union has proposed the inclusion in the 
agenda for this session, as an important and urgent matter, of an 
item entitled “Conclusion of an international convention on the 
stren^hening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear States”. 
Seeking to put things on a practical footing from the outset, we have 
also submitted the draft text of such a convention.  ̂ We feel that one 
of the merits of our initiative is that, given the goodwill of States, and 
of course of nuclear States above all, it may yield practical results 
fairly soon. Following discussion on this question at the current ses
sion of the General Assembly, the Committee on Disarmament could

Ante, pp. 558-560.
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immediately proceed to negotiate the text of the convention so that 
it would as soon as possible be open to signature by all States of the 
world.

I should like to turn now to our second proposal, concerning the 
non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territories of States where 
there are no such weapons at present.  ̂ It can hardly be disputed that 
this is a reliable way to prevent nuclear weapons from spreading all 
over the globe.

Here too we take into account the point of view expressed by a large 
group of States. Many countries are becoming increasingly aware of 
the risks stemming from nuclear weapons and they are not at all eager 
to have them on their territories.

In our view, this could be achieved through an international agree
ment to be based on a clear and simple pledge by the nuclear Powers 
not to station nuclear weapons on territories where there are no such 
weapons at present. Such an obligation would cover all types of nu
clear weapons—warheads, bombs, shells, mines and so on—whether de
ployed as combat systems or kept in depots and storage facilities. At 
the same time, non-nuclear countries would formalize their intention to 
refrain from any steps which directly or indirectly could lead to the 
presence of nuclear weapons on their territories.

If all the nuclear Powers were to agree not to station nuclear weap
ons where there are no such weapons at present—and our country 
has already declared its willingness to do so—it would not be too 
dij05cult to reach international agreement. The Soviet Union would 
like to hope that the United Nations General Assembly will respond 
favourably to its proposal.

The implementation of the initiatives which we are putting forth 
at this session would also result in a much stronger regime of the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons without affecting in any way the 
possibilities of using nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. By the 
same token, our proposals, Which are consonant with the idea of cre
ating nuclear-free zones, provide even greater leeway for putting these 
ideas into practice through the collective or individual efforts of 
States.

The need to prevent the development of new types and new systems 
of weapons of mass destruction is being increasingly felt. Upon our 
initiative, the Committee on Disarmament has started negotiations to 
that effect; but these negotiations are proceeding very slowly. The So
viet Union is in favour of the reaching of agreement on this extremely 
importaait matter and of the stepping up of the preparation of special 
agreements on individual types of weapons wherever necessary. This 
applies first and foremost to such inhuman weapons as the neutron 
weapon. The situation would become much more dangerous if the 
plans for its production, stockpiling and deployment materialized. It 
is in the interests of peace that those plans be irrevocably abandoned.

*This proposal was introduced as a draft res. in the F irst Committee {posty 
pp. 690-691) and adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/91F {post, p. 772).
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Rapid progress in military science and technology— t̂his frenzy of 
armament, so to say—is increasing the risk that a point could be 
reached beyond which it would become absolutely impossible to verify 
compliance with the existing arms limitation agreements.

Wherever disarmament negotiations are taking place and whoever 
the participants are, our line is directed towards achieving concrete 
results. An early conclusion of the Soviet-American talks on limiting 
strategic offensive arms is of particular importance. The essence of the 
problem lies in setting limits for the deployment of the most danger
ous and destructive types of armaments, to be followed by negotiations 
with a view to a substantial decrease in their levels. It is to be hoped 
that a sober-minded and well-considered line in United States policy 
with regard to this extremely important matter will prevail, because a 
new agreement is needed equally by the Soviet Union, the United 
States and the world at large.

Many countries on various continents welcomed the beginning of 
negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States on cer
tain questions related to the problem of disarmament and the cessa
tion of the arms race, including the talks on the limitation and subse
quent reduction of military activities in the Indian Ocean and on the 
limitation of the sales of conventional weapons.

Positive results could have been achieved long ago at the talks 
concerning the Indian Ocean. However, ever since last February they 
have been “frozen”— t̂hrough no fault of ours. This is giving concern 
to many States which cherished hopes that the talks would help turn 
the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace.

What is required, in the first place, to limit the sales of conventional 
armaments and their transfer to other countries ? The political basis 
for solving this question is to be found in criteria of international law 
which would take care both of the task of limiting arms sales and 
of the legitimate interests of peoples fighting against aggression, for 
their freedom and independence.

Of late, some progress has been achieved at the negotiations between 
the USSR, the United States of America and the United Kingdom 
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. It 
has been agreed that the treaty under preparation must impose a ban 
on any test explosions of nuclear Aveapons in any environment. It is 
all the more important to bring these negotiations to a successful 
conclusion. But for some reason or other our negotiating partners are 
stalling.

It is in all earnest that the Soviet Union has been raising the ques
tion of limiting conventional armaments and armed forces. Even today 
the role of conventional armaments is quite important, while the ef
forts by States to limit them are insufficient.

No real headway has yet been made at the Vienna talks on the reduc
tion of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. Throughout 
the talks we have witnessed one and the same line pursued by our

317-783 0 80 39
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Western partners: “You socialist countries”, they say, “should reduce 
more and we less”. Of course there is no proof— t̂here could not pos
sibly be any proof—that such a unilateral approach is justified. This 
is nothing but an artificial piling up of obstacles.

Our position is simple: without effecting any changes in the corre
lation of armaments and armed forces, their level should none the less 
be reduced by both sides. Some people who want to inflict damage on 
the socialist countries by changing the ratio of forces in favour of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) ought to curb their 
appetites.

The socialist countries have recently put forward in Vienna new pro
posals whose constructive nature is recognized even in the West. We 
are expecting a practical and positive response to them.

In connexion with the problem of disarmament, it is appropriate 
to stress how acute are the problems of economic development of many 
countries which are asking for assistance. They are compelled to over
come great difficulties. Suffice it to say that according to United Na
tions data 1.5 billion people, that is to say over one third of mankind, 
are deprived of elementary medical attention, while some 700 million 
people suffer from systematic malnutrition. At the same time, enor
mous amounts of money, unprecedented in history, are being wasted 
on war preparations. And, what is more, military appropriations con
tinue to swell.

The Soviet Union has for a long time been proposing that military 
budgets, primarily those of the States which are permanent members 
of the Security Council, be reduced by a certain percentage, and that 
part of the funds thus saved be used to provide assistance to develop
ing countries. This would be a major step of tremendous importance. 
Yet, what are we told in reply is that before cutting down military 
budgets they should be made the subject of study. But such a study 
could last for decades, and go on and on. To reduce means to reduce 
military budgets without any red tape—even under a pseudo-scientific 
cover. This calls for a political decision.

In order to overcome the stalemate, we propose that an agreement 
be reached on the reduction by States having a large economic and 
military potential of their military budgets, not in terms of percentage 
points but in absolute figures of analogous magnitude. Such reduction 
could begin as early as in the coming fiscal year and cover a period of 
three years, with 10 per cent of the funds released as a result of re- 
d,uctions being channelled towards increasing aid to developing 
countries.

It must be emphatically stressed that the reduction of military 
budgets is being given priority not only as an urgent task but also 
as one which can fairly easily lend itself to solution—provided, of 
course, there is a desire to solve it.

The peoples of the whole world would heave a sigh of relief if the 
burden of taxation were reduced. Today, many are reflecting upon the
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causes for which some States—and not least the economically devel
oped ones—are experiencing economic upheavals. Our answer is as 
follows: instead of throwing away immense material values on the 
conveyers which are continuously producing missiles, tanks, planes, 
guns and other means of killing people, these resources should be di
verted to peaceful purposes. The resources thus released could be used 
to improve the living standards of the peoples of the world, to satisfy 
their primary needs such as housing, better medical care, education 
and science, and finally simply to combat famine.

All this emphasizes the great responsibility for solving the problems 
that face mankind in the field of disarmament, a responsibility which 
rests primarily with those who determine the policies of States and 
their line in international affairs.

So, from whatever angle one views the problem of ending the arms 
race and of disarmament, the Soviet Union is ready to seek appro
priate international arrangements. We have submitted concrete pro
posals to that effect. Naturally, we shall be willing to consider the 
proposals of other States, too, aimed at achieving this historic task.

The Soviet Union appreciates the efforts by non-aligned States to 
help get the disarmament problem off the ground. The activity of the 
non-aligned countries in this direction, just as in other areas of the 
struggle for peace, is growing, and that is a positive phenomenon in 
international life.

The General Assembly can d,o a good service to peace if it facili
tates the convening of a world disarmament conference. It is at such 
a forum that decisions binding on States could be adopted.

It is all to the good that the United Nations is now more actively 
involved with questions of disarmament. This helps to put the relevant 
talks more in the limelight of public opinion. Let those who are spur
ring on the arms race, contrary to the will of the peoples, feel ill at 
ease. Everywhere in the world a moral atmosphere should be created 
which would make the opponents of disarmament feel pilloried.

Statement by FRG Foreign Minister Genscher to the U.N. 
General Assembly [Extract], September 26, 1978^

In order to safeguard peace under the conditions of East-West rela
tions there must be a balance of miltary power. To ensure and main
tain that balance is the goal of the security policy which the Federal 
Republic of Germany pursues, together with its partners in the Al
liance. It is our desire to secure that balance, not through an increased

' A/33/PV.8(prov.), pp. 73-76.
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build-up of arms but through arms limitation and disarmament What 
we want is a stable balance at a lower level.

The Federal Government hopes for an early and successful conclu
sion of SALT II.

In a system of military balance between the alliances, the Soviet 
nuclear medium-range missiles should not be left out of consideration. 
Soviet superiority in this field is a source of concern to us. In the in
terests of true stability it is necessary that this existing imbalance 
should be reduced, including also the so-called grey area.

The aim pursued by the Federal Republic of Germany, together with 
its allies, in the Vienna talks on Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions is to establish approximate parity in Central Europe, in the form 
of a common collective over-all ceiling for ground forces and a re
duction of tank disparity. An important result of the visit to Bonn 
of the Soviet Head of State was that in the declaration issued jointly 
with Chancellor Schmidt the principle of parity was expressly recog
nized for the first time in an East-West statement. The declaration 
says:

Both sides deem it important that no one should seek military su
periority. They proceed on the assumption that approximate equality 
and parity suffice to safeguard defence.^

This principle must now be translated into reality. In order to 
achieve, by means of reductions, true parity between East and West 
in the heart of Europe, the two sides must first agree on the data basis. 
The discussion on data is therefore now the main topic of the Vienna 
negotiations and will be continued.

Disclosure of military budgets and confidence-building measures 
such as the exchange of observers during manoeuvres are therefore 
important preliminary steps towards verified arms limitation and dis
armament.

The Federal Republic of Germany therefore supports all measures 
calculated to make the balance of military power more transparent 
and in this way to build up more confidence. It has played a part in 
the preparatory work done by the Secretary-General to ensure dis
closure and comparability of military budgets. The limitation and re
duction of nuclear weapons and the non-proliferation of these weapons 
are of world-wide importance.

We appeal once again to all countries that have not yet done so to 
accede at long last to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.^

Along with the efforts to promote nuclear arms limitation and non
proliferation, the efforts to limit and reduce conventional forces must 
also be stepped up. The special session of the General Assembly on 
disarmament rightly emphasized this requirement.**

 ̂Antej p. 283 (variant translation).
® D ocuments on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* Ante, pp. 411-439.
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The greatly increased volume of weapons transferred has become a 
problem of the first order. This transfer must be restricted by supply
ing and recipient countries jointly. The Federal Republic of Germany 
does not supply any weapons to areas of tension. Moreover, only in 
exceptional cases does it allow arms to be supplied to countries outside 
the Alliance. The proportion of our arms exports to the Third World 
is 0.2 per cent of our over-all exports.

We consider it intolerable that the world spends in the region of 
$400 billion every year for military purposes. This is a threat to peace; 
in a world in which there is much poverty and hunger, this is a chal
lenge to reason and to our moral conscience. It is time that this money 
was released and earmarked for the economic and social development 
of all nations, thus also serving to increase the security of every 
nation.

Statement by French Foreign Minister de Guiringaud to the U.N. 
General Assembly [Extracts], September 27, 1978^

In this connexion I should like to recall our sta,unch condemnation 
of the policy of a'partheid. We denounce it not only as the manifesta
tion of indescribable disdain for human beings but also as a potential 
detonator of dangerous conflicts. France has associated itself with the 
sanctions taken last November against a regime whose blindness makes 
a constant policy of such disdain. We therefore strictly apply the 
embargo on arms sales to Pretoria.

I should, however, like to point out one serious and paradoxical 
short-coming in our complex system, and that is the lack of any frame
work for genuine discussion on the fundamental issue of energy. By 
that I mean not the “energy crisis” that made headlines in the press 
but the crisis facing us, the one that must compel us all to adopt an 
active policy to conserve energy, which my country has embarked on 
with determination and success; the crisis that forces us to make a 
difficult, yes, but inevitable choice between various sources of energy 
with due regard for the balanced development of the entire planet, 
for the protection of our natural and man-made environment and 
for nucleai- energy by guaranteeing that it will be used for peaceful 
purposes. To this end, while France has banned the export of sensitive 
equipment that could facilitate access to nuclear weapons, it is also 
anxious not to deprive any country of the benefits of the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy or the advantages of the most promising technol
ogies. For this reason we have agreed, pending the results of con-

 ̂A/33/PV.11 (prov.), PP. 21, 2 ^ 1 .
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saltations under way in the framework of the international evaluation 
programme, to provide our eventual partners with every service in 
the fuel cycle.

Without the security to which our nations are rightfully entitled, no 
development is in effect possible. Yet security should not command an 
excessive share of our resources. In other words, the disarmament 
undertaking is an obvious necessity and one that should concern us all.

The tenth special session of the General Assembly, by making it 
quite clear that disarmament should be the affair of the entire inter
national conmiunity and not just a few States, has at last placed the 
debate in its real perspective. This is not the only thing to its credit; 
it also provided us with the means to pursue the undertaking.

In this matter, no one should entertain doubts about France’s deter
mination. The participation of the President of the Republic in per
son in the work of the special session attests to this. The presence of 
France in the place reserved for it in the new Committee on Disarma
ment, a presence that I now officially announce from this rostrum, 
confirms that this momentum will be maintained.

Recognition of the central role that should fall to the United Nations 
and the concomitant reform of the machinery for negotiation and de
liberation, with greater participation, better regional equilibrium and 
more democratic functioning through the dismantling of the co-presi- 
dency in Geneva, guarantee, in our view, that a new phase can now be 
entered. It has, therefore, become possible for France to join the con
ference. It has become necessary for us to assume the role dictated by 
the importance of the stakes for all our States.

With the help of revised machinery, the work envisaged last June 
could now begin. A set of principles and a time-table have already 
provided useful reference, although we believe that in certain areas, 
notably in the nuclear domain, a different wording would have been 
better suited to the realities of the situation. This document, which is 
an attempt to cover a set of particularly complex and sensitive prob
lems, nevertheless bears witness to a remarkable consensus within the 
community of nations on several key points. Let me mention: the right 
of all States to security; the special responsibility that must be shoul
dered by the great Powers in the area of disarmament, since they them
selves recognize that they have arsenals far in excess of the require
ments of strategic balance; the importance not only of nuclear but 
also of conventional disarmament, in view of the fact that the build-up 
of conventional weapons, particularly in Europe, constitutes an in
creasingly serious threat to peace; the need for effective monitoring
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of disarmament measures; and, finally, the allocation of funds thus 
freed for economic and social development.

France has, moreover, presented concrete suggestions on some of 
these points which should be studied right here or in specialized bodies. 
I am referring to proposals for a satellite monitoring agency and a 
disarmament fund for development, as well as the establishment of 
an institute for disarmament studies, all initiatives whose usefulness 
has been widely recognized.^

The realistic approach to disarmament that should be encouraged 
leads us to recommend that measures of a regional nature be studied. 
It is within this framework that balanced solutions can be found which 
take into account the role deterrence plays in the security of part of 
the planet. We have therefore proposed to the countries interested in 
the security of the European continent that a conference on disarma
ment be convened.

A regional consultation could also bolster efforts to limit the trans
fer of conventional arms. The geographical entity that a region con
stitutes is most often an arena for threats just as it is for co-operation. 
So it is at this level that the exigencies of each State’s right to security 
and those of non-discrimination among partners must be assessed. 
Eeal progress cannot be made from the outside, by some cartel of pro
ducers or through unilateral actions. It can be based only on the com
mon will of the interested States and their common understanding of 
the purpose and scope of a verifiable regional agreement. In this con
text the initiative recently taken by a group of Latin American coun
tries sets an example and should be commended.^

Statement by Chinese Foreign Minister Huang to the U.N. 
General Assembly [Extract], September 28, 1978^

Disarmament is one of the imjjortant items on the agenda of the 
current session. The special session of the United Nations General 
Assembly on disarmament convened not long ago on the proposal of 
the non-aligned countries was the first of its kind in the history of the 
United Nations. At the session, many countries strongly condemned 
the imperialist and hegemonist policies of aggression and war. Rightly 
pointing out that the real cause of the intensifying arms race between 
the super-Powers was their increased rivalry for world hegemony, 
these countries demanded that the super-Powers carry out genuine 
disarmament. They also put forward a number of reasonable ideas

- Ante, pp. 95-98.
" Ante, pp. 533-536, 536-538.
‘ A/33/PV.13 (prov.), pp. 101-102.
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and proposals. The special session on disarmament has a positive sig
nificance inasmuch as it exposed the super-Powers’ arms expansion 
and war preparations and demanded that they be the first to carry out 
disarmament. But the super-Powers were very obdurate. They re
jected any genuine nuclear or conventional disarmament. The facts 
show that the struggle for genuine disarmament is most arduous.

Under the pressure of the people of the world for disarmament, the 
super-Powers have been playing the tricks of sham disarmament to 
deceive the public. Kecently, the Soviet Union put before the current 
session a new proposal entitled “Conclusion of an international con
vention on the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non
nuclear States”.̂  Under the sign-board of “guarantees of the security 
of non-nuclear States”, this proposal is designed to bind hand and foot 
the numerous small and medium-sized countries and deprive them of 
their capabilities for self-defence. Not contented with the large amount 
of nuclear weapons in its possession, the Soviet Union is desperately 
expanding its nuclear armament. Instead of undertaking the obliga
tion not to use nuclear weapons under whatever conditions against the 
large number of non-nuclear countries, the Soviet Union wants them 
to abandon their right of possessing nuclear strength for self-defence. 
This proposal of the Soviet Union is simply designed to allow itself 
alone to possess large numbers of nuclear weapons, while forcing the 
non-nuclear countries to act under its dictates in all docility. Other
wise, they would be exposed to its nuclear attacks at any time. Is this 
not a pure gangster’s logic, an undisguised nuclear blackmail and 
nuclear threat? We have consistently held that the most effective 
means to eliminate the danger of a nuclear war and guarantee the 
security of all countries is the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons. Moreover, we have reaffirmed on many 
occasions that at no time and under no circumstances shall we use 
nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear countries. If the author of 
the “International Convention” had the slightest concern for the secu
rity of the non-nuclear countries and for international peace, it should 
at least undertake the obligation not to use nuclear weapons under 
whatever conditions against the non-nuclear countries instead of play
ing tricks of one kind or another.

During the current session, a further decision is to be taken on the 
machinery for disarmament. It is entirely legitimate for the numerous 
small and medium-sized countries to demand strongly a change in the 
super-Power manipulation of the disarmament negotiations and a re
form in the disarmament machinery. The decision of the special ses
sion to reform the disarmament machinery  ̂reflects to some extent the 
aspiration of these countries. However, the new negotiating body still 
falls far short of the demand of many countries, and it can hardly free 
itself entirely from super-Power control and ensure the realization of

 ̂Ante, pp. 558-560.
“ Ante, pp. 433-434.
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the reasonable propositions of various countries on disarmament. Of 
course, progress of the struggle for disarmament does not depend en
tirely on the negotiating body, but essentially on whether the super- 
Powers can be forced to change their intransigent stand. The struggle 
for disarmament must be closely linked with the struggle to safeguard 
national independence, defend state sovereignty and territorial in
tegrity and combat hegemonism. We are ready to continue to work for 
genuine disarmament together with the large number of small and 
medium-sized countries.

Statement by Secretary of State Vance to the U.N. General 
Assembly [Extract], September 29, 1978^

The pursuit of peace and security must go beyond resolving conflicts 
and preventing violence. The security of all is enhanced if nations 
limit the weapons of war through mutually negotiated arms control 
agreements.

We are engaged with the Soviet Union and other nations in a broad 
range of arms control negotiations.

The conclusion of a strategic arms limitation agreement with the 
Soviet Union is a fundamental goal of the United States. We hope that 
we may conclude a SALT II agreement before the end of this year.

The United States hopes that early progress can be made in conclud
ing a comprehensive agreement to end the testing of nuclear weapons.

Increased efforts are critically needed to prevent the spread of nu
clear weapons. It is important to prepare fully for the 1980 Non-Pro
liferation Treaty Review Conference; to continue to make progress in 
the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation; and to recognize one 
of the important achievements of the special session of the General As
sembly devoted to disarmament: the decision by several nuclear Pow
ers to pledge, under specific circumstances, to refrain from use of 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States. We suggest that the Secu
rity Council take note of these pledges.

The United States will also work to ensure compliance with the call 
in the Declaration of Principles and Programme of Action of the spe
cial session on disarmament for restraint in the transfer of conven
tional arms.̂  We are actively discussing with the Soviet Union how 
our two nations might encourage restraint in consistency with the le
gitimate right to self-defence and international obligations. We are 
encouraged by the new initiatives already being taken to promote re

' A /33/PV .14 (prov.), p. 57.
 ̂Ante, pp. 411-439.
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straint on a regional basis in Latin America and we stand ready to sup
port similar efforts by countries in other regions.

Letter From the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Energy for De
fense Programs (Kerr) to the Chairman of a Panel of the House 
Armed Services Committee (Wilson): Comprehensive Test 
Ban, September 29, 1978 ^

The Secretary has asked me to respond to your request of Septem
ber 21 concerning the letter written to President Carter by Bradbury, 
Mark, and Garwin wherein the authors asserted that U.S. nuclear 
weapons could be stockpiled “as long as desired’̂  without testing.^

As you are aware, the Department and its nuclear weapon experts 
believe this is not the case. We are on record in testimony before your 
Panel as well as in our reports to the President and other Government 
agencies to the effect that nuclear testing is required for long-term 
maintenance of the stockpile. This position is based on the best tech
nical advice available from those responsible for and knowledgeable 
about current U.S. nuclear warheads, including the current nuclear 
weapon laboratory directors and their staffs.

Before comment on the letter itself, two observations relative to the 
letter’s authors should be noted:

—The U.S. stockpile has evolved from the simple to the complex; 
for strategic missiles, the process has led from single warheads to 
multiple RVs to the modern MIRVs. Neither Bradbury, Mark, nor 
Garwin were involved in the miniaturization process which made 
this possible.

—^When pressed to make “minor” changes to stockpiled systems the 
most experienced weapon designers have made mistakes or have 
erred in their judgements. A case in point was the designer certifi
cation of certain changes which could not be tested during the 
1958-1961 moratorium. Some of these changes left the U.S. with 
serious stockpile problems that were only discovered when testing 
resumed in 1961. One particular modification resulted in a yield 
reduction of almost a hundredfold. This example illustrates the 
necessity to validate design judgements by testing, and it is incom
prehensible to me that experienced nuclear scientists like Brad-

 ̂Eifects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National 8e^ 
curity Interests: Hearings Before the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military 
Application of Nuclear Energy 8ul)committee of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, House of Representatives, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 
95-89, pp. 175-176.
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bury and Mark would no longer appreciate the necessity to con
firm such design changes to warheads within the stockpile.

The letter states that it “is rare . . . for a problem revealed by the 
sampling and inspection program . . .  to require a . . . test for reso
lution.” The sampling program referred to does not involve nuclear 
testing; even so, problems with the nuclear component of warheads are 
sometimes detected. Where this has occurred, tests have often been re
quired to resolve the problem, and solutions have alvmys involved “ex
perienced and knowledgeable” people.

The most serious stockpile problems have been revealed by nuclear 
tests, not discovered in the sampling ja:ogram. Typical problems dis
covered through testing have included inadequate safety, faulty nu
clear design, unexpected vulnerabilities, unanticipated aging, and yield 
unpredictability. One of the latter was exposed by a nuclear test which 
demonstrated that a serious problem would develop in a large frac
tion of the stockpile. A series of tests led to a solution to the problem. 
The authors, with their attention focused on the non-nuclear surveil
lance program, ignored these types of problems entirely. Since such 
problems predominate, this was a serious oversight.

The suggestion by Bradbury, et al., of the existence of a “simple” 
fix for the Polaris problem indicates ignorance of the facts of the case. 
The responsible laboratory examined with great care all of the pos
sibilities for a warhead fix, including the one suggested; none satisfied 
the requirements for prompt action and high reliability. Opinions can 
differ about risks, costs, and the validity of solutions to warhead prob
lems, but unverified solutions to problems cannot be used in the U.S. 
stockpile.

The authors imply that no future improvements to the U.S. stock
pile will be needed and that all warheads of the future have been 
tested. But changes to enhance safety, as well as to improve security 
and controllability will be hard to resist. Further, tested warheads may 
or may not meet future requirements. This depends on how require
ments evolve and, if the past is any guide to the future, this evolution 
is not wholly predictable. For example, an air-mobile ICBM could well 
require a quite different warhead from any now existing—possibly 
for safety reasons alone. Still further, stockpile vulnerability will 
change as a result of adversary actions and deployments, and such 
changes may force the development of new responses and warheads.

Finally, the “maintenance” options suggested— (1) precise remanu
facture, (2) remanufacture with minor changes, and (3) replacement 
by alternate, tested warheads—are not viable alternatives without 
testing. Option (3) simply postpones the maintenance problem, since 
all warheads age and will have to be replaced after a certain, known 
time. Both options (1) and (2) require “experienced and knowledge
able people” to guide and certify production. Without testing, such 
people will no longer be available after a few years. A long-term test 
ban will remove the crucial element of “certification” from nuclear
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production no matter how religiously the production plants attempt to 
copy old designs.

Hence, the arguments that the stockpile can be maintained indefi
nitely without testing are flawed because (1) the role of testing in the 
discovery as well as the solution of problems is ignored; (2) the as
sumption that stockpile changes can safely be avoided is invalid; and 
(3) the “experienced and knowledgeable people,” who Bradbury, 
et al., admit must be relied on, will not be available for either the ob
servation of the stockpile or the certification of manufacture.

The Department has concluded, as we have testified, that the risk 
to the stockpile is manageable for a few years, but in the long run, 
testing is essential for the maintenance of the stockpile and for the 
retention of the fimdamental technical capabilities required for such 
maintenance.

Remarks by President Carter at the Kennedy Space Center, 
Florida: Photoreconnaissance Satellites [Extract], October 1, 
1978^

Photoreconnaissance satellites have become an important stabilizing 
factor in world affairs in the monitoring of arms control agreements. 
They make an immense contribution to the security of all nations. We 
shall continue to develop them.

Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and 
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs (Pickering) 
Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Environ
mental Modification Treaty, October 3, 1978^

I am very appreciative of the opportimity to appear before you this 
morning to present the views of the executive branch on the Con
vention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of 
Environmental Modification Techniques on which the administration 
seeks the Senate’s advice and consent to ratification.

® Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents^ Oct. 9, 1978, p. 1686. The 
President spoke at the Congressional Space Medal of Honor Awards Ceremony.

^Environmental Modification Treaty: Hearing Before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Ses
sion, on Ex. K, 95-2, Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, pp. 22-25.



PICKERING STATEMENT, OCTOBER 3 587

Accompanying me today are Adm. Thomas Davies of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency [ACDA], Gen. James Thompson of the 
Department of Defense, and Adm. Edward Welch of the Office of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff [ JCS].

Following my remarks Admiral Davies, General Thompson and 
Admiral Welch will each make a brief statement. Afterward, each of 
us will be prepared to respond to any questions you may wish to ask.

ENMOD CONVENTION BACKGROUND

This convention, usually called the “Enmod” Convention, resulted 
in large part from the action by the Senate in July 1973 in adopting 
Senate Resolution 71 —̂which Senator Pell had introduced the year 
before as Senate Eesolution 281.̂  Senator Pell also participated in the 
negotiating process at the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment and at the United Nations which led to the successful conclusion 
of the convention and the recommendation by the General Assembly 
that it be opened for signature. This is an excellent example of a con
structive initiative in the legislative branch leading to a useful out
come in the field of foreign affairs.

The background and detailed analysis of the negotiations for, and 
the provisions of, the convention have been spelled out in the Presi
dent’s memorandum transmitting the text to the Senate,  ̂ and in the 
letter from Secretary Vance to the President recommending such 
transmittal.® I will attempt here only to review the main foreign policy 
and national security aspects of the convention. Admiral Davies will 
discuss some of the details of the convention and the negotiating 
background.

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY, NATIONAL SECURITY INTERESTS

The convention aims at foreclosing possible future exploitation of 
environmental modification techniques for military or any other hostile 
purposes which might have potentially disastrous consequences. It 
seeks to do this by prohibiting uses of those techniques which might 
result in widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of 
destruction, damage or injury to any other State Party. The conven
tion also provides for a consultative mechanism to assist in solving any 
problems with respect to applications of the convention’s provisions. 
Any party may request that the depositary, the Secretary General of 
the U.N., convene the Consultative Committee. Additionally, any party 
that believes another party is in breach of obligations under the con
vention may lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the U.N. 
which the Security Council may investigate.

■ Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 435-437.
’ IMd., i m ,  pp. 89-92.
* Ante, p. 568.
’’ Ante, pp. 544-549.



588 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1^ 8

The convention is relevant to both our commitments concerning arms 
control and our dedication to the principles enunciated at the 1972 
U.N. Conference on the Human Environment at Stockholm. Accord
ingly, it conforms to our foreign policy and international security 
objectives in attempting to achieve a more peaceful and secure world. 
It also conforms to and supports our international environmental ob
jectives of reducing the potential for severe ecological damage.

The convention was negotiated in Geneva by the Committee of the 
Conference on Disarmament. It is an achievement to be added to 
other arms control agreements such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty,® 
Seabed Arms Control Treaty,  ̂ and the Biological Weapons 
Convention.®

Like a number of these agreements, it seeks to prevent the use of 
specific techniques of warfare or specific areas of warfare before these 
techniques or areas are so well-developed as to be unstoppable without 
massive efforts on our part. When added to the framework of these 
and other arms control agreements and the political momentum of 
building upon the continuing restraints against hostile activities, the 
convention is a genuine plus.

SIGNATORIES TO CONVENTION

Since being opened for signature on May 18, 1977, some 50 States 
have signed the convention. Nineteen States, including the United 
Kingdom and the U.S.S.R., have deposited their instruments of rati
fication. We have not yet done so. Only one more State must ratify 
in order to bring the Convention into force. Since the United States 
played such a leading role in the convention, prompt ratification would 
be both desirable and appropriate not only to bring into force an im
portant addition to world stability and security, but also in order for 
the United States to be included among the original parties.

ENVIRONMENTAL WARl'ARE PROHIBITION

At a time when the world is becoming more and more concerned 
about protecting and preserving our enviromment, it is a significant 
step to have negotiated this convention which is aimed at prohibiting 
the manipulation of the environment as a weapon. While the inten
tional 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 actions which 
would cause hitherto inconceivable environmental consequences.

So we believe it wise to outlaw what is commonly called environ
mental warfare, before it has a real chance to be developed significantly 
for military purposes, with potentially disastrous consequences.

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂IMd., m i ,  pp. 7-11.

® Hid., 1972, pp. 133-138.



PICKERING STATEMENT, OCTOBER 3 589

ENVIRONMENTAL MODIFICATION TECHNIQUES FOR PEACEFUL PURPOSES

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 research and develop
ment as well as use of enviTonmental m<odification techniques be dedi
cated to peaceful ends. As we have made clear in the past, we have no 
secrets in this area; our activities in the area of environmental modi
fication are carried out on an open basis and the information is shared 
with otliers. Indeed, we are taking the lead to work out la regime within 
the framework of the World Meteorological Organization for the con
duct of research in weather modification for peaceful purposes.

EFFECT OF CONVENTION

In our view, the effect of the convention should be to eliminate the 
danger of environmental warfare because it prohibits all significant 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques. According to the 
present terms, the convention limits the prohibition to those uses hav
ing widespread, long-lasting or severe effects. In any event, the United 
States will also be prepared to reexamine this limitation on the scope 
of the convention at the review conference which will be held in 5 
years in accordance with article VIII, or before the review conference, 
if there is a clear mandate for doing so.

U .N . DESIGNATED DEPOSITARY FOR CONVENTION

For the first time the Secretary General of the United Nations has 
been designated the depositary for an international arms control con
vention. 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 the nations have demonstrated in the Secretary General and in 
the United Nations.

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION

A final word on additional documentation to be provided to the Sen
ate related to the convention. Based on the stipulation in the legal case 
instituted by the National Resources Defense Council, a draft environ
mental assessment was prepared and made available for public com
ment. A number of comments were received and several of these have 
been incorporated into the final environmental assessment. That docu
ment will be made available to you together with an appendix contain
ing the text of all comments received. [See appendix.]^

In addition, we are preparing short responses to the various com
ments made and they will be provided to you when they are completed.

® An excerpt from the assessment has been included post, pp. 603-607.
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In sum, Mr. Chairman, I believe that this is an arms control agree
ment which should be ratified and I urge the committee and the Sen
ate to act favorably on it as soon as possible.

Statement by the Director of the Department of State Bureau 
of Politico-Military Affairs (Gelb) Before the House Armed 
Services Committee: Indian Ocean Arms Limitation Talks, 
October 3, 1978 ^

Background.

The Indian Ocean region, an area of great diversity, has recently 
become of major economic significance to the United States. A very 
large percentage of the free world’s oil supplies originates in littoral 
states and transits Indian Ocean waters. The importance of the con
tinuing unrestricted flow of oil supplies to the United States and to 
its allies is obvious. Large numbers of U.S. citizens reside in Indian 
Ocean nations, and U.S. companies are rapidly expanding their eco
nomic investment and involvement in the region.

Several U.S. allies, including Australia and members of the Central 
Treaty Organization, border the Indian Ocean. India, the world’s 
largest democracy, is a major littoral state. Three continents border the 
Indian Ocean and there are more than 30 independent nations along 
its shores whose histories, cultures, and political outlooks vaiy greatly. 
It is in our interest to encourage stability in these countries and to 
assist them in their efforts at economic development.

The Indian Ocean has traditionally been a region of low military 
activity. The U.S. military presence is modest, consisting of the three 
ships of our Middle East force and the periodic deployment to the 
region of naval task groups from the Pacific. Our naval and air forces 
participate in exercises with our ANZUS and CENTO partners. Our 
ships periodically conduct routine port visits to many states in the 
area.

The Soviet Union also maintains a fairly low military presence in 
the Indian Ocean, although its interest and political activity there 
have been growing. The Indian Ocean provides the main all-season 
maritime transit route between Soviet ports in the Black, Baltic, and 
Barents Seas and the Soviet Far East. For centuries Eussians have 
wanted a secure southern border and outlet to the sea. Thus the Soviets 
are seeking to increase their political influence in littoral states and to 
maximize regional support for Soviet policies and objectives. We 
would be concerned by any increase in the Soviet military presence in 
the area, especially if it were large scale or extended over a prolonged 
period of time.

D epartm ent of S ta te  Bulletin , Dec. 1978, pp. 54-56.



GELB STATEMENT, OCTOBER 3 591

Reasons for Agreement

Given the important and growing U.S. and Soviet interests in the 
Indian Ocean, there is clearly a potential for a major increase in mili
tary presence. Any increase in the military presence of one side could 
lead to a reactive increase by the others. Stabilizing and perhaps 
eventually reducing military levels would preempt the development of 
an arms race.

An arms limitations agreement of the type we are seeking would 
prevent any increase in Soviet naval force levels in the region, such as 
that associated with recent events in the Horn of Africa. It would pro
hibit the proliferation of military facilities, under the control or pri
mary use of the Soviet Union, in littoral states. We are all aware of 
the concern that was expressed over Soviet use of the port of Berbera 
in Somalia. There are indications that some of their capabilities at 
Berbera are being reestablished at new locations. An agreement would 
minimize concern among our friends and allies over a possible Soviet 
buildup. We have consulted regularly with our friends and allies and 
they support our effort to reach an arms limitation agreement.

Under a stabilization agreement neither the United States nor the 
Soviet Union could increase the size of its military presence in the 
Indian Ocean or significantly alter its pattern of deployments. The 
United States would, accordingly, be free to continue its routine pat
tern of activities. We would maintain the Middle East force and con
tinue our pattern of periodic task group deployments to the Indian 
Ocean. Our ships could continue to transit the area and to make routine 
port calls in littoral countries. We would maintain our facility on 
Diego Garcia. Our military forces would continue to participate in 
military exercises with our ANZUS and CENTO partners. The mili
tary forces of our allies would not be limited by the agreement. In sum 
an agreement would maintain the U.S.-Soviet force balance and would 
permit us to fulfill our security and foreign policy commitments in the 
area.

The effectiveness of our forces would only be called into question if 
tliere were to be significant increases in Soviet naval forces or in their 
base activities—as we witnessed at Berbera and elsewhere. Thus, if we 
could keep the balance as it was and constrain Soviet acquisition of 
bases, it was clearly in our interest to do so.

The only alternative is to match the Soviets if they increased sig
nificantly their military presence. Such a U.S. increase would be pos
sible only through a larger defense budget or by the diversion of exist
ing military assets from other areas where they are currently deployed.

These negotiating goals were the result of an extensive interagency 
review, in which all participated, including the Department of De
fense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, the National Security Council, and the Department of State. 
It was the common judgment that if we could get an agreement along

317-783 0 80 40
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the lines we sought, it would enhance our national security and our 
defense posture.

We also examined why the Soviets might be interested in an agree
ment.

• The Soviets have for years sought to portray themselves as being 
in the forefront of the proponents of arms control. Thus, it would have 
been difficult for them not to agree when President Carter proposed 
discussions on the Indian Ocean.

• They may have hoped to drive a wedge between us and our allies. 
We have been consulting very closely with our friends and allies to 
prevent this.

• The Soviets probably hoped to gain a handle on our construction 
at Diego Garcia, to limit our ability to surge forces into the region 
and to limit other U.S. defense capabilities. They may also have 
wished to preclude any large-scale increase in the level or nature of 
U.S. farces.

Anns Limitcutions Proposals

The potential danger of an arms race has long been recognized. The 
littoral states themselves have sought to limit foreign military activ
ity in the region. This has given rise, since 1971, to efforts within the 
United Nations to create a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean. The 
United States has not been able to support this concept for a variety 
of reasons, although we have taken note of the desires of the littoral 
states to avoid an arms race between external powers. We believe an 
agreement with the Soviets, if reached, would go far to allay the con
cerns of the littoral states.

Congress has also considered this question in connection with re
quests for funds for construction of a military facility on the British- 
owned island of Diego Garcia. In 1975 and 1976 Congress requested 
the Administration to consider taking initiatives with the Soviet 
Union to achieve an agreement mutually limiting their military pres
ence in the Indian Ocean. The previous Administration had replied 
that it did not feel the time was appropriate to take such an initiative.

In March 1977 President Carter initiated contacts with the Soviet 
Union to consider an agreement to limit mutually our military forces 
in the area.

The Negotiations

Negotiations were begun in June 1977 and since then there have 
been four rounds of talks with the Soviets.^ The head of the U.S. dele
gation to these talks has been Ambassador Warnke, Director of 
ACDA. All relevant agencies, including the Defense Department and

 ̂The dates and cities in which the negotiations took place are given in Docu
ments on Disarmament, 1977, p. xxxiii and ante, under List of Principal Organiza
tions and Conferences.
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Joint Chiefs of Staff, have been represented on the delegation and 
have fully participated in all aspects of the talks.

In the negotiations, the United States is seeking to stabilize the 
presence of U.S. and Soviet naval and air forces in the region at the 
approximate level existing when the talks began. We also are prepared 
to consider mutual reductions in force levels during a second phase of 
the talks. Among things the agreement would not cover are the deploy
ment of ground forces or the provision of military equipment to lit
toral states. The agreement would apply only to U.S. and Soviet forces 
in the area and not to the forces of regional states or of other non- 
regional states. We are seeking a bilateral U.S.-Soviet agreement that 
would be of limited duration. Of course any agreement would be sub
mitted to Congress for approval. Any arms limitation agreement must 
be adequately verifiable and we have this very much in mind as we 
develop our positions in the negotiations.

During the four rounds of talks some progress has been made. Be
cause both sides have agreed to maintain the confidentiality of the 
negotiations, I  cannot, in open session, go into the details of our 
discussions.

It is obvious, however, that any agreement would need to address 
several basic issues; for example, what are the boundaries of the 
Indian Ocean, what methods should be used to measure military pres
ence, how should the use of military facilities located in the area be 
limited? These are difficult and complex issues which require major 
efforts by both sides to reach a mutually acceptable solution.

Statics of the Talks

The talks have been in abeyance since February of this year. Our 
thinking has been that Soviet naval operations in support of their 
political activities in the Horn called into question whether we had a 
common understanding of how a stabilization agreement would actu
ally affect the behavior of our two states. I am not talking about politi
cal competition. This will continue. But the intention here was to 
limit the degree to which that competition would be supported by 
military activities. For our part, the way the Soviets supported their 
political activities in the Horn by increasing the level of their naval 
forces in the Indian Ocean was not consistent with a stabilization 
agreement. Unless we understand such an agreement in the same way, 
it would be meaningless.

We have made it absolutely clear to them that any agreement we 
sign will not permit increases in their military presence in the Indian 
Ocean. Their naval forces have recently returned to routine levels.

The Administration remains committed to seeking a sensible and 
verifiable Indian Ocean agreement. We are currently considering the 
question of resuming the negotiations. Of course, we will continue to 
consult closely with the Congress as any agreement emerges.
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Statement by the Director of the Department of State Bureau 
of Politico-Military Affairs (Gelb) Before a Special Panel of 
the House Armed Services Committee: Conventional Arms 
Transfers, October 3, 1978 ^

This is the Administration’s first opportunity since last February 
to testify before the Congress on our approach to multilateral coopera
tion in the restraint of conventional arms transfers (CAT). We 
welcome Congressional interest in this effort and the opportunity to 
appear today before this panel.

We are trying to do what the Congress has asked of various admin
istrations for many years, namely that:

— Ŵe not approve arms transfers reflexively;
—We give adequate consideration to U.S. interests and the long

term implications of transfers; and
— Ŵe seek the cooperation of others to do the same.

In this connection, we note that the recently enacted International 
Security Assistance Act of 1978 exhorts the President to continue and 
to intensify his multilateral restraint efforts. And we are doing this 
with full cognizance of the nature of the present international situa
tion and the complexities of arms transfer issues.

The fact is that we do have real foreign policy and security interests 
to be served by making arms transfers. We also have real interests to 
be served by restraint. What we have tried to do is develop an approach 
that allows us to protect our foreign policy and security interests in 
making transfers, and to bring about restraint where it is in our inter
est to do so.

Let me explain how we see restraint to be in our interest.
Since 1970 Western and Eastern suppliers have made arms transfer 

commitments of about $140 billion to developing countries.
Most of this equipment has not yet been delivered, much less 

absorbed. When these arms are delivered and when the recipients learn 
to use them, they will change the face of world politics. For the first 
time, many states throughout the world will have arms of much the 
same sophistication and quality as those of the few major powers. How 
world politics will change as a result of these deliveries is not clear; 
but it wiLl change, and in the process, our own technological advantage 
will recede.

Our approach to restraint recognizes that we cannot turn back the 
clock. But we can find ways to limit future commitments, as long as 
others are willing to do the same. We intend to continue to make those 
transfers which serve the legitimate defense needs of allies and close 
friends whom we will not disadvantage if their adversaries are being 
Armed. But we do not want to exacerbate local conflicts or contribute

^ACDA files. Mr. Gelb spoke before the Special Panel on Conventional Arms 
Transfers and the Indian Ocean.
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to regional instability where excessive arms transfers can have that 
effect.

When we first addressed the issue of arms transfer restraint, it be
came clear that the United States, as the world’s largest supplier, had 
to take the first step to lend credibility to this effort. We started with a 
ceiling. There have been many difficulties in administering the ceiling, 
but it has been an important tool which provides a benchmark for 
signaling our own restraint on a quantitative basis. The ceiling does 
not apply to our NATO allies, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. 
Rather, it is aimed at limiting transfers principally to the developing 
world where there are many conflicts now, the prospect of more in the 
future, and where resources are scarce. Many arms purchasers in these 
areas would prefer to spend their limited funds for developmental 
purposes, as long as they are not put at a unilateral military dis
advantage. The objective of freeing resources for these purposes has 
been endorsed by Congress for many years.

We also wanted to deal with the qualitative aspects of transfers, so 
we developed guidelines intended primarily to limit the sophistication 
of technology to be exported and to slow the spread of advanced 
weapons.

We have taken the first step. But, as the President indicated in an
nouncing our own policy of restraint, we cannot, through our own 
efforts, bring about meaningful world-wide restraint. The cooperation 
of others is essential if we are to sustain our own efforts.

Thus, the next step in our approach to restraint was to begin work
ing multilaterally with other suppliers and with recipients. We recog
nized from the outset that we were operating in an international en
vironment that had been fundamentally hostile to the idea of re
straint, that we would be engaged initially in a process of persuasion.

Our strategy to obtain multilateral cooperation is based on the need 
to move forward in tandem on three fronts:

— ŵith the Soviets and their allies;
—with major West European suppliers; aaid
—with recipients.

We talked first to our allies, the major European suppliers. They 
said that restraint could pose serious problems for them, not the least 
of which would be the future of their own defense industries. More
over, they rightfully said that ibefore they could consider restraint 
seriously, we would have to be sure that the Soviets were willing to 
cooperate in this enterprise.

So we took our case to the Soviets. Our first meeting with them was 
in December 1977, less that a year ago. By the end of the second 
meeting, in May, they had moved from a totally negative position on 
restraint to agreement with us that unrestrained arms transfers are a 
serious problem, that the problem is urgent, and that it has to be dealt 
with in a concrete way. They also' agreed to meet with us on a regu
larly scheduled basis. In our third bilateral meeting last July, we
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developed a framework for approaohing restraint, a framework for 
subjecting arms transfers to arms control considerations. We also 
agreed to explore some concrete steps that might be taken in the 
near-term.

At the same time that we have been talking with the Soviets, the 
international climate for restraint has been improving through the 
recognition by recipients that restraint could serve their interests. The 
final document of the U.N. Special Session on Disarmament called 
for consultations “among major arms suppliers and recipient coun
tries on the limitation of all types of international transfer of conven
tional weapons.”  ̂ This is the first time that there has been an inter
national blessing for the concept of restraint.

Immediately after the SSOD, the Latin American countries began 
talking among themselyes about the possibilities of developing a re
straint regime for that region. I f this could be achieved in one region, 
it might stimulate other regions to seek a similar approach. We 
strongly support such regional restraint initiatives.

This is, in general, where we stand as we approach our fourth ses
sion with the Soviets, sometime in December. While the Soviets seem 
to be negotiating seriously, we do not yet know whether they will ac
cept actual restraint in arms transfers. We do know, however, that 
they have gone far enough with us that they must have made some 
calculations about what is in it for them.

We can only speculate about these calculations, but it could be that 
the Soviets realize that arms transfers beyond a certain point can 
complicate and can cause serious problems in their relations with the 
United States. They may recognize that they, like us, have had some 
bad experiences as a supplier—^Egypt, Indonesia, Somalia—that they 
have not always achieved what they hoped for politically through arms 
transfers, and that their arms have been used in ways that were not 
intended. They may also calculate that, in the absence of some basis 
for international restraint, the United, States has a far greater capa
bility than the Soviet Union to increase arms transfers. And finally, 
as in any arms control negotiation, they are probably looking for ways 
to cause difficulties between us and our allies and friends. We continue 
to talk to these allies and friends about restraint policy, our discus
sions with the Soviets, and about ways that we might work together.

There are a number of possible outcomes of our efforts to bring about 
restraint of arms transfers. One possibility would be an international 
treaty, although formal agreements probably are not the most effective 
approach to this complicated arms control problem. Other more real
istic possibilities include the development of harmonized national 
guidelines for transfer restraint, such as the London nuclear export 
guidelines,^ and the establishment of restraint arrangements on a 
regional or sub-regional basis. In any event, the process of discussion 
and consultation on restraint provides important benefits in its own

Ante, pp. 411-439.
* Ante, pp. 7-26.
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right. As we go along, we would continue to examine the issue of hoAV 
best to translate restraint objectives into meaningful arrangements.

In seeking to restrain our own arms transfers and in pursuing a 
multilateral restraint strategy, we are fully aware of the enormous 
complexities and difficulties involved.

This is true even given our relatively modest goal of restraining, not 
fundamentally altering, the global pattern of arms transfers. What 
weVe accomplished so far, is to turn a seemingly impossible ta^k into 
one that now looks plausible. Success in this effort is still uncertain, 
but the stakes are important enough to give it serious priority.

Statement by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for 
Security Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye) Before a 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on International Rela
tions: U.S. Policy on Reprocessing of U.S.-Origin Nuclear 
Material, October 3, 1978 ^

I am pleased to be here today to discuss U.S. policy on retransfer 
of U.S.-origin nuclear material for reprocessing in the United King
dom and France. Before discussing the cases which are before us, I 
would like to review briefly how our policy on retransfers relates to our 
broader nonproliferation objectives.

The basic objective of U.S. nonproliferation policy is to develop 
an international framework that will minimize both the incentives 
and opportunities for nuclear proliferation. To this end, we are work
ing toward the d,evelopment of an international regime of norms and 
institutions that will provide the widest possible separation between 
peaceful applications and potential military uses, while enabling coun
tries to meet their energy needs. One key element in bringing about 
such a development is the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evalua
tion (INFCE) which is examining more proliferation-resistant al
ternatives to the present nuclear fuel cycle.

The United States sees INFCE as a cooperative effort to evaluate 
the role of nuclear energy technology in an international context and 
help develop an objective appreciation of the nonproliferation, eco
nomic, and other implications of different fuel cycle approaches. 
INFCE provides a 2-year period in which nations can re-examine 
assumptions and find ways to reconcile their somewhat different assess
ments of the risks involved in and the timescale for commercialization 
of the various aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle. While INFCE has a 
technical cast, it is part of the process of laying a basis for a stable 
international regime to govern nuclear energy through the end of the 
century.

^Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 3979, pp. 44-46. The statement was made 
before the Subcommittee on International Economic Policy and Trade.
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A stable regime should be designed to minimize the global distribu
tion of weapons-usable materials and vulnerable points in the fuel 
cycle while adequately meeting the energy needs of all countries. One 
can visualize five basic norms for a strengthened international regime: 
full-scope safeguards, avoidance of the unnecessary spread of sensi
tive facilities, use of diversion-resistant technologies, multinational 
control of sensitive facilities, and institutions to insure the availa
bility of the benefits of nuclear energy.

The United States does not, of course, have all the answers for how 
a safer nuclear order may be structured, nor are we in a position to 
dictate the norms to be followed. Indeed, success in building a safer 
nuclear order depends critically on the cooperation of other countries. 
It is in this broader context that we look at the specific matter of U.S. 
policy on requests for the retransfer of U.S.-origin material for re
processing in the United Kingdom and France during this 2-year 
period of INFCE.

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1978 sets forth criteria in ad
dition to other requirements of the law to be applied to requests for 
retransfers for reprocessing. The law specifies that:

• With respect to facilities which had not processed power reactor 
fuel assemblies or been the subject of a subsequent arrangement prior 
to March 10, 1978, the Secretary of Energy may not enter into a sub
sequent arrangement for such retransfer for reprocessing of any 
special nuclear material exported by the United States unless, in his 
judgment, and that of the Secretary of State, such reprocessing or 
retransfer will not result in a significant increase of the risk of pro
liferation beyond that which exists at the time that approval is re
quested. Among the factors in making this judgment, foremost 
consideration will be given to whether or not the reprocessing or 
retransfer will take place under conditions that will insure timely 
warning to the United States of any diversion well in advance of the 
time at which the non-nuclear-weapon state could transform the ma
terial into a nuclear explosive device.

• For facilities that have processed power reactor fuel or been sub
ject to a subsequent arrangement prior to March 10, 1978, the Secre
tary of Energy will attempt to insure that such reprocessing or 
retransfer will take place under conditions comparable to those above. ̂

Retrmisfer to the United Kingdom

In both cases now before us, we believe that the above criteria for 
approval are met. In the Tokyo Electric Power Company (TEPCO) 
case we have addressed this question in the revised analysis under sec
tion 131 (b) (2) of the act.

In addition to the requirements of the law, the President has estab
lished policy criteria regarding requests for retransfer for reprocess

" Ante, pp. 118-164.
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ing. Approval of such requests has been on a case-by-case basis when 
there is clear showing of need (i.e. spent fuel congestion), and then 
only provided that the United States retains the right of approval 
over subsequent transfer of the separated plutonium and the request
ing country has made appropriate efforts to expand its spent fuel 
storage capacity. Three approvals have been made under these criteria 
since April 1977.

The Tokyo Electric Power Company request to transfer approxi
mately 24 tons of spent nuclear power reactor fuel to Great Britain 
for reprocessing at Windscale would be the fourth such case. The basis 
for our determination that there is a need for the transfer has been 
spelled out in the analysis forwarded to the committee.

Both Japan and the United Kingdom have also been cooperative in 
nonproliferation areas. Both are parties to the Nonproliferation 
Treaty (NPT),^ both are active participants in the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), in the Nuclear Suppliers Group, 
and more recently in INFCE, and both have a strong political com
mitment to preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons. They 
have both worked to further common nonproliferation objectives.

Furthermore, in connection with INFCE and as reflected in the 
Tokai-Mura communique of last September, Japan stated that it 
shares the view that plutonium poses a serious proliferation danger, 
that its recycle in light-water reactors is not ready at present for 
commercial use, and that its premature commercialization should be 
avoided. Japan also agreed to undertake experimental coprocessing 
work at its operational test laboratory and, if  such coprocessing is 
found to be technically feasible and effective in light of this work and 
INFCE, to convert the Tokai reprocessing facility to coprocessing at 
the end of the initial period of operation. In addition, Japan has 
agreed to defer the construction of its planned plutonium conversion 
facility at Tokai-Mura for 2 years and is now studying possible al
terations for a combined uranium/plutonium product. Japan is also 
working with the IAEA at the Tokai reprocessing facility to test the 
application of advanced safeguards instrumentation.

This is not to say that our policies and those of the other countries 
involved in these transfers are always identical. There was, for ex
ample, a frank difference of opinion between the United States and the 
United Kingdom over the timing of the Windscale/Thorp project, 
with the United States preferring deferral of the project at least 
pending the outcome of INFCE. As the committee knows, the project 
has not been deferred. However, in parliamentary debate supporting 
the project, the British Government noted that, since actual construc
tion of the reprocessing plant itself would not begin before 1981 or 
1982, the design could still be adjusted to accommodate any results 
of INFCE.

® D ocuments on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Finally, we believe that the proposed retransfer for reprocessing 
will not result in a significant increase in the risk of proliferation, 
with due consideration of whether we would have timely warning of 
any diversion well in advance of the time at which the non-nuclear- 
weapon state could transform the diverted material into a nuclear 
explosive device. We believe this conclusion is supported, among other 
considerations, by the nonproliferation credentials of the countries 
involved, by where the reprocessing will occur, and by the fact that 
the derived, plutonium may not be returned to Japan or transferred 
to another country without specific U.S. consent.

Retransfer to Franccr

The second case which I would like to discuss with you today, the 
request by Japan’s Kansai Electric Power for the transfer of 29 tons 
of spent fuel to France for reprocessing in the existing UP-2 Cogema 
facility differs from the cases previously approved. While it meets 
all other aspects of our approval criteria, it is not based on a spent 
fuel storage congestion problem. For this reason, the matter was for
warded to the President with a recommendation of the State Depart
ment, Department of Energy, and Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency that our nonproliferation objectives would be best served by 
approval. The President agreed with this recommendation.

Kansai and the Japanese Government have asked for approval of 
this transfer on the basis that the contract concerning the shipment 
was concluded in 1975, before the current U.S. policy had been enun
ciated ; that public assurances had been given to the local community, 
on the basis of the contract, that the spent fuel would be transferred; 
and that it will have to pay substantial financial penalties if the spent 
fuel does not move on schedule. Although the utility was aware that 
U.S. approval for the retransfer would be required to fulfill the con
tract, it could not have foreseen that U.S. policy would change from a 
permissive policy on retransfers to a policy where approval would be 
granted only as a “last resort.”

The executive branch has carefully weighed all aspects of this mat
ter and has determined that approval would best serve U.S. non
proliferation and broader foreign policy interests. This decision does 
not represent any basic change in the U.S. view of reprocessing. Be
quests for retransfers for reprocessing will continue to be considered 
on their merits and on a case-by-case basis, giving primacy to the test 
of “need.”

However, the President has decided that the Administration will 
consider approval of this limited set of requests that involve contracts 
predating 1977 if the requesting country is actively cooperating in 
exploring more proliferation-resistant methods of spent fuel disposi
tion and if approval would directly further nonproliferation objec
tives. In this regard we have Japanese agreement to join the United
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States in discussions of possible international spent fuel storage cen
ters. These discussions will complement studies in the United States 
and INFCE on developing spent fuel storage regimes, something that 
is essential if we are to be successful in deferring reprocessing.

U,S, Considerations

In every case, we would continue, among other things, to retain a 
veto over transfer of plutonium. This limited change in our policy was 
explained to the countries concerned when we notified them of the 
decision on the TEPCO and Kansai requests.

We have added “pre-existing contracts” as a factor to be considered 
in approving reprocessing for the following reasons.

• As the President made clear in his April 7, 1977, statement, our 
policy has never assumed that ongoing activities in the United King
dom, France, West Germany, and Japan would be “turned off” dur
ing INFCE.^ The INFCE communique provides that INFCE will be 
carried out without jeopardizing other countries’ fuel cycle policies or 
international cooperation, agreements, and contracts.®

• Holders of reprocessing contracts entered into prior to current 
U.S. policy can argue with some justification that they have been 
caught in the middle when the rules changed. This modification will 
allow us to take this factor into consideration while we continue to 
encourage the expansion of spent fuel storage capacity.

• Only four countries have reprocessing contracts which predate 
our policy (Japaai, Switzerland, Sweden, and Spain). Moreover, sev
eral of the concerned facilities are expanding their spent fuel storage 
capacities (in part due to our urging in previous retransfer ap
provals). This will limit the number of requests we are faced with 
during the INFCE period.

Most importantly, our approach to such reprocessing requests is 
inextricably related to achievement of a fundamental objective of our 
nonproliferation strategy that I described above: the development of 
an international consensus on norms for a more proliferation-resistant 
framework for nuclear energy. Achieving this objective depends on 
the cooperation of other countries. The results of INFCE are begin
ning to be shaped and total inflexibility now in dealing with key par
ticipants is likely to give us less influence over the shape of the 
outcome.

Thus we believe that this interim approach to handling requests for 
reprocessing in the United Kingdom and France during the INFCE 
period is consistent with our longer term nuclear nonproliferation ob
jectives and, at the same time, affords sufficient protection against the

iS77, pp. 219-220.
p. 655.
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erosion of our policy on reprocessing. To take the alternative course, 
would, in our view, have weakened the prospects for developing the 
cooperative framework on which the achievement of our larger non
proliferation objectives depends.

SpeTvt Fuel Storage in U.S.

The example the United States sets in its own programs is also key 
to effective pursuit of our nonproliferation program. In this context I 
would like to address the questioaris of spent fuel storage in the United 
States, in particular the development of an away-from-reactor (AFR) 
spent fuel storage capacity to implement the President’s spent fuel 
policy announced in October 1977.

On March 13, 1978, the President established an interagency nu
clear waste management task force to formulate recommendations for 
Administration policy with respect to long-term management of nu
clear wastes. This interagency task force is chaired by the Department 
of Energy and includes State and other concerned agencies.

The task force is now in the process of preparing a draft report for 
the President which we expect to circulate for public comment in early 
October. Early availability of additional AFR capacity would demon
strate concrete progress in our domestic program and is highly desir
able if we are to focus international attention on alternatives to re
processing, including the economic and technical feasibility of stor
ing spent fuel in the imterest of common nonproliferation goals.

In addition to this task force, we continue to argue in INFCE that 
spent fuel can be stored safely and securely for long periods and that 
reprocessing is not a requirement for effective waste management. 
While we have not made any specific commitments, direct or indirect, 
regarding acceptance of foreign power reactor spent fuel in the 
United States, and are mindful that the law would require congres
sional review of any such commitment, we are continuing to discuss 
the possibility of multilateral and bilateral waste management ques
tions with other countries.

Long-term solutions to all the complex problems we face in regard 
to nuclear energy will require international cooperation. The policy 
that I have described today is designed to strengthen the prospects 
for such cooperation.

Svmmary

In closing, I would like to summarize this policy. For the interim 
INFCE period, we will approve retransfer for reprocessing on a case- 
by-case basis under the following carefully defined conditions.

• Requests involving a clear showing of need (i.e. spent fuel con
gestion) will continue to be approved on a case-by-case basis if the re
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questing country has made appropriate efforts to expand its spent 
fuel storage capacity;

• Requests not meeting the physical need standard, but involving 
contracts predating 1977, such as the Kansai request, will be consid
ered for approval on a case-by-case basis if the requesting country is 
actively cooperating in exploring more proliferation-resistant meth
ods of spent fued disposition and approval will directly further major 
nonproliferation objectives;

• We will continue to require prior U.S. approval over the subse
quent transfer, including return to the country which has title to the 
material, of any plutonium resulting from the reprocessing.

Environmental Assessment for the Environmental Modification 
Treaty [Extract], October 12, 1978"

•5. Effects on the Environment of Activity Prohibited Under the 
Convention

As described in detail in Section 1 of this assessment, the Conven
tion prohibits, generally, the military or any other hostile use of en
vironmental modifi'Cation techniques having widespread, long-lasting 
or severe effects as the means of destruction, damage or injury; for 
example, this applies to the creation of the phenomena listed in the 
Understanding related to Article II, such as earthquakes and 
tsunamis.

If it were feasible to generate these phenomena in the course of an 
armed conflict, they could cause very substantial damage to the en
vironment. For example, the generation of earthquakes and tidal 
waves and the generation or steering of severe storms would directly 
cause serious loss of life and property damage, and indirectly cause 
damage to the natural environment through flooding or destruction of 
dams, pipelines, and similar manmade structures. The destruction of 
all or part of the ozone layer could cause serious injury to animal and 
plant life through an increase in the level of ultraviolet radiation 
reaching the surface of the earth. A significant increase in precipita
tion over a given area could cause heavy flooding, with resultant loss

^Environmental Modification Treaty: Hearing Before the Committee on For
eign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on 
Ex. K, 95-2, Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile 
Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, pp. 93-95. A draft environmental 
assessment was prepared as a result of the legal case instituted by the National 
Resources Defense Council. A number of comments were received, and several 
of these were incorporated in the final statement, a portion of which is printed 
here. None of the appendixes is printed here.
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of life, property damage, ajnd damage to crops, natural vegetation and 
animal life; a decrease in precipitation over a similar area could cause 
severe drought, with resultant destruction of crops, natural vegeta
tion and animal life. The use of defoliants could destroy large areas 
of crops and natural vegetation, and severely affect human and animal 
populations which depend on them. However, for the various reasons 
cited below, it is not possible at the present time to attribute any par
ticular environmental consequences to the prohibition of the use of 
these techniques.

With respect to weather modification, the U.S. military did engage 
in an extensive effort to disrupt movements of troops and supplies in 
Southeast Asia by means of cloud seeding to enhance precipitation. 
However, the effects of this seeding operation (most widely known as 
“Project Popeye”), are, in fact, uncertain. This is demonstrated by 
the report on the rainmaking program conducted by the Uinite>d 
States in Southeast Asia from 1967 to 1972 (see Appendix B ), which 
describes the result of the program as follows:

While this program had an effect on the primitive road condi
tions in these areas the results were certainly limited and unverifi
able. It was conducted because of its apparent contribution to the 
interdiction mission and the relatively low program costs.

An operation such as this is almost unique to this area of the 
world. Rainfall can be significantly induced only where and when 
there are natural occurrences of heavy rains. Furthermore, induced 
rain can have a significant interdiction effect only where the lines of 
communication are relatively primitive.

Both of these conditions existed in the operating areas in South
east Asia and, as noted, even here program effectiveness cannot be 
conclusively established.

Popeye is apparently the only example of an attempted use of 
weather modification for military or other hostile purposes, and 
Popeye suggests that it would be impossible to predict the environ
mental effects of the use of such techniques elsewhere. As has been 
demonstrated in numerous weather modification projects carried out 
in this country, the effects are usually small and are difficult to quan
tify. In any event, if future advances in the technology of precipitation 
modification should make this technology so effective as to cause wide
spread, long-lasting or severe effects in a militarily useful way, its 
use would be prohibited.

The use of herbicides by the U.S. military is the subject of a report 
by the National Academy of Sciences, prepared pursuant to Public 
Law 91-441 of 1970, and published under the title “The Effects of 
Herbicides in Vietnam.”  ̂ A comment on the principal findings of 
the report and their significance is found in Appendix C. As noted 
therein . . Damage due to bombing and shelling, whether or not it

 ̂National Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C., 1974. [Footnote in original.]
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was associated with herbicide treatment, may well be the most serious 
and long lasting of all of the war impacts on the inland forest.”  ̂
The specific question of whether the Convention would prohibit the 
use of herbicides as an environmental modification technique for up
setting the ecological balance of a region was raised during the CCD 
negotiations and was answered in the affirmative. The Convention 
would prohibit such use of herbicides as the means of destruction, 
damage, or injury if the effects were widespread, long-lasting, or 
severe. An upset of the ecological balance of a region through the use 
of such techniques would, at a minimum, have widespread effects.

It is, however, unlikely in any event that the use of chemical herbi
cides on a widespread scale would occur in any armed conflict in the 
foreseeable future. As indicated by the adoption of Eesolution 2603 
of the U.N. General Assembly in 1969,̂  the great majority of parties 
to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 (on the Prohibition of the Use in War 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare)® believed that the Protocol prohibited the use 
in armed conflict of chemical herbicides. The United States has never 
accepted that interpretation, but in 1975, in connection with U.S. ratifi
cation of the Protocol, President Ford renounced as a matter of na
tional policy the first use of herbicides in war except use, under 
regulations applicable to their domestic use, for control of vegetation 
within U.S. bases and installations or around their immediate defen
sive perimeters.®

Apart from the techniques of weather modification and defoliation, 
no other uses of environmental modification techniques having wide
spread, long-lasting or severe effects have been identified which seem 
suitable for effective military use in the foreseeable future. As in
dicated in the previous section, no credible techniques have been 
developed or identified for generating earthquakes, tidal waves, hur
ricanes and the like under wartime conditions in a manner which is 
sufficiently predictable and controllable to serve as effective weapons 
or whose military applications could not be accomplished more effec
tively with current weapons systems. In any event, even if such tech
niques were developed, it is unlikely that the effects of such hypotheti
cal weapons could be made sufficiently discriminate, and proportionate 
to their military advantages, to comply with the laws of war.

Ejfects on the Environment of Activity Not Prohibited Under the 
Convention

The Convention deals only with the hostile use of environmental 
modification techniques as a means of destruction, damage or injury 
to another State Party. Thus it does not deal with the use of conven-

 ̂Envirowmental Modification Treaty: Hearing . . p. 123.
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 716-719. 
® The text of the protocol is included ibid,, pp. 764-765.
“ lUd., 1975, pp. 5-6.
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tional weapons or warfare, which of course could cause serious environ
mental damage, but which were generally regarded as being outside 
the scope of these negotiations, and are instead governed by the gen
eral laws of war, including the Protocols to the Geneva Conventions 
of 1949.

The Convention likewise does not deal with military uses of en
vironmental modification techniques for purposes other than as a 
means of destruction, damage or injury to the enemy. One possible 
example of this would be the dispersal of fog over friendly airfields 
to facilitate the launching or recovery of aircraft. No such uses have 
been identified which would appear to cause any significant environ
mental damage.

Finally, the Convention would not preclude the hostile use of en
vironmental modification techniques having effects over a smaller 
area, of shorter duration and less severity than set forth in the Un
derstanding related to Article I. Clearly the generation for hostile 
purposes of any of the following phenomena would reasonably be 
expected to cause effects above the threshold, and would therefore be 
prohibited by the Convention: earthquakes; tsimamis; an upset in the 
ecological balance of a region; changes in weather patterns; changes 
in climate patterns; changes in ocean currents; changes in the state 
of the ozone layer; and changes in the state of the ionosphere. This is 
confirmed by the Understanding related to Article II. This leaves only 
precipitation modification and defoliation as environmental modifica
tion techniques which might even hypothetically be used for hostile 
purposes on a scale below the threshold.

As indicated above, the capability does not presently exist to pro
duce predictable and reliable changes in precipitation on any scale. 
Even if it were to become possible reliably to engage in such efforts 
limited as required by the threshold, it is not clear that such efforts 
would have significant military utility, since any serious or significant 
disruption or harm to human life, natural and economic resources or 
other assets would be precluded. Accordingly, it is not clear that the 
theoretical possibility of precipitation modification efforts having 
predictable effects below the threshold could ever be translated into 
a practical technique of warfare.

Similarly, it is possible to imagine uses of defoliation techniques in 
armed conflict as a means of destruction, damage or injury to the 
enemy. However, under the Convention, the hostile use of defoliants 
as an environmental modification technique would be prohibited if it 
caused effects over several hundred square kilometers, or for a period 
of months, or having any serious or significant disruption or harm 
to human life, natural and economic resources or other assets. Further
more, as indicated above, most countries regard the use of chemical 
defoliants in war as a violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and 
the United States has renounced the first use of herbicides in war ex
cept for control of vegetation within the U.S. bases and installations 
or around their immediate defensive perimeters.
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5. Swmnary of Effects of this Convention

This Convention will have no immediate effect on the environment: 
at present no reliable environmental modification techniques with 
demonstrable military utility have yet been identified, with the pos
sible exception of uses of defoliants which have been renounced by 
the United States. It is not possible at this time to identify any par
ticular long-term effects of the Convention on the environment; if 
there are any long-term effects, they will be beneficial.

However, it is important to foreclose any possibility of the future 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques having wide
spread, long-lasting or severe effects, and to discourage the develop
ment of such techniques. This the Convention will do.

Report on a Comprehensive Test Ban by a Panel of the House 
Armed Services Committee [Extract], October 13, 1978^

C o n c l u s io n s  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a t io n s

The panel, having considered the available facts, offers the following 
conclusions and recommendations:

Conclusions

1. There are both political and military risks involved in a com
prehensive test ban which (a) extends for a fixed period of 3 to 5 
years, and (b) permits no weapons testing. The political risks involve 
the perceptions of U.S. friends and allies and those of other countries 
of the continued commitment of the United States to peace through 
strength. Other political risks involve the possibility that an unpre
dictable problem in one or more strategic nuclear weapons might 
develop which would require testing and U.S. withdrawal from the 
treaty. A predictable political risk is the perhaps justifiable cynicism 
with which the nonweapon states would view such an agreement. 
The political effects of the treaty may well be more harmful to the 
nonproliferation goals of the United States than helpful.

The military risks of a comprehensive test ban cannot be ignored. 
These risks would increase with time and would become severe if a 
CTBT were to be extended for political reasons. While the military

'‘E jects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on United States National 
Security Interests: Report of the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military Ap~ 
plication of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services^ 
Hou^e of Representatives, With Dissenting and Supplementary Views, Ninety- 
fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 95-90, pp. 9-11.

317-783 0 80 41
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risks could be partially hedged by safeguards, no safeguards were 
specified to the panel and there is no assurance that they would be 
supported while a CTBT is in force. The test ban would amount to a 
policy of U.S. self-denial of scientific and technical information about 
existing and new weapons. At the same time, the United States could 
never be sure whether the Soviet Union was following a similar policy.

The panel is of the opinion that the political reasons advanced 
in support of a CTBT are largely illusory. However, if the expected 
nonproliferation results were certain, these benefits would not justify 
the military risks involved. Such a treaty would not stop prolifera
tion, and probably would not discourage such practices. While the 
CTBT agreement is not final, a treaty based on the current structure 
now being negotiated in Geneva would be only cosmetic and would 
not be in the best national interest of the United States.

2. The opinions of the technical and military experts within the 
Department of Energy (then EEDA), the Department of Defense, 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, were apparently not sought in connection 
with the original decision to seek a comprehensive test ban which 
would prohibit all testing. Thus, the United States became locked into 
a formula which largely ignores the military and technical problems 
involved. It appears that these problems were not brought to the 
President’s personal attention until some 8 months after formal 
negotiations began in Geneva. In view of the military and technical 
concerns, the President apparently had two choices: To shorten the 
term of the agreement or to retreat from the principle of comprehen
siveness. In choosing the former, in the opinion of the panel, he chose 
the worst of both the political and military worlds. This choice does 
little to reduce the military risks of a test ban, while opening a possible 
treaty to political criticism as a poor arms control measure.

3. A CTBT, which could affect the reliability of U.S. nuclear 
weapons, should be carefully considered in the context of the SALT II 
and MBFR negotiations which would limit and restrict weapons 
delivery systems. Such an agreement should also be considered within 
the context of the existing and probable future balance of U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. conventional and nuclear forces. It seems illogical, on one 
hand, to subscribe to statements that U.S. nuclear weapons are 
“indispensable” to NATO while, on the other hand, the United States 
would enter into an agreement which would put those same weapons 
at risk.

4. A comprehensive test ban would present verification problems 
magnitudes greater than the unratified threshold test ban treaty. 
These verification problems would be further complicated by the re
quirement to more closely monitor and analyze events in many coun
tries other than the U.S.S.R., which might become parties to a CTBT. 
While testing is not a requirement for the fabrication of a fission-type 
nuclear weapon, secret testing would be virtually impossible to detect
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in outer space and low-yield testing by the Soviet Union would be 
most difficult to prove. Even in cases where the United States might 
identify a seismic event as a nuclear test, there could be no confirma
tion unless the Soviet Union or other country cooperated in the loca
tion of the exact site suspected and in drilling operations to confirm 
the presence or absence of radioactive debris. To the extent that the 
United States would be unable to prove whether a nuclear test has 
taken place, a CTBT would depend upon the faith and trust in the 
leaders of the U.S.S.E.

Recornmendatioiis
1. In order to bring a possible test ban treaty into agreement with 

the President’s stated strategic and nonstrategic military policies, and 
his arms control policies, the panel reconmiends that any such treaty 
provide for weapons tests of sufficient yield to assure the reliability of 
U.S. strategic and tactical nuclear weapons. The panel reconmiends 
that any treaty provide for testing equivalent to a seismic indication 
of 10 kilotons in hard rock.

2. The panel recommends that no test ban should be agreed to by 
the United States until a strategic arms limitation agreement (SALT) 
has been ratified with the advice and consent of the Senate. Also, the 
full implications of a possible mutual and balanced forces reduction 
(MBFR) agreement should be assessed. SALT limitations on strategic 
weapons and possible withdrawals of weapons from NATO under a 
MBFR could alter the balance of strategic and theater forces to the 
extent that a test ban of any type would not be prudent.

3. It is essential that any t^ t ban treaty should not, in fact or in 
perception, grant a military advantage to the U.S.S.R. In addition, 
any such agreement should include mandatory and technically feasible 
onsite inspection rights.

4. The panel recommends that the President announce a program 
of safeguards which he is prepared to institute and support during the 
existence of a test ban, including the m'aintenance of scientific and 
technical expertise in the design and modification of U.S. nuclear 
weapons. So that the people and the Congress will clearly understand 
the rights and obligations of the United States with respect to any 
test ban, verification procedures should be made public.

5. To more carefully control the spread of thermonuclear weapons 
technology, the President should more closely control the exportation 
and dissemination of related technology and information with special 
emphasis on the export of computers and inertial confinement fusion 
technology.

6. The President and the Congress should concentrate on political 
rather than technical solutions to political problems which may result 
in the proliferation of nuclear weapons, recognizing that attempts to 
stifle technology have been historically unsuccessful.
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Dissenting Views of Congressman Cdrr to the Report by a Panel 
of the House Armed Services Committee on a Comprehensive 
Test Ban, October 13, 1978 "

The Soviet Union was winding up its 1962 series of atmospheric 
tests. We were also completing our own series; and the President’s 
sense of the meagemess of their results after the clamor about their 
necessity—all the tests seemed to have proved was the need for more 
tests—made him more determined than ever to bring the whole 
thing to an end.—^Arthur Schlesinger, “A Thousand Days: John F. 
Kennedy in the White House,” p. 8 4̂.

When the SALT-CTB panel began its hearings on the Comprehen
sive Test Ban treaty, I had not formed an opinion on the net merit of 
this treaty. Now that the hearings have been completed, I find myself 
still unable to do so. In contrast to SALT, where the need is clear and 
immediate and the opposing arguments self-evidently spurious, the 
need for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty is less dramatic and there 
remain significant questions to which satisfactory answers are not in 
hand.

The principal problem is the nonexistence of a body of opinion 
which is both informed and unbiased. On the one hand, we have the 
Nation’s nuclear weapons bureaucracy, technically competent but im
placably hostile to any form of effective arms control and brothers 
under the skin to Edward Teller, who told Congress a decade and a 
half ago that “If you ratify this treaty (the atmospheric test prohibi
tion, which has been an unqualified success) you will have given away 
the future safety of this country.” On the other hand, we have the 
Nation’s arms control bureaucracy, which to my mind has not exor
cised all of the objections raised by the treaty opponents.

As a solution, perhaps the President should convene a committee 
made up of all U.S. Nobel laureates in physics, to study and report on 
the key questions of verification and of the performance degradation 
to be expected from a CTB. Even if such a committee were to issue 
a divided report, such a report would doubtless illuminate the several 
corners of this issue which remain murky at present.

While I must, for reasons I will explain below, reject many of the 
conclusions and arguments of the panel’s report, I would not want to 
suggest that I view the report as worthless. It contains a wealth of 
useful background material and is a comprehensive statement of the 
case against the CTB. Particularly commendable is the effort made in 
the introductory sections to distinguish between fact and opinion, a 
practice which is, to my knowledge, unique in the history of House 
Armed Services Committee reports.

^Effects of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on Vnited States National Seen- 
rity Interests: Report of the Panel on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and Military Application 
of Nvclear Energy SuJ)Committee of the Committee on Armed Services, House of 
Representatives, With Dissenting and Supplementary Views, Ninety-fifth Con
gress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 95-90. pp. 38-47.
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I. D e g r a d ed  R e l i a b i l i t y : L i a b i l i t y  or A s s e t ?

The central fault in the panel’s report is its assumption that arms 
control necessarily involves a sacrifice of military security for the 
sake of political beneJ&ts, and that the only question of significance is 
the balance between the military loss and the political gain.

This assumption is false. While the possibility of degradation of 
military security as a consequence of CTB does exist, the possibility 
of augmentation of military security also exists, and is in fact more 
probable.

Consider, for example, the question of the loss of reliability which 
might accrue as a result of CTB. The panel report discusses the prob
ability of such loss in some detail, but always under the assumption 
that such loss would be undesirable.

This assumption is highly debatable, and is more probably false 
than true. In the course of the hearings, a military witness was asked 
whether, given the fact that we expect a strategic nuclear conflict 
to begin with a Soviet first strike against the United States, is it not 
true that a mutual loss of reliability would be stabilizing in that it 
would degrade the attacker more than it would degrade the defender ? 
Since the response was rather supeirficial and did not reflect full 
consideration of the problem, I have prepared a series of charts which 
I hope will illuminate this very key point.

In order to focus on the effect of unreliability, let us assume a 
countersilo attack involving one EV per silo with accuracy and yield 
sufficient for 100 peircent kill probability per reliable RV. As a first 
cut, let us assume a CTB which imposes weapon unreliability equally 
upon the attacker and the defender. We thus have the situation, shown 
in chart 1, which was presented to the panel.

We find that the weapons designer’s ideal state of perfect reliability 
leaves us, the defenders, with no surviving missiles and hence no deter
rent and no stability. We find deterrence, surviving defender’s mis
siles, and stability increasing as reliability falls to the .5 level. In the 
reliability region between 1 and .5 we find real post-attack defender’s 
strength increasing as reliability falls, even though pre-attack static 
strength falls with reliability.

It has been argued that chart 1 really thrusts in opposition to a CTB, 
in that deterrence falls with reliability once reliability drops below .5. 
I reject this reasoning; here is why:

First, the probability of reliability falling below .5 in the forseeable 
future seems small.

Second, if reliability should fall that low, confidence in reliability 
estimates would become quite poor. Given a significant chance that his 
reliability would be .1 rather than its advertised .3, and given that such 
a turn of events would expose him to devastating retaliation, all but 
the most irrational attacker would choose an option other than attack.

In any case, chart 1 is an inaccurate presentation of the issue, in that 
it does not take into account the differing nature of force vs. value
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target sets. Since all U.S. ICBM’s are approximately equal in value, 
the attacker’s requirement is linear. That is, if his reliability drops to 
.8, 20 percent of the defender’s capability will survive. In contrast, the 
attacker’s economic base which forms the defender’s retaliatory target 
set is anything but linear. The targets destroyed by the first few 
retaliatory missiles will be major industrial installations worth per
haps tens of thousands of times more than the minor targets which will 
be all that remain for the five-hundredth missile. Thus, the defender’s 
requirement is characterized by strong application of the law of di
minishing returns, and is approximated by chart 2, which was released 
by the Department of Defense in the late 1960’s.

Thus, while a bilateral fall to .8 reliability permits 20 percent of the 
defender’s force to survive and 16 percent to suirvive and function, 
this 16 percent can inflict approximately 95 percent as much counter- 
economic damage as could the defender’s entire original force with 
100 percent reliability.

Chart 3 combines charts 1 and 2, reexamining deterrence in terms 
of the effect of retaliation rather than in terms of nominal input 
capability.

As chart 3 illustrates, the stabilizing deterrent ejffect of unreliability 
is immediate and strong, and maintains itself across the broad proba
ble range of reliability.

Chart 4 demonstrates that the benevolent effect of bilateral imrelia- 
bility predominates, albeit in weakened form, if two or three attacking 
EV’s are used per silo.

Would the warheads of the two superpowers degrade equally in the 
absence of testing? Here the testimony and the panel report do not 
give us clear guidance. On the contrary, they give us clear self- 
contradiction.

On the one hand, we are told that U.S. warheads, which are pushing 
the limits of technology in order to gain high yield-to-weight are, in 
the manner of a racing-car engine, highly subject to deterioration if 
they are not constantly tuned and tested. And we are told that Soviet 
warheads, being less efficient and less elegant will, in the manner of a 
truck engine, maintain their modest performance levels with little or 
no attention. On the other hand, we are told repeatedly that we have 
no evidence that U.S. warheads are technologically superior to their 
Soviet counterparts.

Differential aging effects in the absence of testing is a key CTB 
question. If our reliability can, through superior computer technology, 
be kept higher than the Soviets’, bilateral unreliability is to our ad
vantage. If reliability degrades at the same rate, or if degradation 
rates favor the Soviets to a small or moderate degree, unreliability is 
still to our advantage as the defender. But if differential degradation 
rates favor the Soviets to a large degree, unreliability would of course 
be disadvantageous to us.
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CHART 1
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CHART 2
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CHART 3
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CHART 4
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What are we to make of the contradictory and nonquantified argu
ments of our witnesses and of the panel report ? For my part, I can only 
conclude that our experts will say anything to keep their testing pro
grams alive, and that if we seek truth and national security, we must 
find them in outside opinion. Hence my recommendation for a com
mittee of Nobel physicists.

It is also suggested that loss of confidence (I use the term in the 
statistical rather than psychological sense) in superpower nuclear 
weapons could have the effect of encouraging proliferation, in that 
our allies’ psychological confidence in our nuclear umbrella would be 
reduced.

I find this argument without merit, even if a CTB were to be in 
effect for 500 years. Reliability is one of the most difficult things in 
the world to measure with precision, and what each side does know 
of its own weapons’ reliability is held very close; our allies would not 
be able to estimate our weapons’ reliability with any confidence. More 
importantly, loss of psychological confidence in our nuclear umbrella 
would require a conclusion that a potential aggressor would not 
merely judge U.S. weapon unreliability to be near-absolute, but 
would have such confidence in this judgment that he would volun
tarily stake his nation’s survival on it. This isn’t going to happen 
unless the aggressor is a raving lunatic, in which case he is unlikely 
to be deterred by anything.

II. S a l t  III B e n e f i t

By setting a precedent in which one superpower would establish 
sensing stations on the soil of another, CTB would set a precedent 
which could be extremely useful in SALT III. For two decades, we 
have sought in-country verification access to the Soviet Union. Now 
that it is within our reach, we should not throw the opportunity away 
lightly.

III. V e r e f io a t io n

Verification is probably the knottiest aspect of the CTB. The panel 
report repeatedly refers to 10 kt. as the threshold of verifiability. I 
recall detailed statements from the director of the Los Alamos labo
ratory focusing on a 5-kt. threshold, and ACDA has submitted es
timates which, while unfortunately classified, run much lower, even 
if  maximum possible deception is used. (Note that the most effective 
means of suppressing direct test phenomena involve extensive prepa
rations, which are themselves observable.) The 10-kt. figure appears 
to be a “negotiating position” on the part of the panel. I suppose we 
can’t blame them for trying.

On two occasions the report refers to difficulty we might have in 
‘‘proving” that the Soviets had conducted a test. There is no require
ment for such proof. If we suspect that the Soviets have abrogated the
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CTB, we need not take it to a court of law. Nor must we, in the words 
of the report, “depend upon the faith and trust in the leaders of the 
U.S.S.R.” I f our best judgment leads us to the conclusion that the 
Soviet Union has violated the CTB, we need the approval of no out
side power to denounce the treaty.

IV. P r o l if e r a t io n

One of the principal assets of a CTB is the possibility that it would 
make a nonproliferation treaty more equitable by denying testing priv
ileges to superpowers as well as to presently nonnuclear states, and 
would thereby make it more attractive to the latter. The panel report 
argues that “what evidence is available appears to be to the contrary,’' 
but I do not find the report persuasive in this point.

In general terms, it should be pointed out that proliferation under 
CTB would require a would-be nuclear power either to incur double 
world opprobrium by violating the then-universal nontesting practice 
as well as general nonproliferation policies, or alternatively to build 
weapons without testing, in which case much of the desired political 
impact of its nuclear force would never materialize.

It should also be noted that the panel report plays both ends against 
the middle by arguing simultaneously that (1) “an indefinite zero- 
yield test ban could eventually result in an almost total lack of con
fidence in the U.S. stockpile,” and (2) a minor and relatively primitive 
nation could build and stockpile fission-type weapons and have con
fidence in them even though it had never tested any nuclear weapon.

Turning now to specific countries, it is true that India is a problem, 
and that as long as this problem remains unsolved, Pakistan is a 
potential problem. But while it is also true that the Indian claim that 
it will use nuclear explosions for “mining” is ridiculous, it is also 
significant that India denies possession of nuclear weapons. This in
dicates that India regards ownership of nuclear weapons at least in 
part as a source of shame rather than pride. Therefore, the door is 
open to moral and political pressure against further Indian explosions. 
Such pressure would be greatly increased if superpowers were to initi
ate a CTB.

The report’s assertion that South Africa is unlikely to join a CTB is 
belied by the fact that South Africa was recently persuaded to in
stitute an informal unilateral CTB by abandoning its apparent plan 
for a test.

Israel, with its high technology, real national security threat, 'and 
presumed nuclear stockpile, is a unique case. But the fact that it has 
not tested gives reason to assume it would join a CTB. And there is no 
doubt that this would be of significant benefit; the cause of peace in the 
Near East is better served by Israel owning weapons but denying them 
than by Israel flaunting them in the face of its neighbors with a test.

While it is true that Brazil is unlikely to follow a U.S.-CTB initia
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tive, a worldwide CTB with everyone else falling in line would be diffi
cult to resist.

V. The MBFR C o n n e c t i o n

The panel recommends that “no comprehensive test ban be agreed 
to by the United States until any strategic arms limitation agreement 
and any mutual and balanced forces have been ratified with the advice 
and consent of the Senate.”

While it is true that all arms control agreements should be viewed in 
light of their interaction with other arms control agreements, there is 
no more apparent reason for placing a CTB chronologically after 
SALT and MBFE than there is for placing it before them, nor does the 
panel offer evidence or arguments in support of its position.

As everyone knows, MBFR is a farce going nowhere. There is 
presently no visible reason to expect an MBFR agreement to be 
concluded in the [near?] future, or even after that. To suggest, there
fore, that MBFR be a prerequisite for CTB, and to suggest it without 
a shred of supporting evidence, is a transparent debating ploy good 
only for yuks.

VI. P u b l ic  V e r if ic a t io n  P r o c e d u r e s

I concur in the panel’s recommendation that all verification pro
cedures be public rather than secret.

VII. T h e r m o n u c l e a r  T e c h n o l o g y  D i s s e m i n a t i o n

I concur in the panel’s recommendation that thermonuclear weapons 
technology and related technologies be very tightly controlled and 
confirmed.

VIII. ‘‘I t  H a s n V  B e e n  D o n e , T h e r e f o r e  I t  C a n ’t  B e  D o n e ”

The panel recommends “The President and the Congress should 
concentrate on political rather than technical solutions to political 
problems which may result in the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
recognizing that attempts to stifle technology have been historically 
unsuccessful.”

I most emphatically do not concur in this recommendation, nor in 
its preposterous assumption that what has not been done in the past 
cannot be done in the future. It is tragic that those who have the most 
commendable “can do” attitude toward technical problems have an 
attitude toward political problems roughly equivalent to “if man had 
been meant to fly we’d have been born with wings.”

Precedents are being broken every day. We had better keep on 
breaking them, particularly the precedent of periodic superpowers 
wars. We need the support of our technical experts in this effort; if 
they are unable or unwilling to help, we would be best advised to get 
some new experts.
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IX. N e w  W e a p o n s  F or ev er

The panel report claims a CTB would drive nuclear weapons 
designers into other fields. Assuming the treaty is verifiable, pre
sumably the same thing would happen in the Soviet Union, and, 
while the directors of the weapons laboratories may regret any reduc
tion in the number of buttons on their telephones, the Nation would 
profit from the channeling of scientific talent into more productive 
pursuits.

While the threat of breakout is a theoretically interesting point, 
there seems little real significance in it. It seems impossible to con
ceive of a Soviet breakout in warhead design which could give them a 
diplomatically exploitable superiority, much less one which could do 
so before a U.S. crash program could reconstitute its design team and 
match the breakout.

The panel is ambiguous on the question of confidence testing of 
existing weapons.

On the one hand, it cites testimony that there have been 12 in
stances in which testing has been required to correct problems in 
existing weapons. (It does not, however, state whether the problems 
could have been diagnosed and cured, albeit at greater expense and 
with reduced side benefits, by other means.)

On the other hand, the report concedes that it “may be true” that 
U.S. nuclear stockpiles can be maintained without proof testing. But 
it insists that testing is needed for other purposes, principally the 
development of new or improved weapons.

Prevention of the development of new nuclear weapons is precisely 
the purpose of this treaty. Having studied the neutron warhead 
controversy in some detail, I am well aware that in some cases a new 
warhead technology can be stabilizing and de-escalatory. But in most 
cases, the reverse is true.

There are those who see utopia as including a succession of newer 
and technologically more elegant nuclear weapons, stretching away 
endlessly into the future. The CTB is not for them.

But most Americans see their ideal world as one in which we can 
turn our intellectual and material resources to more beneficial pur
poses. Assuming the outstanding verification and aging problem 
can be resolved in a satisfactory manner, this treaty will be for us.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, October 19, 1978 ^

We are met here to renew debate in this Committee on questions 
basic to the survival and prosperity of mankind. These are not new

' A /C .1/33/PV.9, pp. 2-15.



FISH ER  STATEMENT, OCTOBER 19 621

questions. We have reasoned long together in past years in search of 
ways to minimize the risk and destructiveness of armed conflict and to 
assure that the resources, both human and material, that have been de
voted to the means of war are progressively redirected to man’s social 
and economic betterment.

The obstacles we face remain awesome. The accumidation of arms, 
both by developed and developing countries, continues largely un
checked ; the antipathies and fears which at once drive the arms race 
and are driven by it have not abated; and technological progress both 
enhances the destructive potential of armaments and makes more dif
ficult the task of achieving balanced, verifiable agreements to limit and 
reduce them.

Yet the response of the world community to the challenge of arms 
control and disarmament is probably more vigorous and promising 
now than it has ever been. The United States, for its part, is engaged 
in a programme of negotiations of unprecedented scope, variety and 
import.

Since we last met in this Committee, the community of nations has 
passed an important milestone in its quest for a better and safer 
world: the first special session of the United Nations devoted to dis
armament. Vice-President Mondale, addressing representatives to the 
special session shortly after its opening, called it “a symbol of hope”.̂  
Looking back at the accomplishments of the special session, I think 
we may now fairly say that it has also given cause for hope.

At the special session consensus agreement was reached on a pro
gramme of action which covers a broad spectrum of disarmament is
sues—a remarkable and precious achievement. Practical measures were 
agreed upon to strengthen the multilateral machinery for disarma
ment deliberations and negotiations. For all who participated in the 
session there was a raising of consciousness, both of our varying per
spectives and emphases in the search for ways to control and reduce 
arms, and of our shared responsibility for the process.^

In his statement to the plenary General Assembly, Secretary Vance 
spoke of what the United States regards as another important achieve
ment of the special session: the decision by several nuclear Powers to 
give assurances about the non-use of nuclear weapons in order to 
strengthen the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.^

In the case of the United States—and I suspect the same is true of 
some of the other nuclear-weapon States as well—this decision was 
taken as a direct consequence of the raised consciousness to which I 
have just referred. In October 1977, President Carter declared before 
this Assembly that the United States would not use nuclear weapons 
except in self-defence—a guarantee that no nation need fear being

® The Vice President’s address is printed ante, pp. 323-332.
® The Final Document of the special session is printed ante, pp. 411-439. 
" Ante, pp. 583-584.
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made the victim of nuclear aggression or blackmail by the United 
States.®

Before and during the special session, my Government gave careful 
thought to what further assurance the United States might provide 
those nations which have forsworn nuclear weapons. Vice President 
Mondale told the special session that we were there “to listen to the 
voices of other nations” as well as to speak our own views. We did lis
ten, and one result, decided upon after careful review of our security 
requirements and our alliance commitments, was the further elabora
tion of the United States position on security assurances announced 
by Secretary Vance on 12 June, an elaboration which built substan
tially upon President Carter’s earlier statement. Secretary Vance 
stated that the President declared:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any non- 
nuclear-weapon State party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 
or any comparable internationally binding commitment not to ac
quire nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of an attack on the 
United States, its territories or armed forces, or its allies, by such a 
State allied to a nuclear-weapon State or associated with a nuclear- 
weapon State in carrying out or sustaining the attack.®

In speaking to the General Assembly last month. Foreign Minis
ter Gromyko described this pledge and a similar assurance given at the 
special session by the Government of the United Kingdom as “replete 
with all kinds of reservations rendering them valueless”.’' The Govern
ments of non-nuclear-Aveapon States which have given thought to these 
carefully considered, solemn declarations know better. They know that 
their security has been further vouchsafed, that the significance of 
their decision to abjure nuclear Aveapons has been more sufficiently 
acknowledged.

Together, the solemn pledges given by the nuclear Powers during 
the special session represent an important measure of security for the 
non-nuclear-weapon States. For this reason, as Secretary Vance stated 
in the General Assembly on 29 September, the United States believes 
the Security Council should take formal note of them.® At the same 
time we do not believe that these pledges can be forced into a common 
mould. It would be unrealistic to anticipate that a single formulation 
could be found which would be generally acceptable and meet the di
verse security requirements not only of each of the nuclear Powers but 
also of the non-nuclear-weapon States, for many of which relation
ships with specific nuclear States are an essential ingredient of their 
national security.

® The President’s statement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1977̂  pp. 
604-609.

° This and the rest of the Vance statement are printed ante, p. 384.
The Gromyko statement is printed ante, pp. 570-577.

” The Vance statement is printed ante, p. 573.
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My Government also continues to support the concept of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones as a further means of strengthening the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States, as a means of preventing the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, and enhancing stability in regions where appro
priate conditions exist. The United States, with other nuclear Powers, 
has of course already made a treaty commitment not to use nuclear 
weapons against parties to the Treaty of Tlatelolco.®

The achievements of the special session—an agreed Progranmie of 
Action, strengthened multilateral machinery, heightened awareness 
and commitment, broadened security assurances for the non-nuclear- 
weapon States—are cause for encouragement. It is our responsibility 
now to follow up on the conclusions and recommendations of the ses
sion, sharpening the definition of our goals and narrowing our differ
ences over the steps we must take to achieve them.

I think we may take heart at what has already been accomplished in 
the brief three and a half months since the consensus adoption of the 
Final Document. Thanks in large part to the perseverance and diplo
macy of Ambassador Mojsov, President of the thirty-second session of 
the United Nations General Assembly, to whom I join others in paying 
tribute, the membership of the Committee on Disarmament has been 
agreed upon and the Committee will begin its work in January. Draw
ing upon the experience of the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament (CCD), but with a broadened and more representative 
membership, the Committee on Disarmament will provide a continuing 
forum for serious, multilateral negotiation of important disarmament 
issues. We particularly welcome the decision of France to take its place 
in the Committee. We look forward to the day when China too will 
take its place.

Since the special session also, the revived United Nations Disarma
ment Commission (UNDC) has held its organizational meeting. Pend
ing the decision of the General Assembly it will hold its first substan
tive meeting in May and June of next year. The United States looks 
forward to the opportunity the UNDC will give for more extensive 
and profound discussion of the central issues of disarmament comple
menting the resolution-oriented debate of this Committee.

The United Nations study on disarmament and development man
dated by the special session is already under way with good prospects 
of being completed on schedule or earlier.

Nations have nominated a number of truly eminent persons to serve 
on a board which will advise the Secretary-General on aspects of stud
ies to be carried out under the auspices of the United Nations in the 
field of arms control and disarmament.

My own Government has taken steps to implement and seek funding 
for the expanded programmes of peaceful nuclear assistance announced

® The treaty is printed in Documents on D isarm am ent, 1967, pp. 69-83.

317-783 0 80 ^2
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by Vice President Mondale and described in detail by Ambassador 
Young.^®

My Government is pleased also to note the progress made since the 
special session by the nations of Latin America towards coming to 
grips with the problem of controlling conventional arms. While not 
a direct outcome of the special session this reflects the new sense of 
urgency and purpose which the session has given us all. Having al
ready provided the world with a model for regional “suffocation”— 
and here I am borrowing Prime Minister Trudeau’s apt term—of the 
nuclear arms race, Latin Americans have begun a process which the 
United States hopes will provide a model also for restricting the trans
fer of conventional weapons and dealing regionally with other conven
tional arms issues. The United States welcomes and supports these 
efforts.

At this General Assembly we may expect a larger number of resolu
tions dealing with disarmament than ever before. Agreed to by con
sensus, the Final Document of the special session expressed our shared 
vision of the fundamental imperatives of disarmament. It did not, it 
could not, reflect the particular, detailed perspectives and emphases 
which different nations brought to the debate. Many specific proposals 
and suggestions submitted by individual nations did not achieve con
sensus. The Final Document recognized that a number of these de
served to be studied more thoroughly. The United States is prepared 
to give careful consideration to all serious proposals, in this Assembly 
or in other appropriate deliberative and negotiating bodies. That con
sideration will begin here.

For its part, my Government hopes, in particular, that this session 
of the General Assembly will recommend to the Security Council the 
action regarding nuclear non-use assurances about which I have al
ready spoken.

We hope it will also take concrete measures to advance the work 
already under way to develop a system for uniform international 
measurement and reporting of military expenditures and thereby be
gin to build a foundation for negotiated limitation and reduction of 
military budgets. I listened with interest to the suggestion made by 
the Foreign Minister of the Philippines that it would be advisable 
for the pilot test of the reporting instrument of military expenditures 
to have the participation of at least one State from each political 
system or geographical area. This is an interesting idea and deserves 
careful consideration.

We should like to see further attention and impetus given to regional 
approaches to arms control and disarmament, particularly to what 
have been called confidence-building or stabilizing measures, that is, 
measures designed to increase the transparency of military activities,

Ante, pp. 323-332, 379-382.
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reduce the chances of miscalculation, complicate the task of achieving 
surprise in attack and alleviate the conditions of mutual ignorance 
in which force postures are based on worst-case estimates of what 
others are doing.

We are conJfident also that this Assembly will give appropriate 
recognition and endorsement to preparations for the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty review conference and the biological weapons Convention 
review conference, which are to take place in 1980.̂ ^

In our deliberations here we have an obligation not only to follow 
up on the work of the special session but to seek to preserve the unity 
of purpose and vision that was achieved there. This will require re
straint, a willingness to forgo polarizing resolutions which could un
dermine the consensus achieved in the Declarat ion and the Prograrome 
of Action. It will also require patience, a recognition that the dis
armament process is not a sprint, to be completed with short bursts of 
zeal, but a marathon requiring sustained effort. We must all recognize 
the complexity of the process and the futility of grandiose schemes 
which ignore security realities. We hear from some that only ‘‘polit
ical will” is required to achieve sweeping agreements; but an essen
tial element of that political will must be a willingness to provide the 
information about programmes and forces on which concrete, prac
ticable measures of disarmament must be based, and a commitment to 
measures of openness and inspection essential to verify mutual com
pliance with agreements affecting the security, the independence and 
even the survival of nations. We must be prudent in our institution- 
building. The proliferation of structures for which a cogent purpose 
and realistic role have not been clearly defined can only devalue our 
efforts.

Preservation of the shared sense of purpose, broad priorities and 
commitment which I believe was achieved at the special session will 
be vital to the success of our future multilateral efforts in this forum 
and in other's: in the Committee on Disarmament and in the revived 
United Nations Disarmament Conmiission; at the review conferences 
for the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the biological weapons Con
vention; in the continuing work of the International Nuclear Fuel 
Cycle Evaluation; as well as in regional forums already constituted, 
such as the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, or 
in other regional arms forums in prospect. The multilateral disarm
ament calendar is full, the scope of the agenda more inclusive than 
it has ever been.

Disarmament is a universal responsibility. Political interdependence 
and the ubiquity of arms accumulation make it so. At the same time, 
the United States recognizes and accepts the special responsibilities in 
the disarmament process imposed on it by its status as a nuclear-

These treaties are printed in D ocuments on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465,
and iMd., 1972j pp. 133-138.
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weapon State, one of the two principal military Powers and a major 
supplier of arms to other nations.

The United States shares the disappointment that all feel and many 
have expressed that a comprehensive test ban has not yet been achieved. 
Despite the complexity of these negotiations we are making steady 
progress towards an agreement which will ban any nuclear-weapon 
test explosion in any environment, an agreement which will include 
as an integral part of the treaty a protocol prohibiting nuclear ex
plosions for peaceful purposes, an agreement which will apply equally 
to all States parties, those with nuclear weapons as well as those with
out them, and an agreement which we hope will achieve the widest 
possible international adherence.

At the United Nations special session on disarmament Vice-Presi
dent Mondale put forward a set of what he called “bold objectives 
and realistic steps” to guide our arms control efforts. The Director of 
the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Mr. 
Warnke, described in detail the steps the United States is already 
taking, in negotiations currently under way, including those on the 
limitation of strategic arms and on a comprehensive test ban.̂  ̂ Sec
retary Vance also spoke of progress in the strategic arms limitation 
(SALT) negotiations in his statement before the General Assembly 
on 29 September of this year.

The hope has been expressed that the negotiators in the ongoing bi
lateral and trilateral negotiations would be able to set dates for the 
successful conclusion of these negotiations. The statement that I am 
just completing does not offer any promise as to precisely when these 
negotiations will be concluded. This is not out of neglect but rather 
due to the realities of international negotiations. Experience has 
shown that in international negotiations on issues of importance and 
concern to each member of the international community an attempt to 
prescribe in advance a set deadline is more apt to be counter-productive 
than helpful. Therefore, the United States is not able, at this time, to 
give a specific date for the conclusion of our talks without jeopardizing 
the progress of these ongoing negotiations, the success of which is so 
important to us all.

Nevertheless, I can now report encouraging progress in what is per
haps the most consequential of those negotiations, the SALT II talks 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. There are still a 
number of differences remaining between the sides, but the United 
States is hopeful that as a result of next week’s discussions in Moscow, 
which Secretary Vance and Director Warnke will attend, we shall be 
able to complete a SALT II agreement in the near future.

Today we take up in this Committee the work left to us by the 
special session. As we do so, let me assure you that the United States

Ante, pp. 402-407.
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will not shirk its responsibilities; that its commitment to the objec
tives set forth by Vice-President Mondale and reflected in the Pro
gramme of Action of the special session is unwavering and that it is 
ready to work with all nations to make those objectives a reality.

Indian Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Urgent Need for Cessation of Further 
Testing of Nuclear Weapons, October 20, 1978 ^

The General Assemhly^
Gravely concerned that continued testing of nuclear weapons ex

acerbates the arms race, poses a serious danger to the environment 
and constitutes a grave hazard to the health of present and future 
generations of mankind;

Reiterating its conviction that the cessation of nuclear weapons test
ing in all environments would be a major step towards controlling the 
development and proliferation of nuclear weapons;

Recalling the determination of the parties to the Treaty banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water expressed in that Treaty to continue negotiations to achieve the 
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time;

Recalling its resolutions on the question of nuclear weapon testing 
adopted each year since 1958 by very large majorities and, in particu
lar, resolution 82/78;^

Reafjirrrdng that a comprehensive test ban is a matter of the highest 
priority ;

Recalling the various views expressed by non-nuclear weapon States 
during the tenth special session of the General Assembly that pending 
the conclusion of Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty the world commun
ity would be encouraged if all the nuclear-weapon States refrained 
from- testing nuclear weapons;

Regretting that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
has not been able to conmience negotiations on the Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty due to the non-submission of the joint draft 
treaty expected from the three nuclear-weapon States;

Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States, pending the conclusion of a 
comprehensive test-ban treaty, to refrain from conducting any fur
ther testing of nuclear weapons.

 ̂A/0.1/33/L. 3, Oct. 20, 1978. This draft res. was submitted by Cyprus, Ethio
pia, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Nigeria, Sri Lanka, and Yugoslavia. I t was 
subsequently sponsored also by the Congo, Cameroon, and Zaire, and introduced 
by India. An amended version was adopted by the G.A. as Part C of res. 33/71, 
post, pp. 746-747.

“ Documents on Disarmament^ 1977, pp. 827-829.
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Address by the Deputy to the Under Secretary of State for Secu
rity Assistance, Science and Technology (Nye): U.S. Nuclear 
Policy, October 23, 1978 ^

I have been asked essentially to give a ‘̂ mid-term grade” to the 
Carter Administration’s efforts to slow the spread of nuclear weapons. 
The task is difficult for two reasons. First, as a government official, I 
have access to information not available to the public, but at the 
same time my role as a government participant is a possible source of 
bias. Second, we are trying to make a short-term assessment of what 
is by definition a long-term process. Moreover, progress has to be 
judged in the light of estimates of what otherwise would have been the 
situation.

Obviously there is no neat solution to these difficulties, but a good 
way to start is by making clear what the U.S. Government is trying 
to achieve. The goals of our nonproliferation policy are to slow the 
rate of spread of nuclear weapons, preferably to zero, and to construct 
a stable international regime for the governance of nuclear energy. 
These goals can be judged by whether the Administration efforts have 
contributed to a rate of proliferation lower than it otherwise would 
have been, a nuclear fuel cycle which is more proliferation resistant 
than it otherwise would have been, and strengthened institutions for 
a stable international regime. Later I will provide evidence of sig
nificant progress on each of these dimensions, but before I do so, I wish 
to clear away some misunderstandings of our policy and describe what 
I think would have happened in the absence of the new U.S. approach.

Some critics have charged the Carter Administration with failing 
to see that proliferation is a political problem and seeking a technical 
fix through abolition of reprocessing. They argue that the peaceful 
nuclear fuel cycle is not a source of proliferation because there are 
more efficient ways to develop a weapon. Thus, in their view, the 
American initiatives have simply created turmoil, reduced American 
exports, isolated the United States, and created incentives for 
proliferation.

It is true that the more newsworthy Carter initiatives have focused 
on the fuel cycle, but it is not true that the political dimensions have 
been ignored. We have always regarded proliferation as basically a 
political problem. What is more, we have not regarded the fuel cycle 
as the largest part of the problem. But neither is it a trivial part. For 
example, a recent General Accounting Office report issued strong sup
port for the Carter Administration’s view that large commercial re
processing plants with inadequate safeguards present a greater pro
liferation risk than small clandestine plants.

In addition, let us hope that recent press revelations will finally lay 
to rest the spurious argument that because there are more efficient ways 
to weapons than through misuse of the fuel cycle, no state would mis-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 1979, pp. 39-43. The address was deUvered 
before the Atomic Industrial Forum in New York.
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use the fuel cycle. That a 'priori argument, heard so frequently in the 
past, has proven to be the real example of a technical case with
out political context.

Measures To Deal With Incentives

The proliferation problem has both a supply and demand aspect. 
Sound policy has to address both the supply of capabilities and the 
demand for weaponry. The fact that policy measures focused on capa
bilities have attracted more recent publicity does not mean that policy 
measures addressed to incentives have not been given equal weight 
internally. As Sherlock Holmes once noted, the fact that a dog does 
not bark in the night may be the more important clue. In practice, we 
regarded the security guarantees that the United States provides to its 
allies as the most important nonproliferation policy instruments we 
have. Critics miss this point when they complain that the Administra
tion failed to pursue disputes over reprocessing with our allies be
cause it feared to destabilize the alliances. Any policy pursued to the 
point of severely shaking those alliances would be a failure in nonpro
liferation terms. A cooperative approach with our allies is not only 
good alliance policy, it is also good nonproliferation policy.

Similarly, we have been concerned to protect the multilateral instru
ments that have been laboriously constructed over the past two dec
ades to address security motivations. Most important, of course, is the 
Nonproliferation Treaty which 105 nations have now ratified. The 
treaty has helped to create an international regime in which states 
agree that their security interests can be better served by avoiding the 
further spread of the bomb. It provides important reassurances that 
potential adversaries are confining their nuclear activities to peaceful 
purposes.^

The NPT is a delicate international arrangement. Countries with
out nuclear weapons have accepted an explicitly unequal status in the 
military area, on the condition that they be treated equally with re
gard to civil nuclear cooperation. Thus we have rejected a number of 
suggestions for policies on the civil side that would have weakened 
the fabric of the treaty as one of the key nonproliferation institutions.

Another multilateral instrument is the nuclear-weapons-free zone. 
The most important example is the Latin American nuclear-weapons- 
free zone, which was established in the 1960’s by the treaty of 
Tlatelolco,^ but which lacked several adherents, including U.S. ratifi
cation of its first protocol, before becoming fully effective. Early in his 
term and without much fanfare, President Carter announced that the 
United States would ratify the protocol.  ̂ Subsequently Argentina de
clared its intent to ratify the treaty,  ̂and the U.S.S.R. and France an-

* The treaty text may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461- 
465.

 ̂For the treaty and its protocols, see ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
^m d ., 1977, pp. 33S-339.
^Ihid., p. 793.
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nounced intentions to ratify the relevant protocols.® Then only Cuban 
action will be necessary before the treaty enters fully into force, and 
even that precondition could be waived. Finally, American efforts to 
control the vertical proliferation of nuclear arsenals through the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and comprehensive test ban nego
tiations have an important indirect effect on nonproliferation incen
tives. In short, there has been significant, if less noticeable, progress 
relating to incentives.

Efforts To Separate Peaceful From Military Capabilities

Incentives can be reduced but they cannot be eliminated as long as 
national rivalries and security concerns exist. We must also deal with 
capabilities to develop nuclear explosives. The fact that civil nuclear 
technology and material can be used to develop nuclear weaponry 
has presented a dilemma that we have recognized since 1945. We have 
gone through four phases in our efforts to limit the spread of nuclear 
explosive capability. The first was the Baruch plan to create a strong 
international authority to develop nuclear energy.' It was a more 
ambitious step than international realities at the time would permit. 
American policy then turned to a posture of seeking to protect its 
monopoly by severely restricting the export of any nuclear technology. 
In December 1953, President Eisenhower launched a third approach 
with his Atoms-for-Peace program. The idea of the Atoms-for-Peace 
approach was to assist countries in their development of civilian nu
clear energy, in return for their guarantees that they would use such 
assistance only for peaceful purposes and under safeguards.®

In practice, the early Atoms-for-Peace policy failed to achieve the 
right balance, but its philosophy made sense as a long-term strate^. 
Essentially, the United States was offering to share the fruits of its 
then long technological lead at an accelerated pace, in return for the 
acceptance by other countries of conditions and institutions designed 
to control any destabilizing effects from such sharing. Specifically, 
the major accomplishments were the institution of a system of inter
national safeguards administered by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency ® and later the Nonproliferation Treaty which came into force 
in 1970.

In the early 1970'S the proliferation situation seemed quiescent, but 
complacency was shattered by two events that ushered in the fourth 
period of turmoil that has been with us since 1974. One was the Indian 
explosion of a “peaceful” nuclear device using plutonium derived from 
a Canadian-supplied research reactor—an event viewed as violating 
the spirit if not the letter of the loosely written 1950’s-vintage Cana- 
dian-Indian agreement. The Indian explosion gave rise to strong de-

® Ante, pp. 341, 348.
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.

® Ibid., pp. 393-400. See also ante, pp. 356-357.
® The text of the original safeguards system may be found ibid., 196L pp. 21-33.



NYE ADDRESS, OCTOBER 23 631

mands for stricter export policies in both the Canadian Parliament 
and the U.S. Congress.

The other big event was the oil embargo and fourfold increase in oil 
prices which created widespread insecurity in energy supply. Problems 
with oil led to a resurgence of expectations about the importance of 
nuclear energy and raised questions about the sufficiency of uranium 
fuel. This was exacerbated by the 1974 decision of the Atomic Energy 
Commission to close the order books for enrichment until they could 
be certain that supply would equal demand. The net effect was to 
stimulate independent enrichment projects—incidentally, long before 
President Carter came into office.

Another effect was to reinforce plans for early commercial use of 
plutonium fuel. In several troubling cases, reprocessing plants were 
ordered by countries before they had built their first thermal reactor. 
Moreover the IAEA projected some 46 countries would have reproc
essing needs by 1990. All this would occur before appropriate tech- 
nology and institutions had been developed. The implications for the 
fragile regime of international safeguards threatened to be disastrous.

Recovering from a late start, the Ford Administration undertook 
important initiatives in 1975-76. It began to organize the nuclear sup
plier governments to agree on a code of conduct for nuclear exports. 
And in the final days before the 1976 election. President Ford an
nounced a moratorium on commercial reprocessing of spent fuel in 
the United States pending further evaluation.

At the same time, a number of congressional initiatives were under
taken to tighten the conditions for nuclear exports from the United 
States and several private studies of the nuclear fuel cycle, notably the 
so-called Ford-Mitre report and the American Physical Society re
port, were coming to the conclusion that the commercial use of plu
tonium was economically premature and potentially dangerous.

When the Carter Administration came into office, there was a wide
spread but by no means universal perception that the spread of sensi
tive nuclear facilities (particularly uranium enrichment and reproc
essing) and the planned early and wide-scale use of plutonium as a 
nuclear fuel threatened to erode the delicate instrument of the IAEA 
safeguards system and to make increasingly porous the barrier between 
peaceful and nonpeaceful applications of nuclear energy.

The new Administration did not create the period of turmoil in 
international nuclear cooperation. Rather it inherited a highly un
stable situation. Another major setback to nonproliferation might very 
well have brought the end of the international regime so laboriously 
constructed in the 1950’s and 1960’s. The task before us was to restore 
and strengthen a regime that would balance legitimate energy require
ments and nonproliferation concerns.

The Administration recognized that there was no single technologi
cal fix that would create a safe fuel cycle but rather sought to move 
toward a series of technological and institutional steps which would 
lessen the risks while allowing legitimate energy needs to be met. To
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gain the time necessary to develop technological and institutional ar
rangements, the Administration urged that premature commercializa
tion of fuel cycles utilizing plutonium be avoided and announced that 
the United States, for its part, would defer its own plans for com
mercial reprocessing and recycle of plutonium.

The Administration was and remains strongly against recycle of 
plutonium in thermal reactors as posing a clear and present prolifera
tion danger in return for, at best, marginal economic and supply assur
ance gains. Breeder reactors, however, are a significant potential long
term energy alternative, and we have been careful not to oppose 
breeder research and development programs at home or abroad. We 
have expressed reservations about their commercial deployment before 
proliferation-resistant technological and institutional alternatives are 
investigated.

We recognized that we could not unilaterally impose our will on 
others concerning how the nuclear fuel cycle should be structured 
and that we did not have all the answers ourselves. For this reason, 
six of the seven points in President Carter’s April 7, 1977, nonpro
liferation statement dealt with issues within our domestic jurisdic
tion.̂ ® The seventh point was to lay the basis for the development of an 
international regime of norms and institutions that will provide the 
widest possible separation between peaceful applications and potential 
military uses while enabling countries to meet their energy needs. A 
key element in bringing about such a development was the suggestion 
for an International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation. The idea of 
INFCE evolved from the prior Administration’s reprocessing evalua
tion program. The Carter Administration broadened this idea to in
clude other nations and to encompass all aspects of the fuel cycle, not 
just reprocessing.

INFCE has been described as a pioneering effort at international 
assessment. Certainly, the United States sees INFCE as a cooperative 
effort to evaluate the role of nuclear energy technology and institu
tions in an international context and help develop an objective appre
ciation of the nonproliferation, economic, and other implications of 
different fuel cycle approaches. INFCE provides a 2-year period in 
which nations can reexamine assumptions and search for ways to 
reconcile their somewhat different assessments of the risks involved in 
and the timescale for commercialization of the various aspects of the 
nuclear fuel cycle. While INFCE has a predominantly technical cast, 
it is part of the political process of laying a basis for a stable inter
national regime to govern nuclear energy through the end of the 
century.

While it is too early to predict the outcome of this 2-year assessment, 
the United States has indicated, in broad outline, the type of political 
solution that we believe can bring an end to the period of turmoil over 
the nuclear fuel cycle issue. A stable regime should be designed to

1977, pp. 21^220.
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minimize the global distribution of weapons-usable materials and re
duce the vulnerability of sensitive points in the fuel cycle, while ade
quately meeting the energy needs of all countries. As I suggested in 
my speech to the Uranium Institute in London earlier this year, we 
envisage five basic norms for a strengthened international regime:

• Full-scope safeguards;
• Avoidance of the unnecessary spread of sensitive facilities;
• Use of diversion-resistant technologies;
• Institutionalized control of sensitive facilities; and
• Institutions to insure the availability of the benefits of nuclear 

energy.^^

Decreasing the Rate of Proliferation

I would now like to assess the progress that we have made in light 
of the three tests I mentioned earlier. The basic test is whether the 
Carter initiatives will have caused the rate of proliferation to be higher 
or lower than it otherwise would have been. While I cannot get into 
the specific cases that support my conclusion that it will be lower, I 
believe a good case can also be made in general terms. Basically, pro
liferation is less likely to become a cheap option. If nothing else, the 
high priority that the Carter Administration has given to the issue has 
raised second thoughts among those who might have wanted to ap
proach the option because it cost little.

The attention of both suppliers and consumers has been called to the 
dangers of proliferation. The very vocabulary at INFCE meetings— 
‘‘proliferation resistance” and “weapons-usable materials”—indicates 
change. The publication of the Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines earlier 
this year, including the provision for safeguards, special restraint on 
sensitive exports and for supplier consultations on possible sanctions 
if recipient countries violate safeguards, have made it apparent to a 
potential proliferator that questionable activities are unlikely to go 
unnoticed and that there are likely to be significant costs involved in 
“crossing over the line.”

Section 307 of the U.S. Nonproliferation Act of 1978 reinforces this 
by requiring termination of U.S. nuclear cooperation to states that 
detonate a nuclear explosive device; abrogate, terminate, or violate 
safeguards; or engage in activities directly related to manufacture or 
acquisition of nuclear explosive devices.̂ ® The deterrent effects of in
ternational safeguards are a function of the likelihood of detection 
together with the cost of ensuing sanctions. In effect the sanctions 
aspect and thus the deterrent effect of safeguards has been strength
ened over the last 2 years.

Ante, pp. 445-449.
Ante, pp. 7-26.
Ante, p. 144.
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Promoting a Proliferation-Resistant Fuel Cycle

The second test is whether the fuel cycle will be made safer than 
would otherwise have been the case as a result of the U.S. initiatives. 
In terms of what has been accomplished in developing a consensus on a 
more proliferation-resistant fuel cycle, the U.S. approach has stimu
lated a general reanalysis of long-held assumptions and reconsidera
tion of previously rejected alternatives. A number of key governments 
are now studying options to increase proliferation resistance rather 
than proceeding on a “business as usual” basis. Industry at home and 
abroad has also begun to look at ways to reduce proliferation risks.

In more specific terms, we are beginning to see a reconsideration by 
a number of states of the need for recycle of plutonium in thermal re
actors. I f this develops into a near consensus, it will mean that plu
tonium in large quantities will not be needed until the breeder is ready 
for commercial deployment, which, for the vast majority of countries, 
is decades away. This provides additional time to reduce the risks asso
ciated with these reactors and/or to develop alternatives and strength
ened institutions.

Eeprocessing and the breeder are not of course the only vulnerable 
points in the fuel cycle. We must find technical and institutional com
binations to reduce the dangers at each potentially sensitive point in 
the fuel cycle. At each point, there are technical and institutional 
choices that present different degrees of resistance against diversion 
and seizure of weapons-usable materials from peaceful nuclear 
activities.

There are three basic components to reducing vulnerability: eco
nomic justification, technical design minimizing risks and assuring 
effective safeguards, and international institutional arrangements such 
as joint or multilateral control. The appropriate “mix” of these com
ponents will depend on the kind of activity involved and the circum
stances of the specific case involved.

Activities associated with short times from diversion to weapons 
d'evelopment and/or with low detectability will need additional inter
national frameworks to be considered safe. If there is a sound 
economic justification—but the activity and the technical design 
does not assure effectiveness of safeguards—institutional arrange
ments such as multinational control should be a prerequisite for going 
ahead with the activity. Of course the matrix covering all the possible 
combinations is complex, but a series of prudent choices at each sensi
tive point in the fuel cycle can contribute significantly to the goal of 
maintaining the distance between peaceful and military uses of nuclear 
energy that otherwise very likely would have eroded.

In INFCE and elsewhere, considerable progress has been made in 
some of the above areas, such as reducing the risk associated with the 
use of highly enriched uranium in research reactors. Solutions to others 
will be more controversial because they are likely to involve added 
safeguards, costly technical modifications, or the creation of institu
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tional arrangements. Discussions now being carried on in INFCE re
late to all of these points and appropriate “mixes” for each activity. 
We have noticed with interest efforts by other governments to suggest 
the broad outlines of solutions. For example, the delegate of the Fed
eral Republic of Germany recently told the IAEA general conference:

There is a growing feeling that specific technical amendments of 
isolated institutional arrangements will not solve the existing prob
lems. It rather appears to be desirable, and also possible, to identify a 
bouquet of coordinated measures which at the end of the evaluation 
might be submitted—with a high degree of consensus—to the Govern
ments for their decisions. Without prejudging the further develop
ment, one might expect to find among these measures some of the 
following items:

• further technical development of safeguards;
• increasing reliability of fuel supply for nuclear power stations;
• criteria for the use of highly enriched uranium in research re

actors and new reactor types;
• closer investigation of possible modifications in some current back

end of fuel cycle technologies;
• establishment of a regime for the deposit of excess plutonium as 

provided in the Agency’s Statute;
• mechanisms for international or regional institutional 

cooperation.

Strengthening Institutions

The third measure of progress that I mentioned earlier is how we 
are doing in strengthening existing norms and institutions and de
veloping new ones for building up the international regime. Interna
tional safeguards administered by the IAEA are of course the funda
mental norm, and progress has been made both in strengthening the 
effectiveness of these safeguards and expanding their application. For 
the first time the Agency issued a safeguards implementation report 
which addressed problems that it has encountered in carrying out its 
responsibilities. This report will be undertaken annually, and work is 
already underway in remedying the deficiencies that have been identi
fied and developing methods to safeguard new types of nuclear ac
tivities.

The avoidance of commercial competition that would weaken the 
application of safeguards has been assured by the Nuclear Suppliers 
Guidelines. Moreover, several countries, including the United States, 
have adopted a requirement that a recipient country have all its nu
clear activities under international safeguards as a condition of nu
clear supply (full-scope safeguards). Only a handful of countries do 
not meet this standard, and after informal consultations with other 
governments, we believe that there is a good prospect for widespread 
acceptance of such safeguards by both suppliers and recipients at 
the end of the INFCE period.
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Beyond strengthening the present safeguards regime, we have 'begun 
to develop institutions to implement the principle of assurance of bene
fits. Supply assurances (such as a fuel bank) and international spent 
fuel repositories are examples of institutional arrangements that can 
reduce the incentives for countries with small programs to develop 
unnecessary enrichment and reprocessing facilities. We have been 
pleased by the initial positive responses to the idea of a fuel bank 
consisting of a stockpile of fuel to be released to countries which have 
all their facilities under safeguards, have a clean proliferation record, 
and have chosen not to develop sensitive facilities on a national basis.

Development of international spent fuel storage regimes is also 
important. For some states, long-term away-from-reactor storage at 
home is not a viable alternative because of political, environmental, 
and geological considerations. The United States has indicated its 
willingness to take a limited amount of foreign spent fuel for storage 
in the United States and is engaged in the discussion of international 
repositories in working group 6 of INFCE.

In addition to these institutional arrangements which are designed 
to reduce the incentives and concerns which would lead to premature 
development of sensitive nuclear facilities, we have begun studies and 
discussions of institutions for effective joint control of those sensitive 
facilities that are economically essential and difficult to safeguard 
nationally. This is particularly applicable to enrichment and reproc
essing and perhaps plutonium storage 'regimes where some type of 
multinational ownership and management and possibly new rules of 
operation might help reinforce the effectiveness of international safe
guards. Discussion of such possible arrangements is imderway in 
INFCE, and we will devote increasing attention to this as we work 
toward a consensus on managing the fuel cycle.

Conclusion

In short, I believe that we have seen credible progress on each of 
the three crucial measures that I mentioned. On the other hand, there 
are those who argue that whatever short-term progress we have 
achieved in controlling proliferation, the “restrictive” policies we are 
pursuing will over the longer term trigger a rush to independent nu
clear fuel cycle capability, undermining the interdependence of the 
international fuel cycle and thereby reducing the barriers to 
proliferation.

This line of argument represents, I am afraid, a rather fundamental 
misunderstanding of U.S. policy. We do not seek to “turn off” the 
development of sensitive technology necessary to meet present and 
projected energy requirements or to delay the deployment of facilities 
embracing such technology when there is a clear economic justification 
for them. We do not have the leverage to accomplish this even if it
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were our objective. We do believe, however, that the number of sensi
tive facilities should be limited to those necessary to meet actual energy 
requirements, and that appropriate safeguards and institutional ar
rangements are legitimate “costs” that must be factored into the devel
opment of these facilities. Our approach is evolutionary rather than 
prohibitory.

Avoiding premature spread of sensitive facilities that involve 
weapons-usable materials is a common interest of nations that want 
a stable international regime. To support premature spread before 
safer technology and institutions have developed works against the 
general interest. It is worth remembering the criterion set for 19th 
century hospitals: ‘̂ At least they should not spread disease!”

Moreover, I see little evidence that the new U.S. approach has stimu
lated development of additional national facilities. Reprocessing plans 
were underway in the United Kingdom, France, Japan, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, and other countries well before our policy was 
formulated, as were arrangements to transfer this technology to other 
states. On the contrary I note that the four countries mentioned above 
have indicated a willingness to consider technological and institutional 
modifications in the interest of nonproliferation, and that France, 
Germany, and the United Kingdom have all announced that hence
forth they do not expect to export reprocessing plants. As I indicated 
above, we are beginning to see similarity as well as differences in the 
many discussions in INFCE and elsewhere on ways to meet energy 
needs without increasing the risk of proliferation.

To summarize my evaluation of the progress over the last 2 years:
Firsts the recent U.S. initiatives have increased recognition within 

the international community of the costs involved in “crossing the 
line” from peaceful nuclear activity to nonpeaceful applications. Pro
liferation is less likely to become a cheap option. This has added to 
the deterrent effect of the international safeguards system.

Second^ there has been a heightened awareness of the dangers of 
continuing development of the nuclear fuel cycle based upon past as
sumptions, and an increased readiness to reexamine these assumptions 
and to look for alternatives.

Third^ international and domestic evaluations of these alternatives 
have been undertaken and continue. We recognize that there is no 
single answer, either technological or institutional, to the problems we 
face. We cannot look for a completely “risk-free” nuclear fuel cycle. 
However, we can reasonably expect a series of improvements in vari
ous aspects of the fuel cycle that will add up to a significant gain in 
preventing erosion of the barriers between peaceful application of 
nuclear energy and nonpeaceful uses.

Fourth^ rather than sitting back and accepting erosion in the face of 
technological change and spread, steps have been taken to strengthen 
the IAEA safeguards system which is central to any nonproliferation
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regime, and work has begun on other institutional arrangements to 
complement the safeguards system.

Obviously, these are interim judgments. Controlling the risk of 
proliferation is and will continue to be a dynamic exercise as we adjust 
to changing energy requirements, security, and political perceptions 
and technological developments. The struggle will not be finished by 
the end of INFCE, not during the life of this Administration, and 
perhaps not in our lifetime. The important thing is that the interna
tional community is making a renewed attack on this fundamental 
issue. I believe that there is considerable hope that we will find ways 
to insure that this essential technology continues to serve mankind 
rather than threaten it.

The point was well put by Sir Hermann Bondi before the Atomic 
Industrial Forum/British Nuclear Forum meeting in London last 
month.

The world owes it to President Carter that by his concentration on 
this vital issue he has mad© us all think afresh about it at the right 
time, and put at the top of the international agenda an item whose dif
ficulty has often urged postponement of action, but where the risks 
make it imperative to use our best intellectual and political endeavors 
to banish the spectre of widespread proliferation.

Statement by President Carter on U.N. Disarmament Week, 
October 25, 1978 "

October 24 marked the beginning of a week devoted to fostering the 
objectives of disarmament, proclaimed by the United Nations General 
Assembly in the Final Document of the Special Session on Disarma
ment last June.2

The United States is committed to balanced, effective, and verifiable 
arms control and disarmament measures. We are currently engaged 
in arms control negotiations of unprecedented scope, with the goals 
of reducing the threat of war and maintaining our national security 
and that of our allies. These negotiations include the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks and talks aimed at a comprehensive ban on nuclear 
testing, mutual and balanced force reductions (M BFR), and a ban on 
chemical weapons.

With the support of many other governments of the international 
community, these efforts give real meaning to Disarmament Week. 
They are an important contribution to mankind’s quest for a peaceful 
world.

‘ W eekly  Compilation o f  Presidential Documents, Oct. 30, 1978, p. 1851.
" Ante, pp. 411-439.
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Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Conclusion of an International Conven
tion on the Strengthening of Guarantees of the Security of 
Non-Nuclear States, October 27, 1978 ^

The General Assembly
Convinced of the need to take effective political and international 

legal measures for the further strengthening of the security of States 
and prompted by the desire shared by all nations to eliminate war and 
prevent a nuclear holocaust,

Noting that the non-use of force or threat of force in international 
relations is one of the fundamental principles enunciated in the United 
Nations Charter and reaffirmed in a number of United Nations decla
rations and resolutions,

Bearing also in mind Security Council resolution 255 (1968) of 19 
June 1968,̂

Noting with satisfaction the desire of States in various regions to 
prevent nuclear weapons from being introduced into their territories 
through the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones and being 
anxious to contribute to this objective,

Welcoming the determination of States in various regions of the 
world to keep their territories free from nuclear weapons,

Mindful of the statements and observations made by various States 
on the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear States and wishing 
to make them part of international law,

Desiring to promote the implementation of the relevant provisions 
of the Final Document of the tenth special session of the United Na
tions General Assembly, devoted to disarmament,

1. Considers it necessary to take effective measures for the further 
strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-States 
through the conclusion of an international convention;

2. Takes note of the draft international convention on the strengthen
ing of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear States annexed to this 
resolution as well as of the observations and proposals made during 
the consideration of the question;

3. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to proceed as early as 
possible to negotiating the text of such a convention and to submit a 
report on the progress of its work to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
fourth session;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee on 
Disarmament all the documents relating to the discussion by the Gen
eral Assembly at its thirty-third session of the item entitled “Conclu-

 ̂A/C.1/33/L.6, Oct. 27, 1978. Submitted with this draft res. was the text of a 
draft convention which had been submitted earlier, see ante, pp. 558-560. For the 
res. adopted by the G.A., see post, pp. 760-762.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 444.
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sion of an international convention on the strengthening of guarantees 
of the security of non-nuclear States” ;

5. Decides to include the item entitled “Conclusion of an inter
national convention on the strengthening of guarantees of the security 
of non-nuclear States” in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session.

News Conference Remarks by ACDA Director Warnke: Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks [Extracts], October 30, 1978^

I have just a couple of comments I want to make, sort of in the line 
of parting thoughts. There have been some who find a certain symbol
ism in the fact that I ’m leaving on Halloween. [Laughter] But I 
figured I would get just about as many bad jokes if I picked another 
holiday—^Thanksgiving, for example, would be subject to misinter
pretation, as would Christmas. And I couldn’t wait until April 1st. So 
I thought this was as good a time as any.

I’ve had some thoughts these last days about the entire process of 
arms control and how the job has stacked up as against my hopes and 
my expectations. You always hope, of course, to do better. But then 
you’re always grateful that you didn’t do worse.

But the one real conclusion that I ’ve come to is that arms control just 
doesn’t come naturally. It’s a very unnatural act. And that’s one of the 
reasons why it takes such a long time. You are faced with the necessity 
of limiting your own military options in order to find some restrictions 
that you can get on the other side’s forces.

And when you’re faced with that choice, those military options that 
you’re restricting sometimes look a lot better than they ever looked 
before. And, therefore, it gets harder and harder to give them up. And 
at the same time, of course, you do have the objective of trying to get 
the other side to cut back or to limit particular things.

I think if you look at the experience of SALT to date, you can see 
the phenomenon that I ’m describing. We have, in fact, preserved op
tions that would, perhaps, have been something that we could have 
given up to the improvement of the overall strategic situation.

We had that experience with MIRV’s in SALT I. And that’s one 
of the reasons why I feel that what’s been sometimes described as the 
most controversial part of SALT II may be, in the long run, a struc
tural innovation whicih is of value— ând that’s the protocol.

There have been suggestions, repeatedly, that we would have less 
trouble with SALT if we eliminated the protocol because of its pos
sible precedential impact—because of the fact that some in the Senate 
may say that once you get the protocol, in effect, you’re kind of stuck 
with it.

But it does seem to me that it’s got a major value, and that’s that it

‘ D epartm ent o f S ta te  Bulletin , Dee. 1978, pp. 5-12.
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prevents you from making decisions in the heat of negotiations that 
could be ill-considered decisions. It does give you the opportunity for 
thought, and it does permit you to reach a reasoned conclusion after 
thorough analysis of the pros and cons. I think you can see that in the 
particular items that are in the protocol. Really, what the protocol 
controls now is the question of deployment of long-range, ground- 
launched cruise missiles and sea-launched cruise missiles, and deploy
ment of mobile ICBM launchers.

Now those are both the kinds of issues on which, if you made a de
cision at this time, it could be a wrong one. I f  you had to make an 
up or down decision on either one right now, I suspect that the decision 
would be up—that the decision would be to permit long-range ground- 
launched cruise missiles and mobile launchers of ICBM’s.

Maybe eventually that’s going to be the decision we come to. And 
maybe that would be the right thing to do. But I don’t think that 
we’ve thought through the implications of either of those systems at 
the present time. And we haven’t been able to come to a reasoned de
cision as to whether or not, when both sides acquire those systems, we 
would be better off or worse off.

So that, as I said, it seems to me that this may turn out to be not 
the controversial part of SALT II because it means that you don’t 
have to pay the price for an arms control agreement by making a 
premature decision on a system which, when both sides have acquired 
it, may be against the interests of the United States.

Q, I  wonder if you could address these apparent contradictions—at 
least looking through the other end of the telescope—and, with your 
perspective here and when you were over at the Pentagon, kind of 
suggest how you might handle it. The bottom line in the SALT agree
ment presumably is, hopefully, to keep from blowing each other up 
and to save money. On the one hand, the Pentagon is committed to 
a 3% increase in real terms in its budget, year after year, no matter 
what happens in SALT. On the other hand, we’re talking about mak
ing the land-based missiles invulnerable, no matter if it costs $40 mil
lion for an MX or not. How do you square what’s going on in the real 
world with armaments and the theoretical objective of lowering the 
price and the danger through a SALT agreement ?

A, Talking first about the economic issue. As you know, of course, 
better than I, the strategic arms budget is the smaller part of the total 
defense budget. And, as a consequence, even with quite substantial 
reductions, that wouldn’t necessarily mean a very substantial reduc
tion in the overall budget.

I have never thought of arms control as being primarily directed 
at saving money, because I sort of suspect that you would find other 
things to do with the money in the defense jBeld if you saved a cer
tain amount of money in strategic arms.

I ’d say that the big cost saving from SALT II will come from the
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absence of having to do things that you otherwise miefht have to do. 
I believe, for example, that if you did not have SALT II, the Soviet 
Union would go ahead with certain programs that would be stopped 
by SALT II.

Intelligence sources indicate that they would have a very, very sub
stantially greater number of missiles. There’s no reason to feel that 
they would stop at 308 SS-18’s. There’s certainly no reason to feel 
that they would stop at 10 RV’s on the SS-18’s. They would have a 
very substantial potential for exponentially increasing the number of 
warheads. Under those circumstances, I don’t hold with those who 
say that we would sit back and let them acquire that kind of an appar
ent advantage. So that we would do certain other things, too, and they 
would be very expensive things.

I think that it’s, you know, as compared to what would happen 
otherwise, that we’re going to be saving a great deal of money. But 
as far as there being some sort of a saving that you can point to, I 
think that’s going to be hard to do.

Q, Do you believe that we have to make the land-based missile less 
vulnerable or can we settle for just the air and sea versions and there’s 
nothing sacred about the triad ?

A, My position, as always, is imprecise and compromised. I would 
say neither of those. I would not eliminate the triad because it seems 
to me that the maintenance of the land-based ICBM force, at a mini
mum, complicates Soviet attack plans.

They would have, to a considerable extent, to disarm themselves in 
order to launch any sort of a reasonably successful attack on our land- 
based forces. And, therefore, I wouldn’t advocate throwing our 
ICBM’s away. At the same time, I have not heard any concrete pro
gram that would give us, as far as I ’m concerned, a measure of greater 
survivability for the land-based force.

The solutions that I ’ve heard just result in a multiplication of the 
fixed targets and at the expense of verifiability so that you lose con
trol over the number of warheads that could attack those fixed targets. 
So that I would have to see a more sophisticated plan than the tunnel, 
for example, or the shell game before I would have any confidence 
that you had improved survivability and hadn’t, in fact, lessened it.

It’s theoretically possible to come up with some sort of a plan that 
would increase survivability. I wonder whether we would find it de
sirable to put a tremendous amount of money in it or whether, per
haps, the vulnerability of Minuteman isn’t substantially overrated.

My own view is that any military planner that, under present cir
cumstances, could speculate on his ability to eliminate the vast bulk 
of our ICBM forces would have lost his mind. He would have to plan 
an attack with the most exquisite precision. He would have to count 
on weapons that he’s never used functioning almost flawlessly.

And he would have to count on the fact that, with something like 30 
minutes warning, the President of the United States would sit calmly
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by as the missiles thundered overhead. Whether he would or whether 
he wouldn’t, I don’t think that the Soviet military planner could plan 
on that. And the circumstances are such that he would have initiated 
nuclear war by doing less than as complete a job as he might other
wise be able to do on our ability to retaliate or our willingness to re
taliate. So I don’t put a great deal of stock in the idea that the Min- 
uteman is, in fact, vulnerable at this stage or is going to become such 
in the early 1980’s.

But if you could, in fact, find some way to eliminate even that theo
retical risk, that, obviously, would improve strategic stability. I think 
we ought to continue to think about the concepts but not go ahead 
with one until we’ve found one that makes sense.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Security Assurances to Non- 
Nuclear-Weapon States, November 3, 1978^

I do not believe there is any better way to begin to state the United 
States position on the current agenda item than by quoting the Presi
dential declaration on the issue of security assurances to non-nuclear- 
weapon States, announced by Secretary of State Vance during the 
special session. That Presidential declaration reads as follows:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any non
nuclear-weapon State party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 
or any comparable internationally binding conmiitment not to ac
quire nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of an attack on 
the United States, its territories or armed forces, or its allies, by 
such a State allied to a nuclear-weapon State or assfociated with a 
nuclear-weapon State in carrying out or sustaining the attack.^

I believe that this statement should dispose of one of the issues which 
has recurred from time to time in our current deliberations on this 
issue; that is, whether there should be a “legally binding treaty obliga
tion” or whether individual declarations are satisfactory. The United 
States does not consider this to be a real issue. A formal statement by 
the President of the United States is not something that is made 
lightly and without careful consideration of all its implications and 
the obligations it imposes. And its effect is immediate, not at some 
future date.

Many may then ask why if the United States considers the impact 
of that declaration significant and binding, does the United States not 
welcome the concept of a formal treaty obligation ? The answer is clear: 
it is not that we are attempting to hedge in any way on the nature of

’ A/C. 1/33/PV. 28, pp. 21-23.
® This declaration and the entire Vance statement are printed ante, p. 384.
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our obligation, but rather that we are faced with a situation in which 
the five nuclear Powers have made statements on this issue which differ 
substantially in their content and in their scope. The United States 
sees little prospect of melding them into a single formulation.

As the United States indicated before this Committee on 19 October, 
it would be unrealistic to anticipate that a single formulation could 
be found which would be generally acceptable and meet the diverse 
security requirements, not only of each of the nuclear Powers but also 
of the non-nuclear-weapon States, for many of which relationships 
with specific nuclear States are an essential ingredient in their na
tional security.®

The United States, of course, conceives of the concept of security 
assurances to the non-nuclear-weapon States both as a means of 
strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States and as a 
means of strengthening the non-proliferation regime. It should be 
noted in this context that the Presidential declaration does not limit 
its application to parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  ̂ It is ap
plicable to any other State that has undertaken “a comparable inter
nationally binding commitment not to acquire nuclear explosive de
vices.”

One possibility comes to mind— t̂he nuclear-free zone concept. As 
early as 1971 the United States extended an appropriate non-use 
assurance to full parties to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the Latin Ameri
can nuclear weapon-free zone.® Another regional effort with provisions 
comparable to those in the Treaty of Tlatelolco would be covered by 
the United States assurance. Other alternatives may also exist.

We have heard often in this debate that the non-use or threat of use 
commitments by the nuclear-weapon States should be unconditional. 
The United States respectfully disagrees with this position.

A good deal has been said in this forum about the theory of nuclear 
deterrence. This is not a pleasant subject but we cannot overlook the 
fact that in many areas of the world nuclear weapons are part of the 
security arrangements that have so far kept the peace, and in effect 
kept all of us in this room alive. These facts exist. The idea that they 
can be made to disappear by a declaration, agreement or convention is 
fundamentally unrealistic.

It is for this reason that the United States could not extend a non
use pledge to other nuclear-weapon States. It is for the same reason 
that, in certain situations clearly described in the Presidential declara
tion I have quoted, our pledge cannot be unconditionally extended to 
all non-nuclear-weapon States.

As I stated in my remarks to this Committee on 19 October of this 
year, the United States is convinced that the solemn pledges given by 
the nuclear Powers during the special session represent an important

 ̂Ante, pp. 620-627.
* Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
® For the U.S. assurance, see ibid., 1971, pp. 311-313. For the text of the treaty, 

see iUd.f 1967, pp. 69-83.
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measure of security for the non-nuclear-weapon States. For this 
reason, we believe the Security Council should take formal note of 
them. The United States is not committed, however, to this approach 
as the sole way of proceeding. There may be other forums in which 
the question of negative security assurances could be treated, such as 
the Committee on Disarmament. The United States has an open mind 
on which is the best forum, so long as all views and all ways of treat
ing the subject are open for consideration.

Seventeen-Nation Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Disarmament and Develop
ment, November 3, 1978 ®

The General Assembly^
Aware of the disproportion existing between the resources allocated 

to military expenditure and those devoted to development assistance, 
Convinced of the need to take concrete measures reflecting, the de

sire of Member States to encourage the allocation to development 
assistance of the resources released by reductions in military expendi
tures.

Recalling the concerns expressed in that regard by the General 
Assembly at its tenth special session, in particular concerning the 
harmful economic and social consequences of pursuing the arms race. 

Noting that a study on the relationship between disarmament and 
development has been undertaken by the Secretary-General, with the 
assistance of a group of experts, in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraphs 94 and 95 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly,

Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Ad Hoc Group 
on the Eelationship between Disarmament and Development, for its 
consideration, the proposal to establish an “International Disarma
ment Fund for Development” which was submitted to the General 
Assembly at it tenth special session (see document A/S-lO/AC.1/28).

Statement by the Department of State on Arms Sales to 
Taiv^an, November 6, 1978 ^

The U.S. Government has considered a number of requests from- 
the Kepublic of China for weapons purchases. On the basis of an assess
ment of Taiwan’s legitimate defense needs and the President’s policy 
on arms transfers, we have decided to offer for sale to the K.O.C. ad
ditional F-5E interceptor aircraft with improved weaponry, includ-

® A/C.1/33/L.12, Nov. 3, 1978. The final version of this res., which became pt. 
I of res. 33/71, is printed post, pp. 754-755.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Dec. 1978, p. 29.
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ing precision-guided munitions and Maverick missiles. We had earlier 
informed the E.O.C. that we would not object to their purchasing the 
Israeli KFIE fighter which is equipped with U.S. components.

We have turned down Taiwan’s request for the F-4, F-16, and F-18 
on the grounds that these would violate the Administration’s arms 
transfer policy. In conveying these decisions to the R.O.C., we did not 
address their request for the so-called F-5G since a decision has not 
been made to produce such a follow-on aircraft to the F-5E. The F -  
5E which will be offered to Taiwan, with its improved armament, will 
provide an additional capability to help meet the R.O.C.’s defense re
quirements. The United States will continue to be responsive to Tai
wan’s legitimate defense needs.

Seven-Nation Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Paragraph 125 of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session, November 8, 1978 ^

The General Assemhly^
Recalling its decision at the tenth special session to request the 

Secretary-General to transmit to the appropriate deliberative, nego
tiating and studying organs dealing with the questions of disarma
ment the proposals and suggestions listed in paragraph 125 of the 
Final Document (resolution S-10/2),^

Commending the active participation of Member States in the con
sideration of the agenda items of the special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament and the proposals and suggestions 
submitted by them.

Noting the valuable contribution such proposals and suggestions 
have made to the work of the special session and its eventual outcome, 

Considering that further and more thorough study of the proposals 
and suggestions, than was possible at the special session, is essential,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the deliberative 
as well as negotiating and studying organs dealing with the question 
of disarmament, all information and comments made by Member 
States on the proposals and suggestions listed in paragraph 125 of the 
Final Document of the tenth special session of the General Assembly, 
except those covered by separate resolutions;

2. Further requests the United Nations Disarmament Commission 
and the Committee on Disarmament to report on the proposals and 
suggestions to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.

* A/C.1/33/L.16, Nov. 8, 1978. This draft res. was submitted by Cuba, Cyprus, 
Romania, Sri Lanka, Tunisia, Uruguay, and Yugoslavia. A revised version, which 
had seven additional sponsors, was introduced by Sri Lanka {post, pp. 650^-651). 
The final version became pt. L of res. 33/71 (see post, p. 757).

 ̂A.nte, pp. 435-438.
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Thirteen-Nation Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Study on the Relationship 
Between Disarmament and Development, November 8, 
1978"

The General Assembly^
Gravely concerned that vast human and material resources are 

spent on armaments,
Rea;ffirming the need to allocate greater resources to economic and 

social progress, particularly having in mind the needs of the develop
ing countries.

Firmly helieving that a curtailment of expenditures on armaments 
in keeping 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.

Noting 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,^

Noting with satisfaction that the Secretary-General pursuant to 
paragraphs 94 and 95 of the Final Document of the tenth special 
session of the General A ssem blyw ith the assistance of a group of 
qualified governmental experts appointed by him, has initiated an 
expert study on the relationship between disarmament and 
development.

Re-emphasising that a principal aim of the study should be to pro
duce results that could effectively guide the formulation of practical 
measures,

1. Takes note of the organizational report of the group of govern
mental experts on the relationship between disarmament and develop
ment contained in document A/33/317;

2. Appeals to all Governments seriously to consider giving, as sup
plement to financial resources for the study from the regular budget 
of the United Nations, voluntary contributions to the Disarmament 
Project Fund or, to finance, on a voluntary basis, in domestic cur
rency, where appropriate, national research projects, in order to en
sure adequate total resources necessary to carry out the study;

3. Appeals to Governments to make available data and information 
relevant to a meaningful completion of the study;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled “Interim report of the Secretary-General with

 ̂A/C.1/33/L.17, Nov. 8, 1978. Introduced by Sweden, this draft res. included 
the U.S. among its sponsors. A revised version became pt. M of res. 33/71 
(posi, p. 758).

* Documents on Disarmament, 1916, pp. 563-564.
 ̂Ante, p. 529.
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respect to the expert study on the relationship between disarmament 
and development”.

Interview of President Carter by Bill Moyers: United States- 
Soviet Relations [Extract], November 13, 1978^

• • • • • •  •

Mr, Moyers. You said not long ago, “I feel like my life now is one 
massive multiple-choice examination, where things are put in front 
of me and I have to make the difficult choice/’ Can you give me an 
example of that?

The President. Yes. I haven’t found anything easy about this job. 
But I didn’t expect it to be easy when I came here. Well, I mentioned 
one earlier, the fact that we have to be very protective of our Nation’s 
security and cover every eventuality if we don’t make progress toward 
peace with the Soviet Union.

At the same time, we have to explore every possibility to have a 
peaceful relationship with the Soviet Union, to alleviate tensions, and 
to find common grounds on which we can actually build friendships 
in the future. And these two are not only extremely complicated, each 
side of that possibility, but apparently are in conflict.

U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS

Mr. Moyers. What do you think the Soviets are up to, Mr. Presi
dent? I mean, do you see them as primarily a defensive power seeking 
to solidify their own position in the world, or do you see them as an 
aggressive power, seeking to enlarge their position in the world?

The President. Well, to be perhaps excessively generous, but not too 
far off the mark, I think, first of all, they want peace and security for 
their own people, and they undoubtedly exaggerate any apparent 
threat to themselves and have to, to be sure that they are able to pro
tect themselves. At the same time, as is the case with us, they would 
like to expand their influence among other people in the world, believ
ing that their system of government, their philosophy is the best. This 
means that we have to plan in the future, in tlie presence of peace 
between us, to be competitive with them and able to compete both ag
gressively and successfully.

But I would say that those are their two basic motives, as is the 
case with us—security for themselves and to have their own influence 
felt in the rest of the world as much as possible.

Mr. Moyers. There is a school of thought which says that their aim 
is to achieve superiority over us in both conventional and strategic 
weapons and that we must therefore not settle to be equal with them, 
but to have superiority over them. These are the hard choices you’re 
talking about. Where do you come out in that debate?

 ̂W eekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Nov. 20, 1978, pp. 2016-2018.
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The President. They will never be superior to us in national strength 
nor overall military strength. We are by far the stronger nation eco
nomically. Our productivity capacity is superior, and I think always 
will be.

We’ve got a vibrant, dynamic social and political system based on 
freedom, individuality, and a common purpose that’s engendered 
from the desire of our own people, not imposed from above by an 
autocratic government. I think our absence of desire to control other 
people around the world gives us a competitive advantage once a new 
government is established or as they search about for friends. We are 
better trusted than the Soviet Union. They spend more than twice as 
much of their gross national product on military matters, but we are 
still much stronger, and we will always ibe stronger than they are, at 
least in our lifetimes.

We are surrounded by friends and allies—Canada in the north, 
Mexico in the south— t̂wo open and accessible oceans on the east and 
west. The Soviets, when looked at from the perspective of the Krem
lin, are faced with almost a billion Chinese, who have a strong ani
mosity and distrust toward the Soviets. Toward the west, in Eastern 
Europe, their allies and friends can’t be depended on nearly so strongly 
as our own. They have a difficult chance to have access to the oceans in 
an unrestricted fashion; their climate is not as good as ours; their 
lands are not as productive.

And so, I think that in any sort of present or future challenge from 
the Soviet Union, our Nation stacks up very well, and I thank Gk>d 
for it.

Mr, Moyers. But do you think the number one mentality which you 
hear many people espouse is a healthy mentality ? Is the whole ques
tion of being number one one that can ever result in anything but an 
increasing escalation of tensions and increasing arms expenditures?

The President. In nuclear weapons, which is, you know, where our 
competition with the Soviets is most direct, we’ve both accepted the 
concept of rough equivalency; that is, we are just aibout equal. They 
have heavier warheads; we have more of them. We have three dif
ferent systems for delivery of warheads—if we ever need to, and I 
don’t thinli we ever will have to— t̂hat are mutually supportive. We 
have a much higher developed electronics technology; our surveillance 
systems are probably as good or better than theirs. Our submarines 
are quieter than theirs.

We’ve got an advantage in having a tremendous reservoir of a free 
enterprise business system that can be innovative and aggressive. We 
have a much closer correlation between the production of civilian or 
peaceful goods on the one hand and military on the other.

So, I think that in the case of nuclear weapons, we have an equiva
lency with them, and they recognize it, and vice versa. Both of us 
realize that no one can attack the other with impunity. We can ab
sorb, even if we had to, an attack by the Soviets and still destroy their 
country, and they know it, and vice versa.

So, I think that the horrible threat of surety of mutual destruction
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will prevent an attack being launched. We don’t intend to evolve and 
neither do the Soviets intend to evolve a capability to destroy the 
other nation without ourselves being destroyed by nuclear forces.

In the case of land weapons, as I said before, the Soviets have 
vulnerable borders. They have neighbors whom they can’t trust as 
well as we. And they face even in the nuclear field three other nuclear 
powers who are potential adversaries in case of a crisis— t̂he Chinese, 
the British, and the French—in addition to ourselves. We don’t have 
any of those as potential adversaries for us.

But I think for any nation to have a macho attitude, that we’re 
going to be so powerful that we can dominate or destroy the other 
nation, would be counterproductive. And I don’t think that even if 
we wanted to do that, either we or the Soviets could have that cap
ability.

Sri Lankan Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Paragraph 125 of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session, November 15, 1978 ^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its decision at the tenth special session to request the 

Secretary-General to transmit to the appropriate deliberative and ne
gotiating organs dealing with the questions of disarmament all the 
official records of the special session devoted to disarmament, in ac
cordance with the recommendations which the Assembly may adopt 
at its thirty-third session,

CoTwmending the active participation of Member States in the con
sideration of the agenda items of the special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament and the proposals and suggestions 
submitted by them,

Noting the valuable contribution such proposals and suggestions 
have made to the work of the special session and its eventual outcome, 

Considering that further and more thorough study of the proposals 
and suggestions contained in paragraph 125 of the Final Document 
than was possible at the special session, is essential,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the deliberative and 
negotiating as well as studying organs dealing with the question of 
disarmament all the proposals and suggestions listed in paragraph 125 
of the Final Document, together with information and comments 
made by Member States on these proposals and suggestions, excep-t 
those covered by separate resolutions;

 ̂A/C.l/33/L.16/Rev.l, Nov. 15, 1978. The draft res. which this revises is 
printed ante, p. 646. The final version became pt. L of res. 33/71 (see post, p. 757).
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2. Further requests the United Nations Disarmament Commission 
and the Committee on Disarmament to report on the state of the con
sideration of these proposals and suggestions to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fifth session.

FRG Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Confidence-Building Measures, Novem
ber 15, 1978"

The General Assemhly^
Concerned at the fact that the arms race is accelerating and that 

the world figure for expenditures on armaments continues to increase. 
Convinced that it is possible to develop effective international meth

ods and procedures to promote general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control,

Desiring to eliminate the sources of tension by peaceful means and 
thereby to contribute to the strengthening of peace and security in 
the world.

Stressing the importance of the statement in the Final Document 
of the special session on disarmament that it is necessary, in order to 
facilitate the process of disarmament, to take measures and to pursue 
policies to strengthen international peace and security and to build 
confidence among States in accordance with the purposes and prin
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations,

Aware that there are situations peculiar to specific regions, which 
have a bearing on the nature of coii^dence-building measures feasible 
in those regions.

Expressing its conviction that commitment to confidence-building 
measures could contribute to strengthening the security of States, 

Noting the fact that at the special session on disarmament a number 
of proposals for such measures have been submitted to that effect 
which deserve due consideration.

Recognizing the need and urgency of first steps to diminish the 
danger of armed conflicts resulting from misunderstandings or from 
misinterpretations of military activities,

1. Recommends to all States to consider in particular the confidence- 
building effects which may arise from:

(a) Steps to improve communication between Governments by 
the establishment of “hot lines” and other methods of reducing the 
risk of conflict;

(b) Supply of information on military expenditure;
(c) Prior notification of manoeuvres;
(d) Invitation of observers to manoeuvres;

 ̂A/C.l/33/L.21^.^ Sponsored by Canada, Denmark, FRG, Ghana, Greece, Japan, 
Romania, Spain, and Turkey, this draft res. was foUowed by a  revised version 
(posf, pp. 667-668). A further revised version became pt. B of G.A. res. 33/91 (see 
VOBt, pp. 766-767).
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(e) Exchange of military personnel, including visits of military 
delegations;

( f ) Notification of military movements;
(g) Establishment of internationally staffed observation posts and 

electronic monitoring stations under United Nations auspices or 
other arrangements as agreed upon between the parties in support 
of stabilization agreements;

2. Appeals to all States t o consider on a regional basis arrangements 
for some specific contidence-building measures defined in accordance 
with the specific conditions and requirements in the area;

3. Invites all States to keep the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations informed on their experiences with the application of re
gional confidence-building measures;

4. Requests the Secretary-General of the United Nations to gather 
the views of Member States on this question in order to transmit them 
to the General Assembly before its thirty-fourth session;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled “Confidence-building measures”.

United States Proposal Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Conclusion of an International Conven
tion on the Strengthening of Guarantees of the Security of 
Non-Nuclear States, November 17, 1978^

The approach of the United States to strengthening the confidence 
of non-nuclear-weapons States in their security against the threat or 
use of nuclear weapons takes into account paragraph 59 of the Final 
Report of the SSOD which provides:

In the same context, the nuclear-weapon States are called upon 
to take steps to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The General Assembly 
notes the declarations made by the nuclear-weapon States and urges 
them to pursue efforts to conclude, as appropriate, effective ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear States against the use or threat 
of use of nuclear weapons.^

The United States position on the way to work out effective ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the threat or 
use of nuclear weapons is based upon the diverse nature of the security 
requirements, both of the nuclear-weapons States, and also of the 
non-nuclear-weapon States. For many of the non-nuclear-weapon 
States relations with specific nuclear-weapon States are an essential 
ingredient in the national security.

Tlie United States believes that in view of these diverse interests 
an effective and practical way of enhancing the confidence of non-

 ̂A/C.l/33/7, Nov. 17, 1978. The res. on this subject that the G.A. adopted is 
printed pp. 760-762.

* Ante, p. 422.
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nuclear-weapon States in their security against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons is by individual declarations by nuclear- 
weapon States on this subject rather than by a single world-wide treaty 
on this subject, which it does not believe would be a fruitful subject 
of negotiation. The United States also recognizes that this approach 
can be buttressed by treaty obligations regarding the non-use of nu
clear weapons in regional situations where it seems appropriate such 
as in the Treaty of Tlatelolco.^

For its part the position of the United States with respect to as
surances is based on a Presidential declaration which reads as follows:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any 
non-nuclear-weapons State party to the NPT (Non-Proliferation 
Treaty) or any comparable internationally binding commitment not 
to acquire nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of an attack 
on the United States, its territories or armed forces, or its allies, 
by such a State allied to a nuclear-weapons-State or associated 
with a nuclear-weapons State in carrying out or sustaining the 
attack/

The United States is convinced that the solemn pledges given by 
the nuclear Powers during the special session represent an instant 
measure of security for the non-nuclear-weapons States, and believes 
that the international community should take cognizance of them. For 
this reason, we have suggested that the Security Council take formal 
note of them. The United States is not committed, however, to this 
approach as the sole way of proceeding. There may be other forums, 
such as the Committee on Disarmament, in which the question of 
negative security assurances could be treated, so long as all views and 
all ways of treating this subject are open for consideration.

The United States believes that this proposal of the United States 
should be put before the Committee on Disarmament if it should take 
this matter under consideration.

Interview of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Jones) 
on CBS-TV “Face the Nation’’: Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks [Extracts], November 19, 1978^

Gen. Jones: First, Mr. Pappas, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have 
reserved their final judgment on any SALT agreement until there is 
an agreement, because nothing is agreed to until everything is agreed 
to. And weVe stated there are three conditions that must be met for 
us to support a SALT agreement.

One, is that the SALT treaty stand on its own as being equitable;

• Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 -^ .
* Ante, p. 384.
 ̂CBS News transcript, pp. 9,12, ©  1978 CBS Inc.
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two, that we work with our allies to make sure that we can maintain 
an overall theater nuclear balance; and three, that we can proceed 
with the programs necessary to allow essential equivalence. And we’re 
reserving our judgment on it. There are still some difficult issues to 
be settled, . . .  we are a full part of the process in the negotiations, 
and I believe that we can have an equitable SALT agreement. But 
there are some difficult days ahead, and I believe the moves are up to 
the Soviets.

Pappas: General Jones, you’ve said that even with SALT II we will 
still have staggering strategic problems and that we’ll need more mis
siles, et cetera. Do you have a dollar figure in mind ? Do you know 
how much all this is going to cost after SALT II, and what type of 
forces are you thinking about ?

Gen. Jones: Mr. Pappas, that’s an impossible answer—impossible to 
answer that in precise terms because it depends to a great extent on 
what the Soviets do. And one of my concerns with SALT, frankly, 
is that people take extreme positions. On one hand there will be some 
people who say that SALT is going to solve everything, that we can 
relax, we can reduce our expenditures, we won’t have to do anything. 
There are others who are saying that SALT will solve ever3i:hing—I 
mean, won’t solve anything, then why have it, since Minuteman will 
become vulnerable, since the SS-17, 18 and 19 intercontinental bal
listic missile— v̂ery large missiles—will be deployed—why?

Well, it can be worthwhile. It can put caps on. There can be some 
reductions. But we shouldn’t be complacent, because a lot can be done 
under SALT by the Soviets. And we, I believe, have to match them 
in overall strategic capability. We had a strong advantage a few 
years ago. Today it’s here. We’re moving in this direction. And we’d 
better not be seduced with the over-kill argument that you just need 
a few weapons in order to maintain equality with the Soviet Union.

Twenty-seven Nation Draft Resolution Submitted to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Committee on Dis
armament, November 22, 1978 ^

The General Assemhly^
Recognizing that all the peoples of the world have a vital interest 

in the success of disarmament negotiations;
Recognizing further^ in accordance with its resolution A/S-10/2

 ̂A/C.1/33/L.42. This res. was submitted by 27 states not members of the 
Committee on Disarmament. A revised version was submitted and introduced 
by Tunisia, p. 687. The third and final version as amended became pt. G. of 
G.A. res. 33/91, voBt, pp. 773-774.
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adopted during its tenth special session, that all states have the right 
to participate in disarmament negotiations

Having established as a deliberative body the Disarmament Com
mission, composed of all States Members of the United Nations;

Having also established a programme of fellowships in order to pro
mote expertise in disarmament and to deepen the knowledge and pro
fessional competence of Member States as a means of strengthening 
their contributions to the disarmament process;

Recalling that membership of the Committee on Disarmament is to 
be reviewed at regular intervals in accordance with paragraph 120 of 
the Final Document of the tenth special session.

1. Recommends that the first review of the membership of the Com
mittee on Disarmament should be completed before the next special 
session devoted to disarmament;

2. Agrees that this review should include a study of a system of 
partial periodical rotation of the membership of the Committee, hav
ing regard to the need for balanced regional representation and ade
quate continuity within the Committee;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item relating to a review of the membership of the Commit
tee on Disarmament.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Pearson) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly [Extract], November 22, 
1978"

I would like to turn my attention now to another important current 
development in limiting nuclear armaments. The cessation of nuclear 
testing would complement in a significant way the effort in SALT II  
and in the anticipated SALT III negotiations to cap the build-up of 
strategic nuclear weapons and to begin reducing their numbers and 
restraining their qualitative development. Here again in negotiations 
involving three of the five nuclear powers, we have made substantial 
progress in developing the basis for a comprehensive test ban treaty to 
which all states could subscribe. The United States appreciates and 
shares the desire of the great majority of the members of the United 
Nations for an early end to nuclear testing.

This urge to move forward rapidly, however, must be tempered by 
the recognition that a comprehensive test ban, in order to promote sta
bility and mutual confidence among its participants, must be based on 
adequate measures of verification. In the trilateral negotiations in Ge
neva, we are engaged in the technically complex process of elaborating

 ̂Ante, pp. 411-439.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 1979, pp. 55-56.
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such measures. As in all negotiations involving both new technical 
problems and the fundamental security interests of the parties, prog
ress has been painstakingly slow but we have seen progress nonetheless.

We are conscious of the impatience of other nations to see the results 
of these trilateral negotiations. At the same time, we are mindful that 
these negotiations are breaking new ground in nuclear arms control 
and that the importance of constructing a fair, balanced, and verifiable 
agreement must take precedence over attempting to meet some arbi
trary completion date.

Other nations, too, have recognized this requirement and have turned 
their attention to interim measures like an immediate moratorium on 
nuclear testing as a means of achieving the objective of a comprehen
sive test ban while the provisions of a formal agreement are still being 
hammered out. As U.S. spokesmen have stated in this forum, we under
stand the motives of those who have called for a moratorium and, in
deed, sympathize with them. We cannot agree, however, that this is the 
way to achieve our common goal— t̂hat is, the earliest possible achieve
ment of a comprehensive test ban that can truly promote mutual confi
dence among its parties. An immediate cessation of nuclear testing 
could seriously complicate efforts to complete satisfactory arrange
ments for verification of a comprehensive test ban. It could even have 
the effect of lengthening the negotiations process. The United States, 
therefore, continues to hold the position that the surest and most effec
tive way to reach an early and satisfactory comprehensive test ban is 
through vigorous pursuit of the Geneva negotiations. I offer assur
ances that my government is making and will continue to make every 
effort to bring those negotiations to a prompt and satisfactory con
clusion.

Avoidance of the danger of nuclear warfare does not involve dealing 
only with existing arsenals; it means insuring that no new ones are 
created. One of the major events looming on the international disarma
ment calendar is the 1980 review conference of the nonproliferation 
treaty,2 preparations for which are already beginning as we meet here. 
The NPT is not the only means at our disposal to insure against the 
spread of nuclear weapons, but it is the instrument in which well over 
100 nations have put their trust. The United States and many other 
nations continue to hope for the widest possible adherence to this im
portant treaty.

It is in the context of the NPT and nonproliferation in general, that 
I refer again to the significance of our efforts to achieve a comprehen
sive test ban. It is apparent that adherence by all nations to such a ban 
would be a major achievement in nonproliferation. Moreover, adher
ence by nuclear-weapon states would oblige them to give up something 
tangible—the option to test nuclear explosive devices. The renuncia
tion of this option would, in our view, further demonstrate that nu
clear-weapon states are carrying out both the letter and the spirit of

 ̂The text of the treaty may be found in D ocum ents on Disarmament^ 1968^ pp.
461-465.
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the NPT which, among other things, calls on the parties to pursue ne
gotiations on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear 
arms race. Both SALT II and a comprehensive test ban are measures 
in this category. Their success will pave the way for further steps to
ward reduction of nuclear arsenals without endangering the security 
of any nation and will help prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to 
other parts of the globe.

Finally, I would like to draw attention once again to the commit
ment taken by the United States to strengthen the conj&dence of non
nuclear-weapon states that nuclear weapons will not be used against 
them. The Presidential declaration announced by Secretary of State 
Vance on June 12 during the special session devoted to disarmament 
elaborated my government’s position on security assurances,® building 
on the policy statement by President Carter in his address to the Gen
eral Assembly in October 1977.̂  The June declaration was a recogni
tion by the United States of the desire of states which have foresworn 
nuclear weapons for greater assurance of their security. Our approach 
took into account the fact that the nuclear-weapon states, as well as 
the non-nuclear-weapon states, have diverse security requirements. For 
many of the non-nuclear-weapon states, their relationship with nu
clear-weapon states is an essential ingredient in their national security.

The measures I have mentioned today are not the only ones the 
United States has taken in the nuclear disarmament field. I could cite, 
for example, its signature of Protocol I and adherence to Protocol II  
of the treaty of Tlatelolco— t̂he Latin American nuclear-weapon-free 
zone ®—and its support for similar zones in certain other parts of the 
world. The record is clear: The United States is responding to the call 
sounded in the Final Document of the special session devoted to dis
armament . . . “To halt and reverse the nuclear arms race and all its 
aspects in order to avert the danger of war involving nuclear weap
ons.” ® We shall be unflagging in our efforts to achieve that goal.

Declaration of the Political Consultative Committee of the 
Warsaw Pact [Extracts], November 23, 1978 ^

The main danger to peace and international security, to the relaxa
tion of international tension and to the independence of peoples and

 ̂Ante, p. 384.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1911, pp. 604-609.
® The treaty and its protocols are included ihid., 1967, pp. 69-83. For U.S. state

ments upon signing the protocols, see iUd.^ 1968, pp. 204r-205 (Protocol II)  and 
1911, pp. 338-339.

“ Ante, pp. 411-439.
"A/33/392,S/12939, pp. 1-9, 15-16, 18; Tass, Nov. 23, 1978; FBIS Daily Report, 

Nov. 24, 1978, vol. I l l ,  pp. CC6-CC13, CC17-CC20. The declaration was adopted 
at the conference of the committee held in Moscow, Nov. 22-23.
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their economic and social development is the continuation and build-up 
of the arms race and the increase in its rapidity and scale.

An expression of the intensification of the arms race, responsibility 
for which rests with the most aggressive circles of imperialism, is the 
adoption by the Washington session of the NATO Council of the deci
sion to increase military appropriations by many tens of billions of 
dollars above their already inflated military budgets, the new pro
grammes, lasting several decades, to develop their armed forces and 
equip them with increasingly destructive types of weapons of mass 
annihilation. Those decisions, which are conducive to an increase in the 
arms race, as well as other actions by NATO that are in the nature of 
military demonstrations, are aimed at bringing about the military su
premacy of the NATO countries over the socialist and other countries 
of the world in order to impose their will on independent States and 
to suppress the struggle of peoples for national and social liberation.

Those measures run completely counter to the provisions of the Hel
sinki Final A ct; they create new obstacles in the way of mutual under
standing and peaceful co-operation among the States and peoples of 
Europe. The interests of peace require that the NATO countries should 
renounce the decisions they have adopted and follow the road to dis
armament and the creation of a climate of peace, mutual understand
ing and confidence among all the States that participated in the Euro
pean Conference.*

The socialist countries, Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, take a firm 
position against the policy of intensifying the arms race and against 
attempts at military blackmail. They reaffirm that they have never 
sought and do not seek military superiority; their military efforts are 
and always will be aimed exclusively at ensuring their defence capac
ity. Their basic belief is that military balance in Europe and the world 
should be maintained not by increasing arms but by reducing them and 
by a resolute transition to specific measures to achieve disarmament, 
especially nuclear disarmament. The further intensification of the arms 
race, the expansion of its scale and the further improvement of weap
ons systems may have increasingly dangerous consequences for the 
world’s peoples.

Accordingly, the States represented at the meeting of the Political 
Consultative Committee believe that the most important task of in
ternational politics under present conditions is to bring about an early 
and decisive breakthrough in the talks on stopping the arms race and 
on disarmament. This must happen if the basic interests of the world’s 
peoples, of all mankind and of civilization are to be served. They note 
with satisfaction that this viewpoint is now widely shared throughout 
the world. The political leaders of many countries, along with broad 
sectors of society and the common people, are speaking out with ever-

 ̂I.e., of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. The portions 
relevant to arms control and disarmament concerns may be found in Documents 
on Disarmament, 7975, pp. 304-308, and the Final Act in its entirety, in Depart
ment of State Bulletin, Sept. 1.1975, pp. 327 ff.



WARSAW PACT DECLARATION, NOVEMBER 23 659

greater insistence against new spiraling increases in the arms race, 
which jeopardize the peace and security of States, and in favour of 
effective disarmament measures.

The arms race holds back the economic and social progress of all 
countries and renders inter-State co-operation more difficult; it puts 
ever-greater obstacles in the way of efforts to close the gaps in eco
nomic development between countries and to solve other global prob
lems on which mankind’s future depends.

There can be no stable peace in conditions where the destructive po
tential in the arsenals of States is growing rapidly, a potential which 
even now is sufficient—if put to use— t̂o call into question the very sur
vival of man on earth. The arms race is causing increasingly serious 
damage to the process of relaxation of international tension.

Another reason why the arms race must be stopped without delay is 
that the rapid development of military technology, especially the pos
sible emergence of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion, may further complicate the search for and the attainment of 
practical solutions on matters of disarmament.

What the peoples of the world need is not the development of new 
nuclear-missile systems, new ballistic-missile submarines or cruise mis
siles but the complete termination of the manufacture of nuclear weap
ons of all types and the conversion of nuclear energy to peaceful 
purposes.

The aspirations of mankind will be met not by the improvement of 
existing types of mass-destruction weapons and the development of 
new ones, including neutron weapons, but by the discontinuation of the 
manufacture and by the prohibition of all types of such weapons.

What the world’s people need is not the further development and 
improvement of conventional armaments and the further enhancement 
of their destructive power but the reduction of existing armed forces 
and armaments without diminishing the security of any State and 
transition to effective measures to ease military tension and to effect 
disarmament.

The socialist countries represented at the meeting of the Political 
Consultative Committee firmly maintain that it is necessary to take 
effective measures along all these lines, measures that are capable of 
stopping the growth of the military potential of States—first of all 
that of the Powers which possess great military potential—and that 
can lead to actual disarmament.

Proposals on the entire range of problems related to stopping the 
arms race and effecting disarmament have been submitted at the spe
cial session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, held in 
the summer of 1978, and at the current session of the General Assembly.

The foremost task in this respect is to begin talks on stopping the 
manufacture of nuclear weapons of all types and on gradually reduc
ing stockpiles of these weapons until they are completely liquidated. 
Parallel to this, it is necessary to bring about the prohibition for all
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time of the use of nuclear weapons and the renunciation by all States 
of the use of force in relations with each other. The States Parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty support the proposals on this subject made by 
the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. They consider it neces
sary to reach agreement without further delay on the beginning of 
talks on these questions, with the participation of all nuclear Powers 
and not only of those Powers. The sooner a specific date is fixed for 
such talks, the better.

The States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty attach great importance 
to the attainment of agreements between the USSR and the United 
States on strategic arms limitation. Of tremendous importance, in 
their opinion, would be the early completion of Soviet-United States 
talks on the second agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive 
weapons and a turn to the conclusion of new agreements on the re
duction of such weapons, with the participation of other nuclear 
Powers.

The achievement of progress in the reduction of strategic offensive 
weapons would help reduce the level of military confrontation in 
the world and strengthen the course towards detente, peace and in
ternational security. The peoples of the world will welcome such a 
turn of events.

The States represented at the meeting of the Political Consultative 
Committee favour the speedy conclusion of the current talks on other 
aspects of the limitation and termination of the arms race as well: 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests; strengthen
ing the regime for the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons so as to 
give all States, without discrimination, access to the use of nuclear 
energy and nuclear technology for peaceful purposes under effective 
international control in accordance with IAEA standards; banning 
the development of new types and systems of mass-destruction weap
ons ; the banning and liquidation of chemical weapons; the limitation 
and subsequent reduction of military activity in the Indian Ocean; 
and the restriction of the sale and delivery of conventional weapons.

Each of these subjects has its own significance from the standpoint 
of strengthening peace and the security of the world’s peoples. The 
talks on each of them have reached a more or less advanced stage, at 
which the discussion and the search for solutions relate not simply to 
general ideas but directly to questions of military hardware. The so
cialist States taking part in the talks in question have made and are 
continuing to make very constructive contributions towards their 
progress and have come forward with initiatives to help overcome the 
obstacles encountered on the way. They are prepared to continue act
ing in that spirit in order to make the talks succeed. But it should be 
absolutely clear that practical results can be achieved only if all par
ticipants in the talks take a constructive approach.

One of the most effective and practical ways to stop the arms race 
is to reduce military budgets, especially the budgets of States with 
great economic and military potential. The socialist countries are



WARSAW PACT DECLARATION, NOVEMBER 23 661

ready to reach agreement on the resolution of this weighty problem, 
on cutbacks in military budgets either by equal percentages or by mag
nitudes of the same order in absolute terms. Their proposals on this 
subject are being examined by the United Nations, including the pro
posal that military budgets should be frozen at their present level and 
their reduction should be begun immediately.

The implementation of this measure not only will set certain limits 
to the arms race but also will release vast resources for peaceful pur
poses—for the development of industry and agriculture, science, cul
ture and education, for increasing aid to the developing countries in 
the interests of accelerating their economic and social development, 
and for environmental protection. This would be a tangible gain for 
the cause of disarmament and for the well-being of all peoples.

As European States, the socialist States Parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty naturally attach special significance to questions of military 
detente and disarmament in Europe.

They reaffirm their determination to work for the implementation 
of the well-known provision of the Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe on the need to carry out ef
fective measures which are aimed at lessening military confrontation 
and promoting disarmament and which will complement political 
detente and strengthen security in Europe.

They are striving in every way possible to contribute to the success 
of the talks on mutual force and arms reductions in Central Europe, 
and to that end, they have repeatedly put forward during the talks 
constructive proposals on ways of resolving the basic issues under 
consideration. Their new major effort, aimed at achieving decisive 
progress at the talks is the proposal of 8 June 1978 embracing the 
whole range of the problems under discussion and ensuring the qual
ity of the armed forces of the two sides in the area subject to reduc
tions, with a considerable decrease of force levels below the present 
levels. Progress will, however, be achieved only if the response of the 
other side is also imbued with a constructive spirit.

The participants in the meeting will also undertake efforts to have 
questions of military detente and the promotion of disarmament in 
Europe examined within the common framework of European secu
rity, with the participation of all States which signed the Helsinki 
Final Act.

The socialist States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty are ready, whether 
it be at the European or the global level, with reference to separate 
areas or the whole world, to conduct talks on all aspects of the prob
lem of ending the arms race, including those on which they have not 
been conducted so far. This applies, for example, to the question of 
limiting and reducing those components of the military potentials 
of both sides in Europe which are at present a source of concern for 
each of the sides.

There is no type of weapon that the socialist States represented at 
the Conference are not ready to limit or reduce on the basis of strict
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observance of the principle of undiminished security of each side. 
They are also ready to examine most attentively the proposals of other 
States on questions of military detente and disarmament.

Declaring their desire to undertake further efforts together with 
other States to arrive at the successful resolution of questions pertain
ing to the termination of the arms race and to disarmament, the States 
represented at the meeting of the Political Consultative Committee 
consider it necessary to stress the significance of confidence in relations 
among States. They take a firm position in favour of the strict ob
servance of the principle of the non-use of force or the threat of force 
in relations among States and the settlement of all disputes solely by 
peaceful means, through negotiations.

Accordingly, the socialist States represented at the meeting favour 
the implementation of the following measures:

—^Conclusion of a world treaty on the non-use of force in interna
tional relations, which would place an obligation on all States to re
nounce the use of force or of the threat of force in all of its forms and 
manifestations, including a ban on the use of nuclear weapons;

—Strict observance by all States which participated in the Euro
pean Conference of the obligation not to use force or the threat of 
force in their relations with each other;

—Implementation of the proposal that every State which partici
pated in the European Conference should commit itself never to be 
the first to use nuclear weapons against any other, that the NATO 
member States and the Warsaw Treaty member States should not en
large the membership of their alliances, that the scale of military 
exercises by each side in Europe should be limited to the level of 
50,000-60,000 men and that the measures of confidence on which agree
ment was reached at the European Conference should be extended to 
the area of the Mediterranean;

—Measures for strengthening guarantees of the security of non
nuclear States, including renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons 
against States which do not possess nuclear weapons and do not have 
them in their territory, as well as renunciation of the deployment of 
nuclear weapons in the territories of States where they are not to be 
found at present.

Non-nuclear States which do not have nuclear weapons in their ter
ritory have the right to receive guarantees that neither nuclear weap
ons nor any other weapons will be used against them, in accordance 
with the principle of the non-use of force or the threat of force.

The States participating in the meeting of the Political Consultative 
Committee oppose increases in forces and arms in the territories of 
other States. They have reaffirmed their consistent stand for the con
clusion of agreements on force and arms cuts, for fresh efforts on an 
international scale to achieve the dismantling of military bases in the 
territories of other countries and the withdrawal of foreign troops
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from the territories of other States, and for the creation of nuclear- 
free zones and zones of peace in various areas, including Europe.

The participants in the meeting also reaffirm their readiness to dis
band the Warsaw Treaty Organization simultaneously with the dis
bandment of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and, as a first 
step, they are prepared for the liquidation of the two military orga
nizations, starting with a mutual reduction of their military activity. 
That would be a major advance in the building of lasting peace.

The socialist States know very well that the solution of problems 
relating to the ending of the arms race and to disarmament is a difficult 
matter calling for tremendous effort and purposeful will. They deem 
useful and important the broad discussion of practical measures aimed 
at ending the arms race and achieving disarmament that took place at 
the recent special session of the United Nations General Assembly, 
which also adopted decisions on improving the machinery for talks to 
that end. It is important now to begin practical work aimed at imple
menting the ideas and recommendations of the Final Document 
adopted at that session and undertake even more persistent ejfforts at 
the international level to start the process of disarmament. The con
vocation at the earliest possible date of a World Disarmament Con
ference with the participation of all States could provide a strong 
impetus in moving the cause forward.

The States represented at the meeting of the Political Consultative 
Committee are also aware that there are powerful adversaries of the 
cause of ending the arms race, primarily the imperialist circles and 
the monopolies that are interested in the constant expansion of the 
manufacture of arms and the increase of arms stockpiles as a means of 
gaining profits and dominating independent countries and peoples and 
imposing their will upon them. But the participants in the meeting 
are convinced that the resistance of those adversaries can be overcome 
if all the forces of our time interested in the maintenance and consoli
dation of peace are mobilized and united for that purpose.

Their confidence is based on the results already achieved, which 
have found expression in the system of bilateral and multilateral trea
ties and agreements limiting certain aspects of the arms race that has 
been built up in the past decade and a half. The vital interests of the 
world’s peoples require that much more should be done now.

Decisive progress in ending the arms race is possible. Every effort 
must be exerted to make it a reality.

Proclaiming once again their determination to redouble their efforts 
to strengthen peace, safeguard security, develop the process of detent^ 
and expand international co-operation, the States represented at the 
meeting of the Political Consultative Committee address the following 
appeal to all European States and all the States and peoples of the 
world:
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1. Resolutely to embark on the path of firm adherence to a policy of 
peace, detente, renunciation of the use of force or the threat of force 
in international relations, peaceful settlement of all disputes, uncon
ditional condemnation of aggressive wars, complete elimination of 
wars between States from the life of mankind, cessation of the arms 
race and the final eradication of the vestiges of “cold war”.

The dream of millions of people on all continents of a world without 
military conflicts is not a utopia. It can be attained and become a 
reality through joint efforts by all who are prepared to fight for it.

2. To press for early negotiations among the five nuclear Powers— 
the USSR, the United States, the United Kingdom, France and 
China—for the purpose of removing nuclear weapons of all types from 
the arsenals of States and converting nuclear energy to exclusively 
peaceful uses.

Man’s genius did not discover the greatest source of energy— t̂he 
energy of the atomic nucleus—in order to destroy civilization with its 
aid. The highest wisdom today lies not in whipping up the arms race 
and increasing the danger of a nuclear catastrophe but in delivering 
mankind from the threat of a new war.

3. To insist firmly that countries possessing the greatest military and 
atomic potential, particularly the five permanent members of the Secu
rity Council, which bear special responsibility for the maintenance of 
international peace and security, should reach agreement without de
lay on the reduction of their military budgets by a certain percentage 
or by magnitudes of the same order, as a first step, for the next three 
years.

Nations cannot reconcile themselves to the ever-growing burden of 
unproductive expenditure on the manufacture of instruments of de
struction. Everywhere in the world, people are waiting for more ex
tensive resources to be allocated for the purpose of raising their living 
standards, developing health services, improving education and meet
ing their cultural needs. The developing countries are fully justified 
in calling for at least a portion of military expenditures to be converted 
to increased economic and technical assistance to them. This can and 
must be done.

4. To step up the efforts of States and Governments to conclude as 
quickly as possible the current negotiations on the limitation and cessa
tion of the arms race in its main directions, to concert efforts among 
all States in the formulation and implementation of disarmament 
measures. To actively set about realizing the ideas and recommenda
tions which gained general approval at the special session of the Gen
eral Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Time does not wait. As regards the termination of the arms race, it 
can no longer be counted by years, much less decades. The States par
ticipating in the negotiations must take bold steps that can ensure 
success for the talks. Such success can be attained if tlie will of peoples 
is duly reflected in the policy of all Governments^
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5. To advance resolutely the cause of military detente in Europe and 
to take effective steps to reduce the level of military confrontation on 
the European continent while ensuring an equal measure of security 
for all European States. To this we summon the States participating 
in the European Conference and the Vienna negotiations on armed 
forces and armaments reduction in Central Europe.

For the People’s Kepublic of Bulgaria
T odor  Z h iv k o v  

First Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Bulgarian Communist Party, 
Chairman of the State Council of the 

People’s Republic of Bulgaria
For the Czechoslovak Socialist Eepublic

G u s t a v  H u s a k  

General Secretary of the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia, 

President of the Czechoslovak Socialist Eepublic

For the GermanDemooratic Kepublic
E r ic h  H o n e c k e r  

General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany, 

Chairman of the State Council of the German 
Democratic Eepublic

For the Hungarian People’s Eepublic
J a n o s  K a d a r  

First Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Hungarian Socialist Worke»rs’ Party

For the Polish People’s Eepublic
E d w a r d  G ie r e k  

First Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Polish United Workers’ Party

For the Socialist Eepublic of Eomania
N ic o l a e  C e a u s e s c u  

General Secretary of the Eomanian Communist Party, 
President of the Socialist Eepublic of Eomania

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics
L. I. B r e z h n e v  

General Secretary of the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 

Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet 
of the USSE
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Liberian Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of 
the General Assembly: New Philosophy on Disarmament, 
November 24, 1978 ^

The General Asserribly^
Recalling the Programme of Action adopted by the tenth special 

session devoted to disarmament, that an essential condition to the 
halting of the arms race, and an indispensable step to the goal of dis
armament is the mobilization of a world public opinion in support of 
this effort,2

Noting the enormous expansion of concepts of disarmament as de
veloped in the special session and in the Political Committee and in 
other organs and Committees of the thirty-third regular session of 
the General Assembly,

Noting^ in particular, the many new concepts developed under the 
radical changes in science and technology with respect to the growth 
of entirely new generations of weaponry, and their impact on chang
ing strategies with their proliferation of military and defence 
alliances.

Noting also the changing concepts of disarmament in light of its 
relation to the economies of nations, especially its interdependence 
with the global dimensions of development.

Aware of the growing realization that the old balance-of-power 
approach to security is being radically altered by the rapid qualitative 
changes in the ever-rising complexity and proliferation of “surprise” 
and “secret” weapons.

Taking into account the pervading conviction of the obsolescence, 
in the light of the rapid uncontrollability of the new weapons and of 
the old concept of armed national security to which the peoples of the 
world are conditioned.

Oh serving with interest the tendency to brand the arms race in 
terms of moral and ethical strictures.

Convinced that the world is in fact witnessing a revolution in its 
mode of thinking on the historic legacy of armed national security 
and giving way to new concepts in a manner that will require the full 
partnership of peoples.

Confronted by an explosion of new ideas, new theories, new pro
posals and new strategies in the effort to cope with short- and long
term plans submitted by statesmen and Governments as an intolerable 
fragmentation which needs to be formulated into a fused and orga
nized departure from past outmoded premises into a new philosophy 
on disarmament,

1. Considers it necessary that all the new ideas, new proposals, new 
thinking and new strategies, set forth in the broad range of general 
debates preceding and following the Final Declaration of the tenth

 ̂A/C.1/33/L.20, Nov. 14, 1978. The final version of this draft res., which Is 
pt. N of G.A. res. 33/71, is printed •post, pp. 758-759.

 ̂Ante, pp. 420 ff.
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special session devoted to disarmament, be formulated into a single 
comprehensive and co-ordinated system, into a new philosophy on 
d,isarmament, in a message that can effectively reach the minds of men 
in a mobilization of world public opinion behind the United Nations 
goal for the halting of the present arms race and eventually for com
plete and general disarmament pivoted on a new order of national 
and international security;

2. Recommends the creation of a group of eminent persons, to be 
drawn from the fields of political science, of United Nations disarma
ment issues and of public information and public relations, who shall 
be entrusted with the formulation of such a philosophy or doctrine or 
Declaration, in light of the objectives enunciated in the Declaration 
and Programme of Action of the special session devoted to disarma
ment and related ideas;

3. Expresses the hope that this group may be able to report results, 
as appropriate, in time for consideration by the thirty-fourth regular 
session of the General Assembly.

Revised FRG Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Confidence-Building Measures, 
November 24, 1978"

The General Assembly*
Concerned at the fact that the arms race is accelerating and that the 

world figure for expenditures on armaments continues to increase, 
Convinced that it is possible to develop effective international meth

ods and procedures to promote general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control.

Desiring to eliminate the sources of tension by peaceful means and 
thereby to contribute to the strengthening of peace and security in the 
world,

Stressing the importance of the statement in the Final Document of 
the special session on disarmament that it is necessary, in order to 
facilitate the process of disarmament, to take measures and to pursue 
policies to strengthen international peace and security and to build 
confidence among States in accordance with the purposes and princi
ples of the Charter of the United Nations,^

Aware that there are situations peculiar to specific regions, which 
have a bearing on the nature of confidence-building measures feasible 
in those regions.

Expressing its conviction that commitment to confidence-building 
measures could contribute to strengthening the security of States,

 ̂A/C.l/33/L.21/Rev.l. The revised version of an earUer draft {ante, pp. 651- 
652), this version was sponsored by eight additional states, including the U.S. 
Pakistan submitted amendments for this version (infra), some of which were in
corporated into a further revised version that was adopted as pt. B of G.A. res. 
33/91 (post, pp. 766-767).

 ̂Ante, pp. 411-439.
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Noting the fact that at the special session on disarmament a number 
of proposals for such measures have been submitted to that effect which 
deserve due consideration,

Recognizing the need and urgency of first steps to diminish the 
danger of armed conflicts resulting from misunderstandings or from 
misinterpretations of military activities,

1. RecoTnmends to all States to consider taking confidence-building 
measures;

2. Further recommervds to all States to consider on a regional basis 
arrangements for some specific confidence-building measures, taking 
into account the specific conditions and requirements of each region;

3. Invites all States to inform the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations of their views and experiences on those confidence-building 
measures they consider appropriate and feasible in their respective 
regions;

4. Requests the Secretary-General of the United Nations to transmit 
the views of Member States on this question to the General Assembly 
during its thirty-fourth session;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled “Confidence-building measures”.

Pakistani Amendments to the FRG Draft Resolution Submitted to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Confidence- 
Building Measures, November 24, 1978^

1. Insert the following paragraphs after present preamhular para
graph Ip:

Considering that strict compliance by all States to the principles of 
the United Nations Charter especially those relating to respect for the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of States, non-interference in the 
internal affairs of States and pacific settlement of disputes, is essen
tial to ease international tensions and create mutual confidence among 
States,

Reiterating the necessity of the full implementation by States of 
international agreements and the resolutions and decisions of the 
United Nations concerning international disputes and differences.

Emphasizing the primary responsibility of the major military 
Powers followed by other military significant States to contribute to 
the creation of confidence among States about their security,

2. Amend the last preamhuLar paragraph to read as follows:

Recognizing the need and urgency of steps to diminish the danger 
of armed conflicts,

* A/C.1/33/L.45 For the FRG draft res., see supra, Pakistan later withdrew 
its amendments.
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Statement by the British Representative (Ashe) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Weapons of Mass Destruc
tion [Extract], November 24, 1978^

I turn now to draft resolution A/C.l/33/L.22.^ In introducing this 
draft resolution I have the honour to speak on behalf of the delega
tions of Belgium, Denmark, France, the Federal Republic of Ger
many, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. This draft resolution deals 
with potential new weapons of mass destruction.

Members of this Committee will recall that last year my own delega
tion tried to negotiate with the Soviet delegation a joint resolution on 
new weapons of mass destruction, considering as we did that there 
were only two substantive points dividing us: first, the desirability or 
otherwise of first concluding a comprehensive umbrella convention and, 
secondly, the appropriateness of including in it refinements of exist
ing weapons of mass destruction. Sharing fully with the Soviet dele
gation the view that new scientific discoveries should not be misapplied 
for military purposes, my delegation believed that a compromise safe
guarding both our positions on the umbrella convention and on the 
refinement of existing weapons of mass destruction could be found 
without too much difficulty. But sadly our hopes were disappointed 
and in the end, to our great regret, two competing draft resolutions 
were submitted on this subject, one drafted by the Soviet delegation 
and one by my own delegation. The two draft resolutions were couched 
in rather different language, but in essence they reflected the difference 
on these two points between the Eastern and Western approach to the 
control of potential new weapons of mass destruction. As we all know, 
both draft resolutions were adopted by substantial majorities, in each 
case getting over 100 votes.  ̂ Many delegations voted for both, and 
many more, I know, had shared the hope that it would be possible for 
one single draft resolution to be presented.

Then, at the United Nations special session earlier this year, a pas
sage on new weapons of mass destruction was worked out for the Final 
Document and accepted by all of us by consensus.  ̂ Encouraged by 
this, early in the present session of the General Assembly my delega
tion again suggested to the Soviet delegation that it should be pos
sible to reach agreement on the joint text of a draft resolution. This 
would incorporate a call for further work on this important subject 
in language which safeguarded the point of view of any Government. 
We aimed at a text which could be accepted by consensus.

"A/C.1/33/PV.49, pp. 14-25.
Identical with G.A. res. 33/66A, see post, pp. 734-735.

® The reference is to G.A. res. 32/84 A and B, reprinted in D ocum ents on D is
arm am ent, 191'K, pp. 838-841.

* Ante, p. 426.
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The Soviet delegation accepted that proposal. Detailed discussions 
on a joint text were accordingly held between our two delegations dur
ing the succeeding weeks, and this resulted in a text all but agreed. 
But I am sorry to say that at the last moment the Soviet Government 
decided that it must ask for a major alteration which entirely under
mined the compromise draft resolution Vhich until then had seemed 
attainable.

The Soviet Government was of course perfectly entitled to take this 
line since our discussions had—obviously—taken place without com
mitment on either side. Nevertheless, I am confideait that most mem
bers of this Committee will share the disappointment of my own Gov
ernment that a successful compromise should have slipped from our 
grasp at the eleventh hour.

Rather than leave matters there, my own delegation, together with 
the other sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.22, decided at the 
end of last week that the best course in the general interest was to 
submit the compromise text exactly as it stood when negotiations came 
to an end. It is that text which is before the Committee as A/C.1/33/ 
L.22.1 do not propose to comment on it in detail. Representatives will 
see that its wording differs considerably from that of both the draft 
resolutions submitted last year. Frankly, it contains language which 
my own Government would have preferred to exclude, and it also 
leaves out or passes lightly over some points which we believe worthy 
of greater emphasis. But its aim, as I say, is to find language which, 
while advancing the general cause which we all share, safeguards the 
positions of both sides on the differences which persist between us. 
That is the essential nature of a compromise, and I commend the pres
ent text to the First Committee as such.

I will simply confine myself to drawing attention to the principa/l 
operative paragraph—that is, operative paragraph 2. That is the pas
sage which invites the Committee on Disarmament to continue its 
work on this subject. The Committee on Disarmament is requested

. . .  to pursue its examination of the subject, with any appropriate 
expert assistance, with a view to reaching agreement on the preven
tion of the emergence of new weapons of mass destruction . . . .

The idea here was a formula based upon the relevant passage of Mr. 
Gromyko’s speech to the General Assembly on 26 September.® It is 
carefully worded in order to leave open the exact way in which con
crete expression should be given to this search for agreement, thus 
safeguarding the position of both sides on the desirability or otherwise 
of negotiating a comprehensive umbrella agreement. But it was pre
cisely that phrase which the Soviet Government was unable to accept 
at the last moment. Instead they wished to incorporate a specific refer
ence to the negotiation of the text of a general umbrella convention, 
even though they knew it to be unacceptable to a considerable number 
of delegations here.

 ̂A n tef pp. 570-577.
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So much for the actual draft resolution. I thioik however that I 
cannot leave this subject without saying a few words about my own 
Government’s approach to the control of potential new scientific dis
coveries in the field of armaments. We have consistently declared our 
whole-hearted support for concrete measures to prevent the develop
ment of new weapons of mass destruction based upon new scientific 
discoveries, and we accordingly gave our support to the relevant pas
sage in the Final Document of the special session on disarmament 
earlier this year which urged that effective measures should be taken 
to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
based on new scientific principles and achievements. Our support for 
this concept is of course entirely consistent with my delegation’s in
troduction at last year’s session of the General Assembly of the draft 
resolution to which I referred at the beginning of my statement.

As set out in that paragraph of the Final Document, all of us here 
are agreed that this question should be kept under review. The inter
national community must be vigilant in order to ensure that if some 
new scientific discovery shows any signs of emerging in the form of a 
new devastating weapon, it is at once nipped in the bud by general 
agreement. But in order to arrive at such general agreement we have 
to be clear as to what we are talking about. A declaration of intent, 
however laudable and well intentioned, is one thing; an effective arms 
control agreement is something quite distinct. To be effective, such an 
agreement must deal with something specific and identifiable and 
hence definable in legal language; and to be enforceable it must also 
be verifiable so that all States can be confident that it is being faith
fully carried out. It is for this reason that my Government has con
sistently opposed a general umbrella ban on the development of new 
weapons of mass destruction. Such a ban would inevitably and in
escapably be vague in its scope because it could not define with clarity 
its target; and accordingly it could not incorporate adequate verifica
tion arrangements because it could not define clearly exactly what it 
was trying to prevent. In short, a general umbrella convention on new 
weapons of mass destruction could in practice be no more than a decla
ration of intent, vague in scope and unverifiable in implementation.

It seems to me that this point is at least in part accepted by our 
Eastern colleagues. They too accept our proposal that any specific new 
weapons, based upon new scientific discoveries which may be identi
fied, should be the subject of specific agreements to prohibit them. 
This acceptance of specific agreements belies their claim that a blanket 
prohibition would be sufficient to prevent the emergence of new weap
ons based upon such new scientific discoveries. I suspect, indeed, that 
they recognize that a blanket prohibition would not in fact be effective, 
that it would in fact be no more, as I have already said, than another 
form of declaration of intent.

The representative of the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic 
reminded us last week of the proposal of the socialist countries to 
establish an ad hoc group in Geneva to examine the subject of weapons

317-783 0 80 45
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of mass destruction and to negotiate agreements, both general and 
specific, on them. Now, an expert group is an appropriate method of 
examining a field in which there is clear evidence of technical material 
or activity to be assessed. It could therefore be an appropriate way of 
examining a particular potential new weapon of mass destruction. 
But so far, I am glad to say, no one has been able to identify such a 
potential weapon. We have certainly heard—and have very carefully 
considered—various suggestions about fields in which new weapons of 
mass destruction might theoretically be developed. But none of these 
so far really present themselves as serious potential weapons of mass 
destruction— t̂hat is to say, in the 1948 definition, weapons comparable 
in destructive effect to nuclear weapons, radiological weapons or chem
ical or biological weapons.

And here, on a point of detail, I cannot accept the suggestion made 
by the representative of Byelorussia and repeated in preambular para
graph 5 of the Soviet draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.24,® that radiologi
cal weapons provide an example of a new weapon of mass destruction 
coming under the terms of the subject which we are discussing. As far 
back as 1948 radiological weapons were listed as potential weapons 
requiring restraint and hence the negotiation of a ban to prevent their 
emergence. That is why negotiations on their prohibition are already 
in progress between the Soviet Union and the United States. Those 
negotiations are not the result of their recent emergence as potential 
weapons under the terms of the item which we are discussing.

Finally, I must say a word about the enhanced radiation weapon— 
the so-called neutron bomb. Several delegations, particularly the East
ern delegations, have claimed that this is a weapon whidh comes within 
the scope of the item we are now discussing. The first point I have to 
make is that by no possible definition could the enhanced radiation 
weapon be considered anything other than a nuclear weapon and, as 
we already know, nuclear weapons already exist. As a development of 
an existing weapon of mass destruction, its principles have been known 
for many years. Is a new battle tank which differs from its predecessor 
in the ratio between fire power, armour plating and mobility, to be 
defined as a new weapon in its own right? Clearly not. It merely 
represents a development of an existing weapon. The same is true of 
the enhanced radiation weapon. It is a development of nuclear weap
ons, and they unfortunately have been with us for more than 30 years 
past but fortunately are already being discussed in arms control 
negotiations.

Secondly, in choosing to dwell on this particular weapon the repre
sentatives of the socialist countries are surely showing curious discrimi
nation. There are many horrific weapons in the armouries of both East 
and West. It is the honest and sincere hope of both sides, I believe, 
that they will never be used. The particular feature of this particular

®A sUghtly revised version of this draft res. was adopted as res. 83/66 B 
{post, pp. 735-736).



CARTER ANNOUNCEMENT, NOVEMBER 27 673

weapon is that it is deliberately designed to reduce collateral damage 
and to concentrate its striking effects upon its military target. It was 
specifically intended to counter an attack by massed armour and to 
focus its effect on that particular target. It is well known that the 
Western Alliance has to take into serious consideration the possibility 
of an attack by massed armour. The Governments of the Warsaw Pact, 
on the other hand, have no such fear to prepare against. However, 
there are hideous new weapons of real mass destruction already de
ployed in the Warsaw Pact’s armoury and targeted on Western Euro
pean cities. I do not think that it is edifying in the context of our dis
cussion of new weapons of mass destruction to trade arguments about 
particular weapons not properly falling within the scope of our dis
cussion. The simple fact is that the SS-20 system, for example, which 
is already being produced and is already deployed, and the enhanced 
radiation weapon system, which—because of Western hopes of an ar
rangement of balanced restraint—is not even being produced, let alone 
deployed, are both developments of existing weapons of mass destruc
tion and should be dealt with as such.

In conclusion, I commend draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.22 to the 
Committee in the hope that it will meet with general approval. United 
as we all are in our desire to prevent the emergence of new weapons of 
mass destruction based upon new scientific discoveries, it provides the 
means for this issue to be kept under permanent and serious considera
tion by the Committee on Disarmament and for the prompt conclusion 
of conventions preventing the emergence of such weapons whenever 
such a possibility should be identified. It safeguards the views of all 
States on exactly how our common aspiration should be given effect 
and could put an end to the annual parading at the General Assembly 
of our differences on how to set about our common goal.

Announcement by President Carter: Review of Federal Studies 
on Radioactivity Exposure in Utah, November 27, 1978^

Governor Matheson has expressed his concern over the possible 
health implications for people in Utah who were exposed to radio
active particles as a result of Defense Department testing of atomic 
bombs in the 1950’s.

The Governor has asked me to review the findings of earlier Federal 
studies in Utah on the effects of exposure to radioactive particles on 
health and to determine whether or not a more comprehensive study is 
indicated.

I am today directing the Secretary of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to take the following actions:

—reevaluate the findings of earlier studies conducted in the State to 
determine whether or not the rate of illness or death from leu

 ̂W eekly  Compilation o f P residentia l D ocuments, Dec. 4, 1978, pp. 2088-2089.
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kemia is disproportionately large in Utah, particularly in the 
southwestern counties;

—reopen a study conducted in the late 1960’s on the incidence of 
thyroid disease; and 

—consult with State officials and consider the possibility of develop
ing a larger, more complete study if indicated.

I have asked Secretary Califano to work closely with the State of 
Utah as he proceeds, and I have asked the Secretary of Defense to 
cooperate fully in this endeavor.

Address by Senator Jackson Before the North Atlantic Assem
bly: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and European Security, 
November 27, 1978^

Eight years ago, when many of us met at The Hague, I asked, in 
remarks before this Military Committee, “Is ̂ parity’ in strategic power 
the goal of the Soviet leadership, or is it only a stage in the pursuit of 
‘strategic superiority’?” I expressed then my own conviction that the 
Soviets had something rather more than mere parity in mind and that 
they seemed prepared to make quite substantial expenditures to achieve 
it.

We have now seen the passage of a further eight years of persistent 
Soviet spending in the military sector; and I am more persuaded even 
than before that the Soviet leaders are seeking a broad military ad
vantage over the West at every level: conventional, tactical nuclear, 
and strategic nuclear.

The current U.S. Administration has placed great emphasis on 
strengthening the North Atlantic Alliance’s central front, an impor
tant and necessary objective. It is a purpose that recognizes the grow
ing power of the Soviet tactical air forces and the widening gap 
between NATO and Warsaw Pact tank and artillery forces.

Useful as the effort to strengthen the central front is, we must not 
neglect NATO’s flanks. Our Norwegian allies face formidable Soviet 
forces, by which they are outnumbered, in the border area, by 6 to 1. 
On NATO’s southern flank, which has been troubled by political in
stabilities, the growing strength of Soviet air and naval deployments 
continues to provide justified concern. In both cases NATO should be 
actively pursuing ways of strengthening the ability of the flanks to 
hold their own until Alliance reinforcements can be brought to bear.

In the decade since the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, despite 
the effort at developing an East-West relationship of detente, Soviet 
military expenditures have reached an average of 11 to 13 percent 
of GNP with a real annual growth of 4 to 5 percent. In the last ten 
years there has been a net increase in manpower dedicated against

^Sen. Jackson news release. The Assembly was held Nov. 25-30 in Lisbon, 
Portugal. The Senator spoke before the Assembly’s Military Committee.
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NATO of 130,000 men— m̂ore than the largest number that either 
side has proposed cutting at the MBFR talks. The Warsaw Pact ad
vantage in tanks deployed has grown from 200% to nearly 300% and 
artillery from to 1 to 2 to 1. Over the last decade, and with gather
ing momentum in the last three years, the Soviets have augmented 
greatly their theater nuclear forces bringing the SS-20 missile into 
their inventory and deploying the intercontinental range Backfire 
bomber. The modernization of the Soviet tactical nuclear forces con
tinues unabated, uncovered by any negotiated limits, and despite the 
Western effort to stabilize the European military balance at the MBFR 
negotiations.

At the same time the Soviets have launched a sustained propaganda 
campaign against a NATO effort to modernize the Alliance’s tactical 
nuclear forces by replacing some existing nuclear warheads with ones 
that are safer and would do less collateral damage if ever detonated.

Against this background, I want to say a few words about the im
pact of the current strategic arms negotiations on NATO’s ability to 
redress the widening theater nuclear imbalance and about the wider 
implications of the likely SALT II treaty for our common security.

SALT and the Central BoHance

Of primary importance to the Alliance as a whole is the nature 
of the superpower strategic balance that emerges from a SALT II  
treaty. Whether the U.S. strategic deterrent is vulnerable, whether 
the agreement is equitable and balanced— t̂hese are questions of vital 
significance for the Alliance as a whole and not only for the United 
States.

In the final analysis, the Alliance depends on the credibility of the 
strategic deterrent of the United States. Thus the fact that the emerg
ing SALT II treaty fails to constrain the Soviet threat to the Minute- 
man force and permits the Soviet Union a significant force of heavy 
missiles that the United States is denied (and for which it is not com
pensated) is a matter of concern for us all—Europeans as well as 
Americans.

I have long believed that the European members of the Alliance 
have focused far too narrowly on those SALT issues that affect Eu
rope alone, in a regional sense, to the exclusion of those fundamental 
issues that affect the Alliance generally. It is no secret that I am con
cerned at the likelihood that the emerging SALT II treaty will fail 
to meet the test of equality on which the American Congress insisted 
following the 1972 agreements.  ̂It is likely to be a treaty that will con
fer on the Soviets rights and options that the United States (and 
therefore its allies) will not have. As it is being negotiated, the treaty 
will permit the Soviets to deploy a substantially superior strategic 
force than the United States will be allowed.

®The 1972 agreements are printed in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp.
197-205.
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SALT and Regional Security

Quite apart from its impact on the central strategic balance be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union, the emerging SALT
II treaty will limit severely NATO’s options for redressing the ad
verse conventional and theater nuclear balance that has resulted from 
a decade long Soviet military build-up. Despite an astonishing lack 
of interest on the part of many Europeans, the SALT II treaty as it 
is developing profoundly and adversely affects European security. It 
is this that I  wish now to discuss— b̂efore any treaty has been signed— 
in the belief that we allies must consider together the implications 
for our common defense of certain negotiated limits that have been 
proposed at the SALT negotiations.

As members of this committee well know, the sustained Soviet 
military build-up of the last several years has resulted in Soviet ac
quisition of a formidable capability to wage theater nuclear war, espe
cially in Europe. The Soviet investment in theater nuclear forces, 
which goes far beyond any reasonable “modernization” program, has 
included the development and deployment of a new mobile MIRVed 
ballistic missile, the SS-20, and the development and deployment of 
a new supersonic bomber which is capable of intercontinental flight 
as well as theater missions. The Backfire and the SS-20, taken together 
with other developments in the tactical air area, have given the So
viets the capacity to engage NATO’s tactical nuclear forces—possibly 
in a first, disarming strike. The SS-20 especially, with its short time of 
flight, great accuracy and multiple warheads, poses a severe threat to 
NATO’s relatively few nuclear bases and storage sites.

Given the heavy degree to which NATO strategy has relied on the 
potential of our tactical nuclear forces to offset Soviet conventional 
superiority, these developments—these NATO vulnerabilities—are 
disturbing indeed. Doubly disturbinsr, then, is the fact that, far from 
ameliorating this situation, SALT II is likely to make matters worse 
both by permitting the Soviets to deploy the SS-20 and the Backfire 
in virtually unlimited numbers, and, perhaps most importantly, by 
restricting severely the deployment by NATO of ground and sea- 
launched cruise missiles.

By substituting ground and possibly sea-launched cruise missiles 
with ranges on the order of 2500 kilometers for NATO tactical air
craft now assigned to the theater nuclear mission, the Alliance could 
accomplish two crucial objectives: it would vastly increase NATO’s 
conventional capability by freeing up hundreds of fighter aircraft; 
and it would greatly reduce the vulnerability of NATO’s theater nu
clear forces by reducing its dependence on airfield basing and by pro
viding many additional angles of attack. But because the emerging 
SALT II treaty would restrict ground and sea-launched cruise mis
siles to no more than 600 kilometers in range, which is clearly inade
quate for NATO’s requirements, it is likely that SALT II will result
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in scrapping the development and eventual deployment of theater 
range cruise missiles.

It would be a curious agreement indeed that permitted unlimited 
numbers of Soviet MIRVed 4000 kilometer ballistic missiles while pro
hibiting the deployment of a single NATO ground-launched cruise 
missile with a conventional warhead and a range of 601 kilometers. 
The SS-20 can strike any target in European NATO; NATO cruise 
missiles based at NATO’s most forward positions will be unable to 
reach some Soviet forces in eastern Poland. Thus much of the Warsaw 
Pact and all of the Soviet Union will become a sanctuary, protected 
against the most promising military technology available to the United 
States and its allies. And while it is true that NATO could consider 
a 2500 kilometer hallistic missile, the costs would be vastly greater, the 
basing options much less attractive and, most important, the political 
obstacles most difficult to overcome. It is hard to believe that, follow
ing a SALT II treaty that limits cruise missiles to 600 kilometers, the 
Alliance will turn around, develop and deploy a ballistic missile fleet 
with a substantially greater capability.

To add irony to injury, there is already evidence that the rapid 
expansion of Soviet capabilities for extended-range theater nuclear 
war was stimulated by the SALT I agreement^—an agreement that 
constrained the number of ICBM launchers but left such systems as 
the SS-20 unaffected. It may well turn out that one effect of SALT
II will be to encourage the Soviets to deploy more SS-20’s and more 
Backfire bombers precisely because these deployments are uncon
strained. SALT II must not result in deflecting Soviet energies from 
the superpower competition to an aggravated effort against NATO 
Europe.

Some proponents of a SALT II treaty that includes severe con
straints on theater cruise missiles argue that the constraints are only 
for 3 years and that, following their expiration, the United States 
and its allies will be free to deploy whatever cruise missiles they might 
choose. In my judgment such an argument is hopelessly naive. The 
West will find it difficult to the point of impossibility to turn back 
the clock on “temporary” arms limitations and plunge ahead with new 
and previously banned weapons as though they had never been pro
hibited. We have already had a taste of the analogous political real
ities in the unhappy history of the enhanced radiation weapons. I, for 
one, am not anxious for a replay of the neutron bomb story; yet that 
is precisely what we will face three years from now if SALT II stops 
the ground and sea-launched cruise missile at 600 kilometers. In any 
case, I can’t imagine a more divisive situation than one in which the 
future of arms control could be said (as the Soviets will surely say) 
to turn on European acquiescence in making “temporary” limits 
permanent.

As it is shaping up, the SALT II treaty will contain a provision 
barring what is regarded as “circumvention” of the treaty provisions
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through third countries. The Soviets understand this to entail limits 
on the freedom of the United States to share certain military tech
nologies with its allies. The official U.S. government position is that 
the provision on “non-circumvention”, as it is called, will have no in
hibiting effect whatsoever on cooperation in military matters, includ
ing the transfer of technology—even technology that might be limited 
by the treaty. Faced with two quite opposite interpretations of an 
article in the emerging treaty, the issue becomes: which interpretation 
will prevail when decisions have to be made in Washington about 
whether to provide technology or military hardware to our NATO 
allies? I wish that I could confidently say that, the “non-circumven
tion” provision notwithstanding we will feel wholly unencumbered 
in sharing military systems and technology with our allies. But given 
the political realities that apply in such cases, I cannot. Whether an 
iVmerican administration would be willing to resist Soviet claims that 
the treaty were being violated and proceed as though the “non-cir
cumvention” provision did not exist remains to be seen. I have my 
doubts. And precisely because the doubts are both real and important, 
it is better that we discuss this issue now—among ourselves and with 
the Soviets—than when it is too late.

Arms Control and the Alliance

Arms control has a potentially important role to play in regulating 
the relations between adversary states and alliances. But to be helpful 
to the cause of peace, arms control measures have to deepen the con
viction of all participating states that they cannot realize their ob
jectives by resort to the use of force or the threat of force. Arms 
control agreements that permit the Soviets to continue their military 
build-up while constraining the United States and its allies from tak
ing compensatory action will only deepen the instability and insecu
rity that these negotiations are intended to moderate. That is why it 
is so important that we not lose sight of the objective of arms control 
in the concern simply to reach agreement. That is why it is better to 
understand now the implications of a treaty not yet concluded and to 
measure those implications against the worthy goal of a more stable 
and peaceful world.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Military and Nuclear 
Collaboration With Israel, November 27, 1978 ^

I would like to explain the vote of the United States Government 
against draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.1  ̂ which, in the view of the

"A/C.1/33/PV.51, pp. 41-45.
 ̂Identical with res. 33/71A (pos^, pp. 743-745).



FISH E R  STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 27 679

United States, would lead us towards confrontation rather than con
ciliation in the Middle East.

The United States has consistently favoured balanced efforts to 
limit the types and quantities of weapons in arsenals in the Middle 
East. Moreover, our views on the desirability of a Middle East nuclear- 
weapon-free zone are also well known to members of this Committee, 
and at an appropriate time we propose to support the draft resolution 
before the Committee calling for negotiations to establish such a zone.

Draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.1 also calls, in a contentious and po
lemic manner, for one-sided action to cease conventional arms co-op- 
eration with Israel. United States has consistently favoured balanced 
negotiated measures to limit and reduce weapons inventories on a 
regional basis, including the Middle East, but we will not take part 
in any efforts to achieve disarmament by decree.

The way to achieve the objective of limiting and reducing the types 
and quantities of weapons in the Middle East is not the draft resolu
tion before us which has nothing to do with disarmament. Indeed, that 
draft resolution is inconsistent with paragraph 127 of the Final Docu
ment of the special session under which this Committee should deal 
only with questions of disarmament and related international security 
questions.® The attempt to use this Committee for a thinly disguised 
political attack notwithstanding this new mandate can only have the 
effect of undermining this Committee’s efforts to engage in serious 
discussions of arms control issues. The way to achieve stability in the 
Middle East with less dependence on arms is for Israel and its Arab 
neighbours to resolve their differences through negotiations and to 
enter into peace agreements with each other which may lead to a com
prehensive settlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute. This is indeed the 
objective of the Camp David accords and of the present peace talks in 
Washington between Egypt and Israel.

The United States is strongly opposed to this draft resolution 
which is hostile to the overriding requirements to achieve a peaceful 
settlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute. Its main point is a request to 
the Security Council for the application of a mandatory arms embargo 
under Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter against only one 
State in the Middle East, Israel. This would undermine the security 
of one State in that region, create a fundamental imbalance in the 
Middle East and thus contribute significantly to a dangerous destabil
ization of the situation. The United States wishes to make its position 
perfectly clear that it will not support any such Chapter VII action.

Since the draft resolution before us was presented in that Committee 
by the delegation of Iraq at the special session on disarmament last 
June, we have had the Camp David accords and the follow-up negotia
tions. These actions have opened up a new and more hopeful chapter

® A nte, pp. 438-439.
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in the history of the Middle East. We find it extremely regrettable that 
we are now being asked to approve this draft resolution at the very 
time that this major step towards peace and reconciliation is under 
way.

My delegation will vote against the draft resolution and we hope 
that other Member States will join us in rejecting it. In this way the 
United Nations, this Committee and the General Assembly will be 
seen as turning away from the politics of confrontation and towards 
the true interests of all of us, peace and reconciliation in the Middle 
East.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, November 27, 1978 ^

The Soviet Union considers that the question of the prohibition of 
the use of nuclear weapons must be considered and decided upon 
in connexion with the non-use of force in international relations and 
the strengthening of international legal guarantee of the security of 
States. Such an approach is in total accord with the decisions of the 
United Nations, and in particular with General Assembly resolution 
2936 (X X V II) in the non-use of force in international relations and 
permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons which was 
adopted, as will be recalled, at the twenty-seventh session of the Gen
eral Assembly.^

That principle was reflected as well in a number of provisions of 
the Final Document of the special session devoted to disarmament.  ̂
On the basis of those provisions and decisions, the Soviet Union, as is 
known, introduced for consideration in the United Nations a draft 
universal treaty on the non-use of force in international relations, 
article 1 of which provides that parties to the treaty shall refrain from 
the use of armed force involving the use of any types of weapons, in
cluding nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. The 
conclusion of such a treaty in accordance with United Nations deci
sions would, in our opinion, be a major step towards the solution of 
the question of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

Unfortunately, in the draft resolution before us, document 
A/C.l/33/L.2,^ the question of the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons is artificially divorced from the question of the adoption of 
international political and legal measures to strengthen security for

" A/C.1/33/PV.51, pp. 53-56.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1972  ̂pp. 848-849.
Ante, pp. 411-439.
 ̂A revised version was adopted as res. 33/71B (see post, p. 745).
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all States and from the question of the non-use of force by States in 
international relations.

In view of this, the Soviet delegation will abstain in the vote on 
this draft resolution.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, November 27, 1978 ^

The United States would like to explain the vote that it will cast 
against the draft resolution in document A /C .1/33/L .2 .2  This vote is 
based, in large part, on operative paragraph 1 of this draft resolution 
which purports to outlaw the use of nuclear weapons, under any cir
cumstances, as a violation of the Charter.

The United States cannot find the basis for this draft resolution 
in the Charter. The Charter provides that all States must not use 
or threaten to use force in their relations with other States except in 
self defence or in other situations permitted under the Charter. The 
United Nations Charter does not outlaw nuclear means for deter
rence or defence against an attack against the United States or its 
allies.

The United States has previously referred to the facts of nuclear 
deterrence. These are not pleasant facts but we cannot overlook the 
fact that in many areas of the world nuclear weapons are part of the 
security arrangements that have kept the peace. This fact exists, as 
does its frightening corollary, the number of nuclear weapons and 
weapon systems deployed on both sides. They cannot be made to dis
appear by the passage of a resolution by the United Nations.

The United States is, of course, aware of the necessity of reducing 
the problem with which we are all faced caused by the vast accumula
tion of nuclear weapons, a problem which must be dealt with by 
nuclear disarmament carried out in carefully conceived and imple
mented stages.

The United States is also aware that even prior to the completion 
of this process the nuclear-weapon States should give appropriate at
tention to the concerns of the non-nuclear-weapon States for assur
ances as to the non-use of nuclear weapons. The United States has done 
so in the Presidential Declaration read out by Secretary Vance during 
the special session on disarmament.^ This solemn declaration should 
increase the confidence of non-nuclear-weapon States in their security 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The United States 
believes that this approach is more realistic, and more apt to preserve 
the peace, than a generalized but ineffective, declaration purporting to 
outlaw nuclear weapons forever.

; A/C.1/33/PV.51, pp. 56-57.
 ̂A revised version was adopted as res. 33/71B (posty p. 745). 

® Ante, p. 384.
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Statement by the Chinese Representative (Hsu) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, November 27, 1978 ^

The Chinese delegation is of the view that the desire of many coun
tries for the non-use of nuclear weapons is just. China has consistently 
stood for the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nu
clear weapons and has repeatedly declared that China will at no time 
and under no circumstances use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
States. It is known to all that the most effective way to eliminate the 
danger of a nuclear war is the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons. Before this objective is realized, the 
two super-Powers possessing the largest nuclear arsenals should be 
the first to undertake unconditionally that at no time and under no 
circumstances will they use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
States or nuclear-free zones, and should proceed forthwith to reduce 
substantially their nuclear weapons.

As no reference is made in draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.2 to this 
fundamental question, the Chinese delegation did not participate in 
the vote on this draft resolution and requests that this statement of the 
Chinese delegation be reflected in the records.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Moratorium on Nuclear 
Testing, November 27, 1978 ^

In explaining the reasons for the abstention of the United States of 
America on this resolution,  ̂I would like to explain why an immediate 
moratorium on nuclear testing, which we recognize is strongly desired 
by many nations in this room, does not seem to us to be a good idea. 
We have strongly and consistently held the view that a comprehensive 
test ban, in order to promote stability and mutual confidence among 
its participants, must be based on adequate measures of verification. 
At this moment, we are engaged in the detailed and technically com
plex process of elaborating such measures. We have made steady prog
ress in these efforts, and are confident that effective and mutually ac
ceptable solutions can be achieved.

But an immediate cessation of nuclear testing under a moratorium 
could seriously complicate these efforts. Therefore, while we under
stand and sympathize with the motivation of those who call for a 
moratorium, we believe the surest way of arriving at our goal—that is, 
the earliest possible achievement of a comprehensive test ban that could

* A/C.1/33/PV.51, pp. 58-60.
"A revis'^fl version was adopted as res. 33/71B (post, p. 745).
 ̂A/C.1/33/PV.52, p. 8.
 ̂A/C.1/33/L.3. see ante, p. 627. The version passed by the G.A. is pt. C of res. 

33/71, printed post, pp. 746-747.
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truly promote confidence among the parties—is through the negotia
tions now being carried on at Geneva, and that is the reason for our 
abstention.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Disarmament 
Negotiations and Disarmament Machinery, November 27, 
1978^

With regard to document A /C .l/33/L .ll/R ev. 1 we would like to 
state that this draft resolution, which we voted for refers to a whole 
gamut of important disarmament matters which were considered at 
the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. 
The draft resolution refers to the implementation of those recommen
dations and decisions.^

My delegation attaches specific importance to the appeal made in 
this draft resolution urging all nuclear States to proceed to consulta
tions aimed at bringing about the earliest possible initiation of nego
tiations in order to reduce the nuclear arms race. Must we recall once 
again that recently the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics proposed— 
and this was confirmed at this session— t̂hat nuclear Powers should 
discuss among themselves the question of the practical initiation of 
consultations, with the participation of a number of non-nuclear Pow
ers, aimed at halting nuclear production in all its forms and the pro
gressive reduction of stockpiles, leading to their complete elimination. 
It is obvious that implementation of this proposal, referred to in the 
paragraph I have mentioned of the draft resolution we have just 
adopted, could have a decisive influence on nuclear disarmament and 
on halting the nuclear arms race.

With regard to the question of negotiating mechanisms in the dis
armament field, the Soviet delegation wishes to emphasize the great 
importance of convening a world disarmament conference which 
would be the broadest international body capable of adopting effective 
and efficient decisions in the sphere of the reduction of nuclear weapons 
and complete disarmament. Account being taken of the fact that in 
order to convene and hold a world disarmament conference time would 
be required, it would be appropriate for us to know now what would 
be the period and the date for the conference, as well as what would, be 
the best possible methods of preparing for it. We deplore the fact that 
this question has not been reflected in this draft resolution. The Soviet 
Union bases its position on the fact that the Disarmament Committee 
in its expanded composition must pursue its work in accordance with 
the fundamental principles which have determined its work in the 
past. There is no need to state that it would also take into account the

'  A/C.1/33/PV.52, pp. 48-51.
'  A revised version was adopted by the G.A. as pt. H of res. 33/71 {post pp. 

751-754).
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recommendations of the special session of the United Nations devoted 
to disarmament.

In other words, the Committee on Disarmament will continue to be 
an independent negotiating body, and it will perform its functions on 
the basis of consensus. It will itself establish its agenda as well as the 
priority to be accorded questions to be considered.

In this connexion we wish to draw the Committee’s attention to the 
fact that as well as the questions currently before the Committee for 
consideration, and in addition to those mentioned in the draft resolu
tion and a number of priority questions, there is also the question of 
the prohibition of the manufacture and production of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction.

With regard to the United Nations Disarmament Commission, as is 
mentioned in relevant terms in the draft resolution the Committee has 
just adopted the Disarmament Commission must perform simply con
sultative functions as a subordinate body of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly.

In conclusion I should like to state that the Soviet delegation re
serves the right to define its position once again on the draft resolution 
the Committee has just adopted, taking into account the texts of the 
draft resolutions mentioned in section A [/] , operative paragraph 2, 
and section B [ / / ] ,  operative paragraph 1.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Disarmament and 
Development, November 27, 1978 ^

The United States would like to make a statement on the basis on 
which it was prepared to join in the consensus support for draft resolu
tion A/C.l/33/L.12/Rev.l.2

The United States shares with others the goal of reducing the re
sources devoted world-wide to military programmes and shares the 
hope that agreed disarmament measures will make that possible. The 
United States also believes that such released resources should be used 
to augment those resources now available for development everywhere, 
particularly in developing countries.

The United States record in providing development aid to others 
over the past three decades speaks for itself. The United States was 
a sponsor of the Nordic draft resolution on a United Nations expert 
study on the relationship between disarmament and development, 
whose report is contained in document A/S-10/9, and we are partici
pating actively in that study.

We believe that the United Nations General Assembly should not 
now alter in any way the terms of reference for a study which it

' A/C.1/33/PV.52, pp. 57-61.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as pt. I of res. 33/71 (post pp. 754-755).
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adopted during the special session on disarmament. In any event, those 
terms of reference already provide ample latitude for the group of 
experts to consider in concept the fe<asibility of any extant proposals 
relevant to that study, including, proposals dealing with incentives for 
disarmament and for reallocation of freed resources to development. 
Any such incentives should, in our view, be applicable to all countries.

The disarmament fund for development proposal (A /S-lO /A C .l/ 
28), as made at the special session on disarmament and in the draft 
resolution A/C.l/33/L.12/Rev.l just adopted by consensus does not 
appear to be feasible at this time.

Furthermore, the United States has serious reservations as to its 
desirability in principle. In its interim stage, the proposal would rely 
on some over-all aggregate measurement of military efforts. In prac
tical terms, it would almost certainly be impossible to compare either 
the military effectiveness of specific types of weapons or the aggregate 
worth of the wide variety of military weapons and forces. Military 
expenditures are probably the only practical means of making inter
national comparisons of over-all effort, yet the present means of such 
comparisons are recognized to be inadequate.

The United States supports current efforts in the United Nations 
General Assembly to facilitate and encourage the meaningful report
ing of military expenditures in comparable terms. But until that is ac
complished, disarmament measures based on such figures would not be 
feasible or meaningful.

In the final analysis, under present circumstances and until the work 
that I have indicated has been completed the very principle of fund 
contributions based on international comparisons of current military 
effort or inventories runs into the practically insoluble problem of 
achieving agreed universal criteria or thresholds for determining suf
ficiency in national military forces.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Disarmament and 
Development, November 27, 1978^

The draft resolution just adopted by the Committee provides for 
the transfer of the consideration of the proposal for the establishment 
of an International Disarmament Fund for Development to a group 
of governmental experts on the study of the relationship between 
disarmament and development.

In this respect we wish to observe that we see some sense in the 
establishment of some kind of mechanism within the framework of the 
United Nations for the financing of development objectives at the ex
pense of disarmament only and exclusively within the context and in

 ̂A /C .1/33/PV.52, p. 61.
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connexion with real reductions of the military budgets of States— 
first and foremost the States permanent members of the Security 
Council—and, consequently, in connexion with real measures to stop 
the arms race an( t with disarmament measures. In other words, giving 
our support to the allocation of a part of the resources released as a 
result of disarmament for purposes of development, and having taken 
the initiative in various corresponding proposals, the Soviet Union at 
the same time most resolutely opposes the idea that the objectives of 
development should be financed merely through contributions of the 
militarily most prominent States without any relation at all to a re
duction of military outlays.

The Soviet delegation proceeds from the position that this view
point will be taken into account by the group of governmental experts 
to study the relationship between disarmament and development when 
it considers the various proposals related to the granting of assistance 
to the developing countries as a result of disarmament measures.

It is on that understanding that the Soviet delegation did not object 
to the adoption of this draft resolution by consensus.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Soviet Intention To 
Ratify Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of TIatelolco), 
November 27, 1978 ^

In connexion with the draft resolution A/C.l/33/L.27,^ on the sig
nature and ratification of Protocol II of the Treaty of TIatelolco,^ 
I have been instructed to make the following statement. The Soviet 
Union, as is well known, is a consistent supporter of the establishment 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of the world. The estab
lishment of such zones can be conducive to reducing the threat of 
nuclear war and to the consolidation of the non-proliferation system. 
On the basis of this position of my Government, the Soviet Union this 
year signed Additional Protocol II to the Treaty on the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America. On the instructions of the 
Soviet Government, I am empowered to state that the Soviet Union 
intends in the near future to ratify Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty of TIatelolco. We assume that this statement will be taken 
into account by the co-sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.27, as 
agreed during consultations.

" A/C.1/33/PV.52, p. 82.
“The draft res., orally revised to take note of Soviet signing and announce

ment of intention to ratify, was adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/61, post, pp. 
723-725.

®The treaty and its protocols may be found in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent,
1961, pp. 69-83.
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Revised Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of 
the General Assembly: Committee on Disarmament, Novem
ber 28, 1978 "

The General Asserribly^
Recognizing that all the peoples of the world have a vital interest 

in the success of disarmament negotiations,
Recognizing further^ in accordance with its resolution A /S-10/2  

adopted during its tenth special session, that all States have the right 
to participate in disarmament negotiations,

Having established as a deliberative body the Disarmament Com
mission, composed of all States Members of the United Nations, 

Recalling that membership of the Committee on Disarmament is to 
be reviewed at regular intervals in accordance with paragraph 120 of 
the Final Document of the tenth special session,^

1. Recommends that the first review of the membership of the Com
mittee on Disarmament should be completed before the next special 
session devoted to disarmament ;

2. Reguests the Committee on Disarmament to consider during the 
elaboration of its rules of procedure, in accordance with paragraph 
120 (subparagraph b) of the Final Document of the special session 
devoted to disarmament, the modalities of partial and periodical re
view of the membership of the Committee, having regard to the need 
for balanced regional representation and adequate continuity within 
the Committee;

3. Requests further the Committee on Disarmament to report on this 
subject to the General Assembly during its thirty-fifth session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item relating to a review of the membership of the Com
mittee on Disarmament.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Monitoring of Dis
armament Agreements, November 28, 1978 ^

With regard to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/33/L.13/ 
Rev.1,2 we have a number of comments on the substance of this ques
tion which we wish to make at the outset.

The question of ensuring the most effective and reliable verification 
possible of compliance with disarmament agreements most certainly 
deserves serious attention. When concluding such agreements and 
carrying them out in practice, States naturally wish to be quite sure 
that those agreements are being unswervingly complied with by all

* A/C.l/33/L.42/Rev.l. Like the sponsors of the original draft res., 27 s t a t^  
not members of the Committee on Disarmament (see ante, pp. 654-655), the^tl0 
additional sponsors of this version were also non-CD members. The G.A. adop’f^^ 
a third version, as amended, as pt. G of res. 33/91, post, pp. 773-774.

° Ante, pp. 433-434.
"A/C.1/33/PV.53, pp. 36-37.
* Identical to pt. J  of res. 33/71, post, pp. 755-756.
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other parties to them as well. That is a legitimate requirement, be
cause the security of States is at stake.

The desire of many States to establish standard forms of interna
tional verification and control which would not vary and would not 
represent interference in the internal affairs of States or lead to the 
disclosure of State or commercial secrets is also quite understandable 
and justifiable.

However, the question arises whether one should seek—or, indeed, 
whether it is possible to find—some kind of universal instrument for 
monitoring and controls which would be applicable to any agreement 
pertaining to the curbing of the arms race and disarmament. In fact, 
experience over many years shows that disarmament agreements are 
always individual in nature and always have their own specific charac
teristics. Consequently, for each of them special forms and methods of 
monitoring are needed. It is no mere coincidence that in any disarma
ment negotiations the question of the adequacy of measures for the 
verification of the agreement in question always arises.

There is another aspect of this question which I wish to bring to the 
Committee’s attention. The formation of any supervision and moni
toring organs not connected with the implementation of various practi
cal disarmament measures would simply create the appearance of doing 
something in this sphere. Also, might not the creation of such organs 
simply lead to a heightening of mutual suspicion among States?

In our opinion, these considerations apply to the proposal for the 
establishment of an international satellite monitoring agency. We must 
be quite frank about it and say that this proposal does not relate to 
practical disarmament measures. From this point of view, the estab
lishment of such an agency would thus do nothing more than create 
a mere appearance—a wholly superficial appearance—of efforts being 
made in this sphere.

As for the specific draft resolution now before us, we consider that 
it provides for a report, within a certain time-limit, only on the opin
ions of States on the proposal for the establishment of an international 
satellite monitoring agency and the carrying out of a study on that 
proposal with the assistance of a group of qualified governmental ex
perts. In other words, it does not, as we see it, prejudge the establish
ment of such an agency.

Bearing all this in mind, the Soviet delegation intends to abstain 
in the vote on this draft resolution.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Monitoring of Dis
armament Agreements, November 28, 1978^

The United States has asked to speak in order to explain its vote 
before the voting on draft resolution A /C .l/33/L.13/Eev.l.’

" A/C.1/33/PV.53, pp. 37-40.
 ̂Identical to pt. J  of res. 33/71, post, pp. 755-756.
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That draft resolution is clearly a serious proposal. It touches on 
fundamental issues of national security. The United States has con
cluded, however, that the project endorsed by the sponsors of this 
draft resolution is not feasible, necessary or desirable in the foresee
able future. To elaborate, the estimated cost of even a two-week study, 
according to the information provided by the Secretariat in document 
A/C.1/33/L.47, is well over $100,000. Moreover, the cost of develop
ing an international satellite verification agency would be enormous. 
There are more urgent national and international requirements which 
need funding.

An agency created to verify arms-control agreements not yet in 
existence would be premature. There is a close relationship between 
the design of technical means of verification and the precise nature 
of the arms-limitation agreements they are to monitor. It would be 
a mistake to create costly capabilities which could prove ill-suited to 
their tasks. Decisions concerning priorities and analyses in the opera
tion of such an agency would inevitably be affected by political con
siderations. Control over and access to its information could become 
highly controversial issues. There is no consensus either on the need 
for an international satellite verification agency or on how to cope 
with the difficult political issues its operation would raise. Moreover, 
attempts to reach adequately verified ams-control agreements have 
not been impeded by the absence of such an agency.

In the light of all the considerations which I have set forth, the 
United States has considerable doubts as to the justification for the 
study which this draft resolution would authorize and it will there
fore abstain in the vote on it.

Statement by the French Representative (de Ponton d’Amecourt) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Denucleari
zation of Africa, November 28, 1978 ^

The French delegation joined other delegations in requesting that 
draft resolution A/C.l/33/L.30/Rev.l  ̂ just adopted be modified in 
several respects. Since these modifications were refused, my delegation, 
which I would recall remains favourable to the establishment of nu
clear-weapon-free zones and voted last year in favour of the draft reso
lution on the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Africa,® to its 
very great regret found itself compelled to abstain this year.

France strongly supports the view that Member States should re
frain from providing South Africa with co-operation in the nuclear 
field which would permit it to acquire nuclear weapons, and should dis
courage companies, institutions and individuals under their jurisdic-

"A/C.1/33/PV.54, p. 27.
® Adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/63 {post, pp. 726-728).
® The 1977 resolution may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 

833-834.
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tion from co-operating with South Africa in this area. However, we 
cannot associate ourselves with the idea contained in operative para
graph 7 of this draft resolution to the effect that all co-operation with 
South Africa in the nuclear field should be suspended. This idea, in
deed, is incompatible with France’s policy on nuclear co-operation for 
peaceful purposes.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of 
Africa, November 28, 1978

I would like to associate the United States with the explanation of 
vote given by the representative of France.  ̂As has been noted, a group 
of countries had sought changes in this draft resolution  ̂which were 
not acceptable to the co-sponsors. We abstained from our support of 
the resolution as drafted because it would rule out co-operation with 
South Africa in the safeguarded uses of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes.

My delegation believes that continuation of such safeguarded co
operation will encourage adherence by South Africa to the Non-Pro- 
liferation Treaty ® and that the discontinuation of such co-operation 
could serve to frustrate this objective. But, in conclusion, I would like 
to reaffirm our support for the broader objectives in principle of an 
African nuclear-weapon-free zone.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-Stationing of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 28, 1978^

The delegation of the Soviet Union has the honour, on behalf of 
Afghanistan, Benin, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 
Ethiopia, German Democratic Eepublic, Ghana, Hungary, Lao Peo
ple’s Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics to present tJie draft resolution in document 
A/C.1/33/L.38.2

The draft contains an appeal on the part of the General Assembly 
to all nuclear-weapon States to refrain from stationing nuclear weap
ons on the territories of States where there are no such weapons at 
present; and to all non-nuclear-weapon States to refrain from any 
steps which would directly or indirectly result in the stationing of 
such weapons on their territories.

 ̂A/C.1/33/PV.54, pp. 28-30.
® Supra.
' Adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/63 {post, pp. 726-728).
® The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* A/C.1/33/PV.54, pp. 42-^6.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as pt. F  of res. 33/91 {post, p. 772).
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The Soviet Union attaches very great significance to this kind of 
appeal on the part of the General Assenibly. And if the political will 
of States, both nuclear and non-nuclear, exists, the will to put an end 
to the process of transferring nuclear weapons to new regions and ter
ritories and thus forging an additional instrument for blocking the 
channels of the possible spread of nuclear weapons throughout the 
world, then the practical realization of the proposal, which is the sub
ject of the draft resolution, will not give rise to major difficulties.

Certain States, on whose territories there are no nuclear weapons, 
have already made statements to the effect that they will not permit the 
stationing of nuclear weapons on their territory. Of course a great 
deal depends on nuclear States too. The Soviet Union has already 
stated that it is ready to assume the obligation not to station nuclear 
weapons in those countries where they are not to be found at present. 
We consider it to be extremely important for other nuclear States to 
follow this example.

The Soviet delegation has held consultations with a broad range of 
delegations with regard to the content of the draft resolution and has 
taken into account the viewpoints which have been expressed and has 
reflected them in the draft resolution. Most of the comments related to 
the question of reflecting in the draft resolution the link of the propo
sition which it contains for the non-stationing of nuclear weapons in 
the territory of States where they do not exist at present with the 
subsequent total withdrawal of nuclear weapons from all foreign ter
ritories. In this regard an appropriate paragraph was included in the 
preamble.

Other comments, too, were borne in mind which clarify various pro
visions of the draft resolution, in particular the second and sixth para
graphs of the preamble and also operative paragraph 1. The 
significance of solving the problem of the renunciation of the station
ing of nuclear weapons on the territories of States where they are 
not to be found at present was most energetically stressed a few days 
ago in the Declaration adopted at the Conference in Moscow of the 
Political Consultative Committee of the States Parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty.^

In conclusion, the delegation of the Soviet Union wishes to express 
the hope that the draft resolution will, when it.is put to the vote, 
receive the widest possible support.

Statement by President Carter: U.S. Arms Transfers, 
November 29, 1978 ^

Conventional arms transfer restraint is an important objective of 
this administration and the Congress. To ensure U.S. leadership and to

pp. 657-665.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Dec. 4, 1978, pp. 2094-2095.
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supplement existing legislation, I established for the first time a set of 
quantitative and qualitative standards by which arms transfer requests 
considered by this Government would be judged. The principal con
sideration in the application of these standards is whether the transfer 
in question promotes our security and the security of our close friends.

I am pleased to announce that this Government has kept its pledge 
to take the leadership in restraining arms sales. Under the ceiling I 
established, U.S. Government transfers of weapons and related items 
to countries other than NATO, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand, 
which totaled $8.54 billion in FY 1978, were reduced by 8 percent (or 
approximately $700 million measured in constant dollars) from the 
comparable FY 1977 level.

When I set this goal last year, I said that I would make further 
reductions in the next fiscal year. Today, I am announcing an addi
tional cut of approximately $733 million  ̂ or 8 percent for FY  1979 
measured in constant dollars. This means that for the fiscal year that 
began on October 1, 1978, and which will end on September 30, 1979, 
new commitments under the Foreign Military Sales (FMS) and Mili
tary Assistance (MAP) programs for weapons and weapons-related 
items to all countries except NATO, Japan, Australia, and New Zea
land will not exceed $8.43 billion. This cut is consistent with our na
tional security interests, including our historic interest in the security 
of the Middle East.

When I addressed the United Nations General Assembly in October 
1977,1 emphasized that the United States had taken the first steps at 
conventional arms restraint, but that we could not go very far alone. 
Multilateral cooperation remains essential to the achievement of mean
ingful restraint measures. We continue to believe that all nations have 
an interest in restraining transfers of conventional weaponry which 
threaten the stability of various regions of the world and divert re
cipient resources from other worthy objectives without necessarily en
hancing national security. We are making a maximum effort to achieve 
multilateral cooperation on the arms restraint issue.

My decision on U.S. arms transfer levels for FY 1980 will depend 
on the degree of cooperation we receive in the coming year from other 
nations, particularly in the area of specific achievements and evidence 
of concrete progress on arms transfer restraint.

* FY 1979 Ceiling on Conventional Arms Transfers
{In $ Millions)

Fiscal year 1978 ceiling__________________________________________$8, 551
Inflation (7.2 percent)___________________________________________ -f-616

Fiscal year 1978 ceiling in fiscal year 1979 dollars-----------------------------  9,167
Policy reduction_________________________________________________  —733

Fiscal year 1979 ceiling---------------------------------------------------------------- 8,434
[Footnote in original.]
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Statement by the Canadian Representative (Pearson) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Prohibition of the Pro
duction of Fissionable Material iFor Weapons Purposes, 
November 29, 1978 "

On behalf of the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.43, en
titled “Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weap
ons purposes”,21 should like to take two or three minutes of the Com
mittee’s time to introduce it. Especially in view of the fact that this 
draft resolution appears for the first time in this Committee, we be
lieve it would be useful to explain its purpose.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty has been and continues to be the ob
ject of criticism on the grounds that in some aspects it is inequitable 
and discriminatory.^ While any non-proliferation system in the ab
sence of complete nuclear disarmament contains some inherent aspects 
that can be regarded as discriminator^ ,̂ it is both possible and desirable 
to conceive of a broader approach to the problem of the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons on both “vertical” and “horizontal” dimen
sions. This would entail a greater symmetry in the respective 
undertakings of nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon 
States, and be more equitable de jure than the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.

The proposal for the prohibition of the production of fissionable 
material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices is not 
new. At various times, and particularly in the 1950s and 1960s, pro
posals were put forward for an agreed cessation of the production 
of fissionable material for nuclear weapons purposes by nuclear- 
weapon States. Such an agreement, if adequately verified, would set 
a finite limit on the availability of fissionable material for such 
purposes.

The merits of the concept of a cessation of production of fissionable 
material for nuclear-weapons purposes by some or all nuclear-weap
on States would be significantly enl^anced if it were to be pursued 
as a prohibition of such production in a multilateral treaty to which 
both non-nuclear weapon States and nuclear weapon States might ad
here. Such a measure would have the advantage of focusing in the 
same instrument on both the yertical and horizontal dimensions of 
the problem of the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The acceptance by both nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear- 
weapon States of essenfially the same obligations regarding the non
production of fissronable material for nuclear weapons or other nu
clear explosive devices and the acceptance of full-scope safeguards 
administered by the International Atomic Energy Agency would be 
most important features of such an agreement. I f it were deemed de-

 ̂A/0.1/33/PV.55, pp. 2-5.
" Adopted without change by the G. A. as pt. H of res. 33/91 {post, pp. 774^775). 
® For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465.
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sirable or necessary to have supplementary verification procedures in
volving nuclear-weapon States parties to such an agreement, such 
additional arrangements would not detract from the essential equity 
of the treaty, provided that the undertakings by nuclear-weapon 
States were no less than those of non-nuclear weapon States.

Such a treaty would involve an extension of the scope of tlie safe
guards already voluntarily accepted by two nuclear-weapon States 
party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the acceptance of such 
full-spope safeiruards by the third nuclear-weapon State party to the 
N’on-Proliferation Treaty so as to ensure that any production, enrich
ment or reprocessing facilities formerly used in connexion with fis
sionable material for nuclear explosive purposes were closed down or 
converted to strictly peaceful uses.

As is stated in paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the special 
session, such a measure would require the negotiation of an agreement

. . at appropriate stages and with adequate measures of verifica
tion satisfactory to the States concerned.”  ̂ We therefore believe that 
taking into account its other priorities—and we have in mind par
ticularly the negotiation of a comprehensive test ban and an agree
ment on chemical weapons—the Committee on Disarmament should 
consider, at an appropriate stage, the question of the cessation and 
prohibition of the production of fissionable material for nuclear weap
ons and other nuclear explosive devices.

We hope, therefore, that this draft resolution will find broad ac
ceptance in this Committee.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, November 29, 1978^

At the thirtieth, thirty-first and thirty-second sessions of the Gen
eral Assembly resolutions were adopted which recommended to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament that it continue work
ing actively, taking into account its priorities, to pursue negotiations 
with the participation of qualified governmental experts in order to 
arrive at an agreed text on the prohibition of the development and 
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new 
systems of such weapons, including the speeding up of the develop
ment of each new system. In order to implement these recommenda
tions and with the participation of experts, some work was done in 
terms of considering a specific draft leading to such an agreement. 
Consultations which took place on this question in the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament are considered by us, as well as by 
other delegations, as being useful, and as offering prospects for the 
future.

 ̂A nte, pp. 420-421.
"A/C.1/33/PV.55, pp. 27-30.
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The resolution just adopted, which was sponsored by the United 
Kingdom and other States, lacks an extremely important provision of 
principle which is that it is essential to continue with the preparation 
of a text for a comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the 
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction and new systems of such weapons.

As members of the Committee are aware, such a provision is con
tained in draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.24.2 Unlike the text submitted 
by the United Kingdom and others, that draft resolution encom
passes a broader task. It provides for the active pursuit of negotia
tions with the participation of qualified governmental experts in order 
to prepare a text of an agreement on the prohibition of the develop
ment and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons, as well as on the speeding up of the 
preparation of specific agreements on specific types of such weapons.

The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics believes 
that we do not have the right to stop this work. Future generations 
would not forgive us for it. Regardless of the complexity of the task 
we must find a solution for it in order to spare mankind new types 
of weapons of mass destruction which would be even more dangerous. 
I should like to confirm what was stated a few days ago by the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom, that we have had consultations. 
Many efforts have been made with a view to the preparation of a 
single text, a single draft resolution, but given the important differ
ences of approach towards this important problem, which can be seen 
clearly in the two draft resolutions, we did not succeed in reaching a 
single unified text. These are the reasons why the delegation of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics abstained in the vote on draft 
resolution A/C.l/33/L.22.^

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, November 29, 1978^

The Soviet Union attributes great importance to the solution of the 
problem of the reduction of military budgets. It is precisely the Soviet 
Union which in 1973 submitted to the United Nations a proposal on 
the reduction of military budgets of States permanent members of 
the Security Council by 10 percent and the release of part of the re
sources thus saved to provide assistance to developing countries.^

In striving to move the solution of this question off dead-centre— 
which has been stagnating as a result of the clearly unpromising stud-

 ̂The G.A. adopted a revised version of this draft as pt. B of res. 33/66 {post, 
pp. 735-736).

® Adopted by the G.A. as pt. A of res. 33/66 {post, pp. 734-735).
'A/C.1/33/PV.55, pp. 37-40.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 642, 653.
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ies of the comparability of budgets— t̂he Soviet Union proposed a 
highly simple and, as we see it, rational way out of that situation. It 
provides for agreement between all States which have large economic 
and military potential, including all permanent members of the Secur
ity Council, to reduce their military budgets on their own initiative 
by one order of magnitude, which would be calculated in absolute 
terms. In this connexion part of the funds thus released would be 
assigned to the needs of developing countries.

I should like to quote from a document which was recently adopted 
by the Political Advisory Committee of the States of the Warsaw 
Pact:

{spoke in English)
The most effective and practical way to stop the arms race is to 

reduce military budgets, in the first place the budgets of States 
which have great economic and military potential. The socialist 
countries are ready to reach agreement on the resolution of this big 
task on cutbacks in military budgets whether by equal parts, per
centages or, in absolute terms, by magnitudes of the same order. 
Their proposals on this score are being examined by the United 
Nations, among them, the proposal that military budgets be frozen 
at their present levels and their reduction immediately started.®

{continued in Russian)
Draft resolution A/C.l/33/L.18,^ on the contrary would not only 

fail to unblock the situation but it could even further steer the prob
lem into the labyrinth of studies for the sake of studies. Quite natu
rally, we cannot support such an approach, and we shall therefore 
abstain when the draft resolution is put to the vote.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 
in South Asia, November 29, 1978 ^

The United States is going to vote again this year for the draft 
resolution on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
South Asia.2 This vote reflects continuing United States support for 
the concept of establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts 
of the world. We believe that effective nuclear-weapon-free zones can 
enhance the security of the parties and can reinforce non-prolifera
tion 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 estab-

Ante, pp. 660-661 (variant translation).
 ̂Identical with res. 33/67 {post, pp. 736-738).
*A/C.l/33/PV.55, p. 47.
 ̂Printed post, pp. 732-733.
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lishing 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 also recognize the responsibility of all nuclear-weapon States 
in connexion with the establishment of such zones.

The United States does not regard this draft resolution as being 
directed against any State in the region. We 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 undertake commitments regarding the zones.

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.

Address by a Netherlands Parliamentarian (de Vries) Before the 
North Atlantic Assembly: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and 
European Security, November 30, T 978 ^

During the meeting of the Military Committee, Senator Jackson 
made a formal statement in which he criticized the current SALT 
negotiations.^ In my answer as general rapporteur I tried to respond 
to the Senator’s arguments but indicated that because of the com
plexity of issues and time constraints I would reply at greater length 
to his statement during the plenary.

As an assembly, we sihould acknowledge our appreciation that 
Senator Jackson chose this forum to voice formally his criticism of 
the SALT treaty that is nearing completion. The basis of the Sena
tor’s statement was that the SALT negotiations will not enhance the 
security of the alliance and will be specifically detrimental to Eu
ropean interests. I wish to state that I do not share his conviction. 
On the contrary, I am convinced that the U.S. administration would 
not sign a treaty that jeopardised the interests of its European allies 
or the alliance as a whole. This view was confirmed yesterday by Sec
retary General Luns who assured this assembly twice that the NATO 
council was satisfied with the consultation on SALT between the U.S. 
and its allies.

Firstly, let me examine briefly the criticism that the SALT II treaty 
fails to constrain the Soviet threat to the Minuteman force, and per
mits the Soviet Union a significant force of heavy missiles that the 
U.S. is denied.

*AODA files. The Assembly was held Nov. 25-30 in Lisbon, Portugal. This 
address was delivered in a plenary session.

 ̂Ante, pp. 674-678.
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It cannot be emphasized enough that this asymmetry is the result 
of difference in force structures and military planning. The U.S. 
preferred to develop smaller and more accurate warheads, while the 
Soviet Union went for larger missiles with heavier throw-weights. It 
is hardly surprising that this has resulted in the Soviet Union having 
a greater cumulative throw-weight, and it seems to me distortive to 
suggest that SALT has played any role in this respect. Given the 
dynamics of technological innovation the security of fixed silos was 
bound to become questionable, and there is little that any arms con
trol agreement can do to prevent this. The essential question is to the 
extent to which this possibility constitutes a serious threat to our secu
rity. Certainly, the implications of this asymmetry between the strate
gic arsenals of the U.S. and the Soviet Union raise a number of issues.

Let me mention just two points. Firstly, throw-weight is only one of 
a number of criteria that can be used to measure strategic power. Accu
racy is far more important in terms of destructive capability as very 
large nuclear warheads tend to be less efficient than smaller warheads. 
And it is of course acknowledged that in terms of -accuracy and the 
numbers of warheads, the U.S. has commanding lead over the Soviet 
Union.

Secondly, is the suggested vulnerability of the U.S. Minuteman 
force as crucial as Senator Jackson proposes? There are a number of 
substantial objections to this thesis. The land-based missile force is 
only one element of the strategic triad. The U.S. has, in addition, a 
very substantial force of submarines and bombers. But even [if] you 
ignore that tremendous capability and look at the Minuteman force 
only, the technological complexities of missile systems make a success
ful Soviet first strike counterforce attack on the U.S. depend on so 
many uncertain variables that it is not within the bounds of rational 
comprehension. It certainly should not be the premise on which to 
base our future security policy. Finally, if it would be decided that 
confidence in our deterrence force requires assured invulnerability 
then the U.S. has the MX programme currently under development 
and unconstrained by SALT.

It seems to me that it is unreasonable to single out one element of 
the strategic picture in order to prove a position of U.S. inferiority. 
Asymmetries in one area should be measured against advantages in 
others. The other elements in the U.S. strategic arsenal— t̂he U.S. 
strategic bomber force, which is totally unmatched by the Soviets, and 
the formidable Polaris/Poseidon submarine force—cannot be so 
easily ignored.

The Senator has suggested that the treaty as it is being negotiated 
will permit the Soviets to deploy a substantially superior strategic 
force than the U.S. will be allowed. Yet the treaty will establish equal 
numbers in a number of important categories. Within these equal 
numbers, there will be differences but as I have already said these 
differences are the results of conscious policy choices by both sides 
and must be measured against each other and not in isolation.
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A second, and as I see it, a more serious criticism is the allegation 
that the emerging SALT II treaty will limit severely NATO’s options 
for redressing the adverse conventional and theatre nuclear balance 
that currently exists.

Firstly, I disagree with the premise that SALT is directly related to 
the theatre and conventional balance. While we would all agree that 
a relationship exists between the strategic, theatre and conventional 
forces it does not seem correct to make theatre and conventional forces 
a primary issue in the current SALT debate. The validity of this 
argument was recognized by the political committee in reaching 
agreement on the compromise text which is before us.

In his argument concerning the implication of SALT for theatre 
nuclear forces. Senator Jackson places great emphasis on the SS-20 
and Backfire bomber, the production of which he argues was stimu
lated by SALT I. This seems a very curious argument indeed because 
it was a firm U.S. position throughout the first SALT agreement to 
keep forward-based systems and medium range theatre systems out 
of the negotiations. Having successfully resisted Soviet efforts to in
clude these systems it seems a bit strange to complain now that SALT 
I failed to constrain them.

It has been stated that SALT I will allow the Soviets to deploy the 
SS-20 and Backfire in virtually unlimited numbers— b̂ut we should 
note that the alliance also has a variety of medium range systems (the 
British Polaris force, U.S. forward-based aircraft and nuclear-capable 
aircraft in substantial numbers) which could be augmented if the 
member countries thought it necessary. As a matter of fact, the U.S. 
recently sent an extra wing of F - l l l ’s to the United Kingdom. There 
is also, of course, the very substantial French strategic force which 
any Eussian planner must take into account and which is being mod
ernized. As far as medium range systems are concerned we are as un
constrained as the Soviets.

The Senator has suggested that SALT II is likely to restrict the 
deployment by NATO of ground-launched and sea-launched cruise 
missiles. Now, assuming the desirability of cruise missiles, this is a 
rather serious proposition. My understanding of the current proposals 
is that the limitation on the deployment of the cruise missile is con
tained in the Protocol, not the treaty. The Protocol will last for 3 
years and within that period cruise missiles would not be ready any
way. If the U.S. Government states that the Protocol will only last 
for 3 years, I am inclined to believe that.

The most serious elements of the arguments concerning the implica
tions of SALT II for European and alliance security are those that 
pose the very real problem of decoupling Europe from the U.S. stra
tegic deterrent. It is clearly important that we take note of the in
creases and improvements in Soviet theatre nuclear forces but it is 
also important to keep them in perspective. Europe has long been 
targetted by medium range ballistic missiles and within range of
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Soviet aircraft. The SS-20 for example represents modernization and 
improvements to the old SS-4’s and SS-5’s and should not be seen as 
an entirely new development. If the increase in Soviet capability pro
vided by the SS-20 and Backfire is felt to be substantial then NATO 
has a free hand to modernize its own forces and indeed a number of 
options available.

However, if the Senator suggests the possibility of a Soviet capacity 
to engage NATO’s theatre nuclear forces in a first disarming strike 
ignoring the linkage to the U.S. strategic force, and argues for a 
European capability to offset that threat, is he not indeed preparing 
for the possibility of a separate nuclear war to be fought at the 
regional, European level ? In other words, in obtaining this matching 
capability, would we not have disassociated ourselves from the 
strategic guarantee ? Therefore, we must ask whether this determina
tion to provide Europe with a more substantial regional capability 
represents a serious step to loosening the U.S. strategic commitment.

It is of course important to examine the potential offered by cruise 
missiles as they may offer considerable potential to the alliance in cer
tain selected areas. But we should think very carefully before seeing 
them as a panacea to alliance defense needs.

To conclude, I am confident that the U.S. administration will not 
conclude a SALT treaty that does not safeguard the security of the 
alliance. European political and public opinion is very much in favour 
of responsible policies to constrain the current arms race. If the admin
istration in consultation with its allies decides that it is able to con
clude an equitable, balanced and verifiable SALT II treaty we hope 
that the judgment of our American colleagues can sustain that deci
sion. Rejection of such a treaty would entail the consequences of a 
most serious nature and would raise the spectre of a totally unre
strained and destabilizing arms race.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: U.N. Study on Nuclear 
Weapons, November 30, 1978 ^

The United States has asked to speak for the purpose of explaining 
its reservations about the draft resolution before the Committee, pro
posing a study on nuclear weapons.  ̂We question the wisdom and value 
of a new study on nuclear weapons but if  one is to be mandated by the 
General Assembly we think it is important that the terms of reference 
should be carefully designed to ensure the most objective and useful 
product possible.

The United States finds the terms of reference in the draft resolution

" A/C.1/33/PV.57, pp. 6-7.
® Adopted by the G.A. as pt. D of res. 33/91 {post, pp. 769-770).
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A/C.1/33/L.32 inadequate in a number of respects. No provision is 
made for consideration of the progress already made and the experi
ence gained in negotiating measures of nuclear arms control, nor is 
there any provision for analysis of obstacles to achieving balanced, veri
fiable agreements to limit nuclear weapons or of the conditions which 
must be satisfied if such agreements are to be achieved. We question 
also the need for a fresh review of the effects of nuclear weapons, which 
were examined in the 1968 study.^

Elaborating satisfactory terms of reference is a task for experts, not 
one which, we think, could be satisfactorily performed by the General 
Assembly or this Committee in the context of negotiating the text of a 
resolution. We believe the most reasonable approach would be for the 
General Assembly to mandate the Secretary-General, with the assist
ance of competent government experts, to develop terms of reference 
for a possible study of nuclear weapons and to report back to the Gen
eral Assembly at its thirty-fourth session for consideration of the pos
sibility of mandating a study along the lines proposed.

We would have been prepared to support a draft resolution along 
those lines but, in view of the inadequacies we perceive in the terms of 
reference of draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.32, my Government must ab
stain in the vote on that draft resolution.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-Stationing of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 30, 1978 ^

In the view of the United States, the issue of stationing nuclear 
weapons in the territories of States concerns mutual security interests 
and cannot be properly dealt with through blanket and universal meas
ures such as that contained in draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.38 before 
US.2 Therefore it is the view of the United States that the issue should 
be addressed in the context of nuclear-weapon-free zones so that it 
can be decided on a case-by-case basis.

I f  a non-nuclear-weapon State or group of States should decide they 
will not allow the stationing of nuclear weapons on their territories, 
the United States would, of course, respect such an action. In the con
text of the various alliance arrangements, particularly in the context 
of the alliances to which the United States is a party, the United States 
believes that the stationing of United States nuclear weapons is an 
issue which must be decided between the United States and its allies in 
the context of bilateral and multilateral security arrangements.

The United States would also like to point out that the verification

® Reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 476-513. 
"A/C.1/S3/PV.57, pp. 21-22.
 ̂Adopted by the G.A. as pt. F of res. 33/91 (post, p. 772).
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of a global ban of the kind proposed by the draft resolution before us 
would require extremely elaborate measures of inspection of a kind 
which would be unlikely to be negotiable. In passing, it is interesting 
to note that the proposal now under consideration contains no provi
sion for verification whatsoever. Because of the considerations I have 
just outlined, the United States proposes to vote against draft resolu
tion A/C.1/33/L.38.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Prohibitions or Restrictions 
of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons, November 30, 
1978"

Although my delegation has joined in the consensus on this draft 
resolution, I would like to make two pertinent observations about the 
position of the United States regarding the proposed Conference on 
specific conventional weapons.^

The United States abstained on a substantially similar resolution at 
the thirty-second session of the General Assembly because we had not 
received any reasonable assurances concerning how decisions would be 
taken at this United Nations Conference.® A year later we still find 
ourselves in the same uncertain position with regard to decision-mak
ing. My Government, I  wish to emphasize, is not committed to partici
pation at the Conference unless and until an adequate basis is laid both 
on substance and procedure.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Implementation of 
General Assembly Resolution 32/78, November 30, 1978^

I would like to explain the support of the United States for draft 
resolution A /C.l/33/L.7/Eev. 2.̂

As the United States representative to the First Committee, Senator 
Pearson, said in his statement to the First Committee of 22 November 
1978,  ̂ we are conscious of the impatience of other nations to see the 
results of the trilateral negotiations for a comprehensive test ban. At

" A/C.1/33/PV.57, p. 51.
* The draft res. referred to here was adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/70 (see post, 

pp. 741-743).
"I.e., G.A. res. 32/152. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1911, pp. 870- 

872. For the U.S. explanation of vote, see iUd.y pp. 796-7^7.
 ̂A/C.1/33/PV.57, p. 67. The sublect involved was a comprehensive test ban.
* Adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/60 {post, pp. 722-723).
“ Ante, pp. 655-657.
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the same time we are mindful that these negotiations are breaking 
new ground in nuclear arms control and that the importance of con
structing a fair, balanced and verifiable agreement must take prece
dence over attempting to meet some arbitrary completion date. Thus 
we are in fact using our utmost endeavours to conclude the trilateral 
negotiations as soon as possible, as called for in the resolution, and we 
will continue to do so. I am sorry to say that it does not appear to be 
realistic to anticipate that we will be able to do so by the date specified 
in the resolution, notwithstanding these best utmost efforts.

Statement by the French Representative (Lennuyeux-Comnene) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Test 
Ban, November 30, 1978 ^

To explain its abstention on the voting on draft resolution A /C .l/ 
33/L.7/Rev. 2,̂  the French delegation wishes to make two comments.

First of all, we note that since 1 January 1978 there have been at 
least 30 nuclear tests. I cannot believe that the Powers which carried 
out these tests—at the same time as they were trying to negotiate a 
treaty on their prohibition—did so without regard to the health of 
present and future generations, as might be imderstood from the first 
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution before us. I therefore 
think that in that preambular paragraph there is at least a 
contradiction.

Secondly, the French delegation wishes to recall, in connexion with 
a possible treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests by all States in all 
environments, the statement made at the tenth special session by the 
Vice-Chairman of our delegation, Mr. Taittinger when he said:

France considers that the cessation of nuclear tests should be seen 
in the context of a genuine disarmament process . . . .  But we con
sider that it would be erroneous to believe that a halt to testing 
would in fact produce a qualitative freeze in nuclear weapons. The 
two most heavily armed Powers have, by means of numerous tests 
which they have carried out, accumulated data adequate to allow 
them to make any qualitative improvements they may desire with
out carrying out new tests.

The cessation of tests, therefore, in itself would make no decisive 
contribution to preventing the production of new types of weapons 
or non-proliferation.^

That statement, which my delegation has already quoted in con
nexion with draft resolution A/C.l/33/L.3/Rev. 1, remains the most

" A/C.1/33/PV. 57, pp. 71-72.
^Adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/60 {post, pp. 722-723). 
= A/S-10/PV. 27, p. 69.
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explicit expression of France’s position on this subject.  ̂ The French 
delegation considers that it should be reiterated when the new multi
lateral negotiating body, the Committee on Disarmament, begins its 
work.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Implementation of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, Novem
ber 30, 1978 "

The Soviet delegation voted for the draft resolution submitted by 
the Committee on the Indian Ocean.® However, the preambular para
graphs of the draft contain certain provisions concerning which the 
Soviet delegation wishes to provide some clarification.

I am referring to the formulation regarding the militairy presence 
and military rivalry of the great Powers in the region of the Indian 
Ocean. The Soviet delegation states that the Soviet Union bears no 
responsibility whatsoever for military tension and the activation of 
the military presence in that region. The Soviet Union considers that 
the basic premise for the establishment of a genuine zone of peace in 
the Indian Ocean is the elimination from that region of foreign mili
tary bases and the prohibition of the establishment of new ones.

As for the appeal contained in the draft resolution that the talks 
between the USSE and the United States concerning their military 
presence in the Indian Ocean be resumed at an early date, we likewise 
wish to make it quite clear that since February 1978 the Soviet- 
American talks have been suspended by the American side. As has 
been stated on a number of occasions, the Soviet Union is ready to 
resume those talks.

Statement on Behalf of the European Community by the FRG 
Representative (Pfeiffer) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly: Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace, November 30, 1978 ^

Speaking on behalf of the nine members of the European Commu
nity, I should like to explain why we abstained in the vote on the draft 
resolution contained in the report of the A d H og Committee on the 
Indian Ocean in document A/33/29.^

*For the delegation statement, see A/C.1/33/PV.52, pp. 11-15; the draft res. 
referred to here was adopted by the G.A. as pt. C of res. 33/71 {post, pp. 746-747). 

®A/C.l/33/PV.58, pp. 64-65.
® Adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/68 {post, pp. 738-740).
^A/0.1/33/PV.58, p. 66.
“ Adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/68 {post, pp. 738-740).
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We share the desire of the littoral States of the Indian Ocean for 
peace and stability in their region and we wish to work with them 
towards that end. The States members of the European Community 
have always adopted a positive attitude towards regional arms con
trol measures, and this year we shall be voting in favour of the Bel
gian draft resolution on steps for regional disarmament (A/C.1/33/ 
L.35).® However, we have been unable to respond positively to this 
draft resolution on the Indian Ocean peace zone for two main reasons. 
First, there has been no precise internationally negotiated definition 
either of the area or the activities to be excluded from it. Secondly, 
the draft resolution covers a major ocean area which is subject to 
international jurisdiction, and we should therefore need to be assured 
that the provision of international law concerning freedom of move
ment by sea and air for all nations would not be contravened.

We believe that decisions on these questions should precede rather 
than follow the declaration of any peace zone.

For those reasons, we have reluctantly abstained in the vote on that 
draft resolution; however, we shall keep our policy under constant 
review in the light of the outcome of the United States-USSR dis
cussions and the proposals which emerge from the Meeting of the 
Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean proposed in this 
draft resolution.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
^.Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 

Conference, December 1, 1978 ^

The United States participated in this consensus, but we have some 
doubts which we feel obligated to make known to the members of this 
Committee.^

In the view of the United States, it is not the lack of a suitable 
forum that constitutes the principal obstacle to progress in disarma
ment. Quite to the contrary, we believe that a premature world dis
armament conference held without an adequate basis for agreement 
on questions of substance, a basis which manifestly does not now exist, 
would probably hinder rather than advance efforts to reach arms 
control agreements. Moreover, we do not foresee appropriate condi
tions for a world disarmament conference emerging in the near future.

That is the basis for our doubts and our questioning the desirability 
of continuing the activity of the Ad Hoc Committee on an annual 
basis.

*An amended version was adopted by the G.A. as pt. E of res. 33/91 (po«#, 
pp. 771-772).

' A/C.1/33/PV.59, pp. 27-30.
 ̂The draft res. in question was adopted by the G.A. as res. 33/69 pp.

740-741).
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Floweree) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Committee on Dis
armament, December 1, 1978 ^

In voting for draft resolution A/C.l/33/L.42/Rev.2,^ my delegation 
wishes to draw attention to those provisions of the agreement re
corded in paragraph 120 of the Final Document of the special session 
devoted to disarmament, in which it is noted that the Committee will 
adopt its own rules of procedure and its own agenda which of course, 
would take into account the recommendations of the General 
Assembly.®

Further, subparagraph (/) of paragraph 120 records that the Com
mittee will

Submit a report to the General Assembly annually . . . and pro
vide its formal and other relevant documents to the States Members 
of the United Nations . . . .

Those reports would include any consideration of the modalities of 
the review of membership undertaken by the Committee. Therefore, 
we believe that the report requested by operative paragraph 2 of this 
draft resolution should be incorporated in the regular reports of the 
Committee’s activities in the same manner in which its deliberations on 
other subjects suggested by the General Assembly are reported.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Committee on Dis
armament, December 1, 1978 ^

The Soviet delegation, too, would like to explain its vote.  ̂ First, 
we wanted to stress that we understand and welcome the wish of 
States Members of the United Nations to take an active part in the 
discussion of questions of disarmament, and this includes the negotiat
ing organ. It would appear that this was precisely the guiding motive 
of the co-sponsors of the resolution just adopted. I repeat, we do 
understand their wish and we share it. However, being guided pre
cisely by this consideration the Soviet Union, in the course of the 
special session of the General Assembly, as the Committee will recall, 
took an active pait in producing the agreement which is endorsed in 
the Final Document in paragraph 120. In particular, we find in this 
agreement the following: “that the membership of the Committee on

" A/C.1/33/PV.60, pp. 61-65.
* The G.A. adopted a further revised version of this draft res. as pt. G of res. 

33/91 {post, pp. 773-774).
“ Ante, pp. 433-434.
" A/C.1/33/PV.60, p. 66.
*The Soviet representative is referring to the draft res. that the G.A. sub

sequently adopted as pt. G of res. 33/91 (post, pp. 773-774).
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Disarmament will be reviewed at regular intervals.” ® We based our
selves precisely on this. As the Committee will recall, agreement was 
achieved in the course of the special session on another matter. We 
may assume that the Disarmament Committee when it meets, and it is 
meeting in less than two months, will undertake work on its own rules 
of procedure—another point upon which agreement was achieved in 
the course of the special session—and will be guided by those rules in 
its everyday work.

There is no doubt that one of the important matters which the Com
mittee on Disarmament will be considering will be the question of how 
its membership will be periodically reviewed. Therefore, the Soviet 
delegation saw no basis whatsoever at this session, before the Com
mittee on Disarmament has even met, to adopt an additional resolu
tion and, as it were, to predetermine a decision of the Committee on 
Disarmament. We, along with a group of countries, did appeal to the 
co-sponsors not to be in a hurry over this matter. This is not a ques
tion which gives rise to any doubt. The membership of the Committee 
will be subjected to appropriate periodic review. We requested them 
to wait a while, particularly because it is not an urgent question, and 
revert to it at a later stage.

I very much regret that they did not heed our appeal and we were 
thus compelled to vote against. But once again, I should like to stress 
that we understand and indeed share and even welcome the desire of 
all States Members of this Organization to take an active part in the 
negotiations on disarmament.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Security Assurances to 
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, December 4, 1978^

The United States has voted for draft resolution A/C.1/33/L.6/ 
Eev. 2 2 and, as is implicit in its vote is prepared to take the action 
called for by this draft resolution. In considering what international 
arrangements should be worked out, however, the United States stands 
by its proposal made on 17 November of this year and contained in 
document A/C.1/33/7.® In that proposal the United States stated that 
it considers that international cognizance of the Presidential state
ment enunciated by Secretary Vance last summer * should be in the 
form of the Security Council taking formal note of that statement, 
as well as of the statements made by the other nuclear Powers to 
strengthen the confidence of non-nuclear-weapon States in their se-

 ̂Ante, p. 434.
"A/C.1/33/PV.61, pp. 8-10.
“ Adopted by the G.A. as pt. A of res. 33/72 (post, pp. 760^761). 
 ̂Ante, pp. 652-653.

" Ante, p. 384.
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curity against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. As I indi
cated earlier in this Committee,  ̂ the United States also believes that 
there are other possible international arrangements such as nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, that would enhance the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or the threat of use of nuclear weapons.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extract], December 8,
1978"

Ministers reaffirmed their conviction that concrete and verifiable 
arms control and disarmament measures would contribute significantly 
to security, stability, and peace. They therefore welcomed the increas
ing world-wide attention being paid to arms control and disarmament, 
as exemplified by important current negotiations as well as the United 
Nations Special Session on Disarmament and the forthcoming first 
meeting in Geneva of the Committee on Disarmament in which Al
liance members will actively participate. Ministers recalled their 
agreement to make fuller use of the Alliance machinery for thorough 
consultation on arms control and disarmament issues and noted with 
satisfaction that such consultations have been intensified. In this con
nection, they had a useful exchange of views on the French proposal 
for a conference on disarmament in Europe  ̂ and on the prospects 
that this proposal might offer for confidence-building and security in 
the area.

The Ministers discussed the U.S.-USSR Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks. They welcomed the progress made in the negotiations and ex
pressed support for U.S. efforts to bring them to a successful conclu
sion. Ministers continue to believe that a SALT Agreement, which en
hances strategic stability, maintains deterrence and responds to the 
security interests and concerns of the Alliance, will be in the common 
interest.

The Ministers of countries which participate in the negotiations on 
Mutual Balanced Force Reductions reaffirmed their commitment to 
these negotiations and reemphasized their determination to bring 
them to a successful conclusion. They confirmed as the goal of these 
negotiations the establishment of approximate parity in ground 
forces in the form of a common collective ceiling on the manpower of 
each side and the reduction of the disparity in main battle tanks. The 
achievement of this aim would contribute to a more stable relation
ship and to the strengthening of peace and security in Europe. These 
Ministers recall that to this end an important Western initiative had 
been introduced in April of this year. The Eastern response to these

® Ante, pp. 643-645.
I D epartm ent o f S ta te  B ulletin , Jan. 1979, p. 37.
‘ Ante, p. 70.
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proposals, while containing some welcome movement in matters of 
structure and concept, leaves important differences of substance unre
solved. Both sides should now address these open issues progressively 
and constructively.

These Ministers welcomed the Eastern movement towards agree
ment on the concept of approximate parity. They stressed, however, 
that this had made the clarification of the data base, which they always 
regarded as essential for substantial progress, even more urgent. They 
called on the Eastern side to respond positively to recent Western ef
forts relating to the data discussion designed to identify the reasons 
for the discrepancy between Western figures and Eastern data regard
ing existing manpower levels in the area of reductions.

These Ministers also recalled the announcement made by Allied 
leaders in Washington in May on a meeting of the negotiations
at the foreign minister level. It was their view that, despite the move
ment, the requirements stated at that time for such a meeting had not 
yet been met but they agreed to keep this matter under review.

These Ministers continue to attach importance to the inclusion in an 
MBFR Agreement of associated measures which should also ensure 
imdiminished security for the flank participants.

Soviet Instrument of Ratification of Protocol II to the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, Decem
ber 12, 1978^

The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics states that it has ratified . . . the following . . . 
act . . . : Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) 
signed on behalf of the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics in 
Moscow on May 18, 1978, with a statement made by the Government 
of the U.S.S.R. upon signature of this Protocol, and with the follow
ing statement:

The Soviet Union proceeds from the premise that the obligations 
it is assuming under Additional Protocol II to the Treaty of Tlate- 
lolco, shall also apply to the territories having the status of a de
nuclearized zone in accordance with Additional Protocol I  to the 
Treaty. In this connection, the Soviet Union maintains its position 
with respect to granting independence to colonial countries and 
peoples in accordance with the U.N. Declaration on this question

^ACDA files. Although dated Dec. 12, 1978, the instrument was not deposited 
at Mexico City until Jan. 8,1979.

^The treaty and its protocols may be found in D ocuments on D isarm am ent,
1967, pp. 69-83.
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(Resolution of the General Assembly 1514/XV of December 14, 
1960).

The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics states that all the above will be fully complied with, 
in witness whereof the Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has signed this in
strument of ratification to which the state seal has been affixed.
Moscow, Kremlin 
December 12,1978

Chairman of the Presidium of the 
Supreme Soviet of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics

(Signature)
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R.

FRG Note to the Permanent Missions of U.N. Member States: 
Invitation to an Experts Meeting on the Verification of a Ban 
on the Manufacture of Chemical Weapons, December 12, 
1978"

The Permanent Mission of the Federal Republic of Germany to the 
United Nations presents its compliments to the Permanent Missions 
to the United Nations and has the honour to transmit an invitation 
from the Federal Republic of Germany to attend an experts meeting 
on the verification of a ban on the manufacture of chemical weapons.

1. The Federal Republic of Germany considers the conclusion of a 
convention concerning an effective and comprehensive ban on chemical 
weapons as an already existing means of mass destruction a matter of 
urgent priority. It appreciates the efforts being made by the United 
States of America and the Soviet Union in bilateral talks for a joint 
initiative in this context.

2. A convention prohibiting the development, manufacture and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and providing for the destruction of 
existing stocks requires above all a verification arrangement commen
surate with the military significance of chemical weapons. Verification 
is the basis for confidence in compliance with such a prohibition. The 
Federal Republic of Germany, therefore, advocates an international 
verification system providing for a variety of controls which should 
include also international on-site inspections. It is convinced, not least 
on the strength of its own experiences with specific international con
trols in this area, that such a verification system, including also on-site 
inspections, can be designed so as not to prejudice the legitimate inter
ests of industry and research.

 ̂A /34/56, Jan. 5,1979.
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3. With reference to its working paper (A/S-lO/AC.1/13) of 6 
June 1978 and following up the remarks made by the Federal Chancel
lor on 26 May 1978  ̂at the special session of the General Assembly on 
disarmament, the Federal Government invites representatives of the 
States Members of the United Nations to attend the planned verifica
tion workshop which will be held from 12 to 14 March 1979 in the 
Cologne-Frankfurt area. The Federal Government will give the ex
perts attending the workshop the opportunity to see for themselves, 
at four different plants of the German chemical industry manufactur
ing phosphorus organic compounds, that the equipment for manufac
turing phosphorus compounds for civilian purposes is not suitable for 
manufacturing phosphorus compounds of military significance and 
that it is in practice feasible to carry out verification controls of chem
ical plants while fully protecting the interests of industry and 
research.

4. By demonstrating the feasibility of appropriate controls to 
verify a ban on manufacture, the Federal Republic of Germany hopes 
to contribute to the discussion on verification arrangements for a chem
ical weapons convention and to facilitate the conclusion of such a 
convention.

5. Interested Governments are requested to forward, not later than 
15 January 1979, the names of those who will be attending: the work
shop, either to the Permanent Mission of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to the United Nations in New York or to the Delegation of 
the Federal Republic of Germany to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament at Geneva, which will also give them further details 
of the workshop programme.

News Conference Sfafement by the Netherlands Representative 
(De Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
December 13, 1978"

As you all know, East/West differences over the size of Wf^rsaw Pact 
military manpower in the reduction area and over the directly re
lated issue of the size of Warsaw Pact manpower reductions have be
come the acknowledged central issue of the Vienna negotiations on 
force reductions. This has been the case since the East agreed on 
June 8 this year to the Western concept of an East/West common ceil
ing on military manpower, but made the size of Eastern reductions 
under its agreement to this concept dependent on acceptance of East
ern data on Warsaw Pact military manpower.

As is also widely known, there is a discrepancy of over 150,000 men 
between Western and Eastern figures on Warsaw Pact ground force

* Ante, pp. 358-359. 
"ACDA files.
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manpower in the reduction area. Given these circumstances, the West
ern participants have considered that the main and most effective con
tribution which negotiation participants could make now to further 
progress in these talks, which all participating Western governments 
desire keenly, was to concentrate their efforts on resolution of the 
data discrepancy on the basis of actual facts.

This is what Western participants have done in the present round. 
In the Western view, the logical and clear way to resolve the data 
discrepancy is for both sides to present sufficient data on specific com
ponents of Warsaw Pact ground forces to obtain a clear idea of the 
distribution of the discrepancy among the forces of the four individual 
Warsaw Pact direct participants and also within those forces. I f nego
tiators can in particular get a clear idea in which part of the Warsaw 
Pact forces the data divergences are great êst, then they can go into 
these specific force components in more detail and find out what is 
the reason for the difference.

During this negotiating round, Western participants have taken a 
series of very important steps toward this end. The West has taken 
the initiative to present several official Western figures on different 
Eastern force categories. We have thereby documented that the dis
crepancy is overwhelmingly concentrated in certain force categories 
of certain Eastern participants.

The logical next step is to analyze further the discrepancy between 
Western and Eastern figures in the specific force categories where the 
discrepancy is concentrated to the greatest extent. As a contribution 
to such analysis, we have also presented our official figures on the main 
components of these Eastern force categories. Eastern participants 
have claimed these figures were too high. Consequently, we asked them 
to make their own contribution to developing a common understand
ing of the distribution of the discrepancy by presenting their own 
more detailed data on the same Eastern force components.

These Western moves add up to a very significant contribution to
ward developing a clearer profile of the data discrepancy. They also 
demonstrate in concrete terms the reasons for Western skepticism that 
Eastern data are complete. Eastern representatives have not yet pre
sented the further data for which we have asked. Western participants 
hope that they will do so as a matter of priority in the next round.

There is no way around the need for agreement on data. Western 
governments cannot be expected to enter into an agreement in the 
sensitive field of security without East/West agreement on the per
tinent facts. Consequently, we are willing to devote our energies to 
clearing up the data discrepancy as the most direct way to make 
progress in these talks. But, of course, it takes two to play.

The Western proposals now on the negotiating table offer the basis 
for an agreement on reductions and limitations fully in accordance 
with the agreed objectives of these talks. The West has made a num
ber of constructive proposals in these talks, starting in November 
1973, and including the initiative of December 1975 and April 1978,
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which significantly changes the military outcome originally envisaged 
by the West. By the concrete moves they have taken, Western par
ticipants have constructed an indisputably equitable balance of obli
gations on each side.

Against this background, during the round Western participants 
also continued their detailed examination of those aspects of the East’s 
June 8 proposals not related to data. Unfortunately, Eastern parti
cipants have not yet revised the deficiencies in the means they have 
proposed for implementing the principles that they have now agreed.

For example, as regards collectivity, the rules proposed by the 
East for implementation of collective manpower limitations could 
prevent Western participants from maintaining the agreed post-re
duction level in the event of subsequent unilateral reductions, while 
permitting the Soviet Union rapidly to return to its starting level. 
Such a development would seriously diminish Western security. The 
East is still asking for individual reduction commitments from West
ern European direct participants and Canada despite its claimed ac
ceptance of the collectivity principle. Just recently, Western partici
pants presented some important ideas intended to clarify the collective 
reduction commitment the West has offered, and building on the April 
1978 Western proposals, in response to concerns stated by Eastern rep
resentatives. The ball is now in the East’s court on these issues, as 
well as on data.

Eastern participants confirmed during the present round that the 
June 8 proposals, as the East now interprets them, would impose 
weighty requirements in phase I regarding phase II reductions. West
ern direct participants other than the U.S. would now have to com
mit themselves in phase I to reduce in phase II both armaments and 
military organizations. More than ever, the Eastern proposals seek to 
push the modalities of phase II reductions into phase I and thus under
mine the principle of phasing to which the East claims it agrees.

In light of this analysis of the Eastern position. Western author
ities have concluded that, unless that position is substantiated by 
changes in the proposed methods of implementing points of agree
ment in principle and in other issues, the value of the East’s June 8 
move remains potential rather than real.

The East has asked for a Western response to its proposals of 
June 8. For the reasons just given, we do not consider that these East
ern proposals in their present form provide a comprehensive basis for 
negotiation. For the same reason, they do not provide a basis for a 
comprehensive Western response.

On the other hand, the Western proposals of April 1978 contain 
comprehensive and constructive positions on the main issues which 
remain open between East and West. In this round. Western par
ticipants have addressed these open issues, especially those of genuine 
parity and collectivity.

We expect Eastern participants to make their own constructive con
tribution to solution of these issues.
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News Conference Statement by the GDR Representative (Oeser) 
to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, Decem
ber 13, 1978"

In the course of the 16th round of the negotiations on a mutual re
duction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe, a decisive 
progress towards a first agreement could have been reached. With good 
reasons, broad circles of European public in both the East and the 
West expected that the far-reaching proposals of Socialist states of 
8 June of this year will find an equally comprehensive and construc
tive answer by Western participating states. Top Western officials 
have characterized it as a significant initiative.

These proposals deal, after all, with the whole complex of problems 
being under discussion and, by their concession, mark out content and 
frame of |i mutually acceptable agreement. They provide for equiva
lent effective disarmament contributions for all directly participating 
states which guarantee the parity of the forces of the two military 
groupings in the reduction area, Le,̂  Central Europe, while essentially 
diminishing their present levels. Again, by the position and initiative 
of Socialist states, a sound basis for an agreement has been created 
that could, according to the interests of the peoples, strengthen peace 
and security im Europe. Again, a way towards effective negotiations 
has been shown.

The Warsaw Treaty countries endeavour with all means to contrib
ute to a progress in the negotiations. This is pointed out by them in 
the Moscow Declaration of 23 November 1978.̂  But progress can only 
be reached in Vienna if Western participating countries will give an 
answer that is based on the same constructive spirit as the proposals 
of Socialist countries of 8 June and gives evidence of their political 
will to support effective disarmament steps.

In the course of the 16th round of negotiations, Socialist countries 
have patiently and in detail explained their proposals and answered 
numerous questions put to them by the West. The extent of concessions 
made by Socialist states in the main issues of the negotiations repre
sents the measure for the expectations they connect with a construc
tive answer. Socialist countries agreed:

— t̂o determine collective levels for the armed forces of the two mili
tary groupings as a concrete form of guaranteeing parity in Cen
tral Europe,

— t̂o reduce only ground forces,
— t̂o reduce only selected kinds of armaments as proposed by the 

West for the first stage,
—to reduce Soviet and U.S. forces at the rate of 2 to 1 in the first 

stage, and

" ACDA files.
 ̂A nte, pp. 657-665.
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— t̂x> undertake the reduction of Soviet forces in form of divisions 
as called for by the West.

Therefore, Socialist countries could expect with good reason that 
Western participants would make concessions in this round, in 
particular

— t̂hat Western European participants and Canada finally, after 
five years, undertake commitments to reduce their forces propor
tionally to the size of these forces in Central Europe and effec
tively in military formations, as the Soviet Union and the USA  
intend to do and as the GDR, the People’s Republic of Poland, 
and the CSSR are ready to do,

—that they give up their refusal on principle to reduce a part of 
their armammts. Their position is, after all, in contradiction to 
the agreed mutuality regarding the reduction of forces and arma
ments,

— t̂hat Western participating countries give up their unrealistic de
mands for reductions to be undertaken by Socialist countries, 
which are by many times larger than their own ones, and for 
discriminating obligations for the Soviet Union and that they 
proceed from the real situation, the existence of an approximate 
military balance. The exchanged official figures prove that their 
assumptions on ostensibly existing disparities are fully unbased.

Today, at the end of the 16th round, we have to state that there 
is neither a comprehensive answer to the proposals of 8 June, being 
on the negotiating table for more than 6 months, that could have 
brought forward the negotiations, nor signs of the Western par
ticipants’ readiness to reply constructively to the concessions in the 
main issues. On the contrary! Western participating countries, with
out concessions, insist on their positions which they have held for 
years and which give evidence of the lack of readiness for disarma
ment. Proceeding from this inflexible position, they even demand 
further concessions to be made by Socialist countries.

With unproved and incorrect assumptions on a numerical superi
ority of the forces of Socialist countries. Western participants again 
create obstacles. In a situation of the negotiations where a turning 
point began to appear in outlines, these assumptions are used as a 
brake block for progress in the negotiations. The submission of addi
tional and detailed information of the forces’ strength of Socialist 
countries gave the West the possibility of identifying the sources 
of its miscalculations. But Western participants did not use this pos
sibility, so that Socialist states cannot but have the impression that 
the West is not seriously willing to reach a solution of this question.

The position of Western participants can be explained only in 
such a way that NATO states strive to have also in future a free hand 
for the extension of their forces, that is at the same time effected in 
Central Europe, and the planned additional supply with new systems
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of weapons and that they therefore delay the conclusion of an agree
ment that is hindering these intents. An obvious expression for this 
is represented by the discussions and decisions of the latest session 
of the NATO Council in Brussels that force the arms race and do not 
enter into the realistic proposals of Socialist countries which are 
directed against this. In order to justify their policy of arms race 
which is directed to achieve a military superiority over Socialist coun
tries, NATO countries are quite obviously interested in supporting and 
distributing the legend of the threat from the East.

Warsaw treaty countries solemnly declared “that they themselves 
have never striven for military superiority and will never do so, 
that their endeavours have always been directed exclusively towards 
guaranteeing their defence capability.” They proceed from the fact 
that the international security has to be built on disarmament and 
not on the arms race.

Since Western participants have not yet shown readiness to a con
structive reaction to the June 8 proposals, Socialist countries gave the 
negotiations an additional impulse on 30 November which is directed 
towards the ending of the arms race. They renewed and supplemented 
their proposal on the non-increase of the numerical strength of the 
forces within the area of reductions for the duration of the negotia
tions. In so doing, they made anew concessions and proposed that 
the direct participants of the two military groupings should under
take the commitment not to increase the total collective level of their 
forces. Thus, no national levels are required for this temporary meas
ure. Such an arrangement could be immediately made because it 
does not require agreement on the existing strength of forces. At the 
present situation, this arrangement would be of great significance for 
the continuation of the negotiations and would form an important 
element of military detente. It would strengthen the mutual confidence 
and contribute to a quicker reaching of the objective of the negotia
tions—a mutual reduction of forces and armaments in Central 
Europe.

The avoidance of a comprehensive and constructive answer by 
Western participants to the proposals of Socialist states of 8 June 
of this year and their rash negative reaction to the initiative of 30 
November are in contradiction to statements by leading Western 
officials who say that they were ready to make a contribution to 
deepening detente in the military field. Non-committal and indefinite 
affirmations as made at the end of the 16th round by Western European 
participants regarding a partial aspect— t̂he reduction of personnel of 
their ground forces—are no compensation for this.

The proposals of Socialist countries of 8 June and 30 November 
remain on the negotiating table. They have led to a rapprochement 
of the positions. We call on the Western participating countries to 
finally answer in a realistic and constructive way. If they seriously 
seek an agreement they have to take into consideration the security 
interests of Socialist states much in the same way as Socialist states
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did this regarding those of the West. They must on their part make 
concessions and submit adequate proposals. Socialist states will posi
tively enter into constructive steps of \witK\ the West.

General Assembly Resolution 33/57: Implementation of the 
Conclusions of the First Review Conference of the Parties to 
the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons and 
Establishment of a Preparatory Committee for the Second 
Conference, December 14, 1978^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 2373 (X X II) of 12 June 1968, the annex of 

which contains the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons,2

Noting the provisions of article VIII, paragraph 3, of that Treaty 
concerning the holding of successive review conferences.

Noting that in the Final Document of the first Review Conference 
of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, held at Geneva from 5 to 30 May 1975,̂  a majority of the 
States parties to the Treaty proposed to the depositary Governments 
that a second conference should be convened in 1980,

Recalling its resolution 31/75 of 10 December 1976, in which it de
cided to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-third session 
an item entitled “Implementation of the conclusions of the first Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons and establishment of a preparatory committee for 
the second Conference”,̂

1. Notes that, following appropriate consultations, a preparatory 
committee has been formed of parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons serving on the Board of Governors 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency or represented on the 
Committee on Disarmament;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to render the necessary assistance 
and to provide such services, including summary records, as may be 
required for the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and its preparation.

 ̂A/RES/33/57, Jan. 10, 1979. The res. was introduced by the U.K. and co
sponsored by 31 other parties to the treaty. The 6.A. adopted it by a vote of 122 
to 1 (Albania), with 16 abstentions (Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bhutan, Brazil, 
Burma, Equatorial Guinea, France, India, Israel, Mozambique, Pakistan, Saudi 
Arabia, Spain, Tanzania, and Zambia). After the voting China stated that it 
had not participated because of its “position of principle” which was “well known 
to everyone” (A/33/PV.84, p. 38).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1968  ̂pp. 431-432, 461-465.
1975, p. 156.
1976, pp. 933-935.
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General Assembly Resolution 33/58: Implementation of Gen
eral Assembly Resolution 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 
TIatelolco), December 14, 1978^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 2286 (X X II) of 5 December 1967,  ̂ 3262 

(X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,̂  3473 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975" 
and 32/76 of 12 December 1977 ® concerning the Treaty for the Pro
hibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) 
and its Additional Protocol I,

Taking into accov/at 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, respectively. 

Recalling also with satisfaction that the United States of America 
signed Additional Protocol I in 1977 and that the Government of that 
country has decided to take the necessary steps for its ratification,® 

Taking note of the declaration made on 25 May 1978 by the Presi
dent of the French Republic before the General Assembly at its tenth 
special session, devoted to disarmament, regarding the adherence of 
his country to Additional Protocol I,̂

1. Invites the United States of America to make every effort to 
ratify as soon as possible Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco);

2. 'Welcomes with satisfaction the declaration made by the President 
of the French Republic on 25 May 1978 regarding the adherence of 
his country to Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) and in
vites the Government of that country to make every effort to adhere 
as soon as possible to that Protocol;

 ̂A/RES/33/58, Jan. 10, 1979. The treaty and its protocols are printed in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 69-83. The res. was introduced by Mexico 
and cosponsored by 20 other Latin American countries. Both the First Commit
tee and the G.A. adopted it by consensus.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 620-621.
1974, pp. 809-811.

* IMd., 1975, pp. 785-786.
® m d ., 1977, pp. 824-825.
®The President’s remarks upon signing the protocol may be found iMd., pp. 

338-339.
" Ante, p. 341.
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3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled ‘‘Implementation of General Assembly resolu
tion 33/58 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 33/59: Chemical and Bacterio
logical (Biological) Weapons, December 14, 1978^

A}

The General Assembly^
Reaftirming its resolutions 2454 A (X X III) of 20 December 1968,̂  

2603 B (X XIV) of 16 December 1969," 2662 (XXV) of 7 December
1970,̂  2827 A (X XV 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, 
31/65 of 10 December 1976,̂  ̂32/77 of 12 December 1977,̂  ̂and S-10/2 
of 30 June 1978,̂ ^

Recalling that in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session 
it affirmed that the complete and effective prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their 
destruction represented one of the most urgent measures of disarma
ment, which should be accorded high priority in disarmament negotia
tions,̂ ^

Regretting that agreement on the complete and effective prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weap
ons has not been reached despite its numerous appeals,

Convinced that the continuing arms race calls for urgent disarma
ment measures and that the process of international detente is con
ducive to the achievement of progress towards general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control,

 ̂A/RES/33/59, Jan. 10, 1979.
 ̂Pt. A was introduced by Poland on behalf of itself and 30 states, subsequently 

sponsored by 14 additional states, and adopted by consensus by both the First 
Committee and the G.A. In the First Committee, China announced that it had 
not participated in the consensus on either pt. A or B (A/C.1/33/PV.58, pp. 57- 
60).

® Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 793-795.
^lUd., 1969, pp. 717-719.
® Hid., 1910, pp. 683-685.

m i ,  pp. 890-892.
'^md., 1972, pp. 840-841.

197S, pp. 847-848.
® lUd., 1974, PP- 790-792.

1975, pp. 767-769. 
lUd., 1976, pp. 908-910.

^IMd,, 1977, pp. 825-827.
Ante, pp. 411-439.

“  Ante, p. 425, par. 75.

317-783 0 80 48
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Reaifirming 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 Bac
teriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,̂ ® 

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 the 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,

Stressmg the importance of early agreement on the complete pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemi
cal weapons and on their destruction, which would contribute to gen
eral 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 devel
opment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on 
their destruction, as well as other working documents, proposals and 
suggestions, have been submitted to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament and constitute valuable contributions to reaching 
agreement,

Taking into a/^count the comments made on this item and relevant 
documents submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-third 
session.

Noting also 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 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and 
towards their destruction.

Believing that future agreement on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons should meet the objective of complete, effective and verilBable 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemi
cal weapons, as well as providing adequate methods of verification for 
the destruction of the stockpiles of chemical weapons, and recognizing 
that arrangements for verification should be based on a combination 
of national and international arrangements,

^ Documents on Disarmament^ 1969, pp. 764-765.
“ lUd., 1972, pp. 133-138.

General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 
27 (A/33/27), 2 vols.
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Having in mind that agreement on the complete prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpilinir 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 prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and for their destruction,

1. Urges all States to reach early agreement on the effective pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemi
cal weapons and on their destruction;

2. Urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the United 
States of America to submit their joint initiative to 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;

3. Requests the Committee on Disarmament, as a matter of high 
priority, to undertake, at the beginning of its 1979 session, negotiations 
with a view to elaborating an agreement on effective measures for the 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and for their destruction, taking into account all 
existing proposals and future initiatives;

4. Invites 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;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee on 
'^Disarmament all documents of the thirty-third session of the Gen

eral Assembly relating to chemical weapons and to chemical means of 
warfare;

6. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to report on the results 
of its negotiations to the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session.

B 1 8

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 2826 (X XV I) of 16 December 1972 \1971\ 

in which it commended the Convention on the Prohibition of the De
velopment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biolog-

“ Pt. B was introduced by the U.K. and sponsored also by 33 other countries, 
including the U.S. and the USSR. It was adopted by consensus by both the F irst 
Committee and the G.A.
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ical) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction and expressed 
the hope for the widest possible adherence to that Convention,

Noting that article X II of the Convention provides as follows:

Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or earlier 
if it is requested by a majority of Parties to the Convention by sub
mitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, a 
Conference of States Parties to the Convention shall be held at 
Geneva, Switzerland, to review the operation of the Convention, 
with a view to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the 
provisions of the Convention, including the provisions concerning 
negotiations on chemical weapons, are being realized. Such review 
shall take into account any new scientific and technological devel
opments relevant to the Convention,

Believing that the availability of information as appropriate on 
any new scientific and technological developments relevant to the 
Convention could contribute to the work of the Review Conference of 
the Parties to the Convention,

Bearing in mind that the Convention will have been in force for 
five years on 26 March 1980 and expecting that the Review Conference 
called for in the Convention will take place near that date,

1. Notes that, after appropriate consultations, a preparatory com
mittee of parties to the Convention is to be arranged;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to render the necessary assistance 
and to provide such services, including summary records, as may be 
required for the Review Conference and its preparation.

General Assembly Resolution 33/60: Implementation of Gen
eral Assembly Resolution 32/78, December 14, 1978 ^

The General Assemhly^
Reaffirming its conviction that the cessation of nuclear-weapon test

ing by all States in all environments would be in the interest of all 
maoikind, both as a major step towards ending the qualitative improve
ment, development and proliferation of nuclear weapons and as a 
means of relieving the deep apprehension concerning the harmful con-

^®The res. with the text of the convention annexed to it, may be found in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 884-889.

 ̂A/RES/33/60, Jan. 10, 1979. The res. was originally sponsored by Australia, 
Austria, Ecuador, Ireland, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor
way, Papua New Guinea, Sweden, and Venezuela. After its revision, it was spon
sored also by Canada, Colombia, the Congo, Denmark, Ghana, Japan, Mali, Qatar, 
Singapore, and the Philippines. The original version urged the 3 negotiating 
nuclear-weapon states to transmit their results to “the multilateral negotiating 
body” before the end of 1978. The revised version, introduced by New Zealand, 
urged the 3 states to transmit their results to the Committee on Disarmament 
before the beginning of its 1979 session. The amended res. was adopted by the 
G.A. by 134 votes to 1 (China)', with 5 abstentions (Argentina, Cuba, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, France). The United States and France explained their votes in the First 
Committee (see antCy pp. 702-703, 703-704).



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 33/60, DECEMBER 14 723

sequences of radioactive contamination for the health of present and 
future generations,

Recalling the determination of the. parties to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapons Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water  ̂ and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons expressed in those Treaties to continue negotiations to achieve 
the discontinuance of all test explosions for all time.

Recalling its previous resolutions on the subject, in particular reso- 
lutiom 32/78 of 12 December 1977  ̂ and paragraph 51 of resolution 
S-10/2 of 30 June 1978,

Recognizing the importance to a treaty prohibiting nuclear testing 
of the study being carried out by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Ex
perts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and 
Identify Seismic Events an. a global network of stations for the ex
change of seismological data.

Taking riote of that part of the report of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament ° relating to the question of a comprehen
sive test-ban treaty,

1. Reiterates its grave concern over the fact that nuclear-weapoai 
testing has continued unabated against the wishes of the overwhelm
ing majority of Member States;

2. Reaffirms its conviction that a treaty on the subject of the pres
ent resolution is a matter of the highest priority;

3. Regrets that a draft treaty has not been concluded during the 
past year;

4. Notes that the three negotiating nuclear-weapon States ac
knowledge the need to bring their negotiations to a speedy and suc
cessful conclusion;

5. Urges those three States to expedite their negotiations with a 
view to bringing them to a positive conclusion as a matter of urgency 
and to use their utmost endeavours to transmit the results to the Com
mittee on Disarmament before the beginning of its 1979 session for 
full comsideration;

6. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to take up immediately 
the agreed text resulting from the negotiations referred to in para
graph 5 above with a view to the submission as soon as possible of a 
draft treaty, which will attract the widest possible adherence, to a 
resumed thirty-third session of the General Assembly;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item relating to the implementation of the present resolu
tion.

 ̂Documen ts on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
nU d., 1968, pp. 461-465.
^lUd., 1977, pp. 827-829.
® General AssemMy Official Records: Thirty-third Session Supplement No. 27 

(A/33/27), vol. I, pars. 54-115.
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General Assembly Resolution 33/61: Implementation of Gen
eral Assembly Resolution 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 
TIatelolco), December 14, 1978^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 1911 (X V III) of 27 November 1963,  ̂2286 

(X X II) of .5 December 1967," 2456 B (X X III) of 20 December 1968,̂  
2666 (XXV) 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 De
cember 1973,« 3258 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974," 3467 (X X X ) of 
11 December 1975,̂ ° 31/67 of 10 December 1976 and 32/79 of 12 De
cember 1977,̂  ̂ ten of which contain appeals to the nuclear-weapon 
States regarding the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol 
II  of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of TIatelolco),

Reiterating its firm conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness 
of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co-operation 
of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and that such co-operation 
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 satisfaction that the United Kingdom of Great Bri
tain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America, France and 
the People’s Republic of Chima are already parties to Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of TIatelolco),

1. Takes note with satisfaction that Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of TIatelolco) was signed in 1978 by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and that the Government of that country has

 ̂A/RES/33/61, Jan. 10, 1979. The treaty and its protocols are printed in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.

The res. was sponsored by 22 Latin American states. On Nov. 27, 10 days 
after its submission, the Soviet representative announced his government’s in
tention to ratify Additional Protocol II  in the near future {ante, p. 686). The next 
day, while introducing the res., Mexico orally revised the oper. pars, to reflect 
this announcement (A/C.1/33/PV.54, pp. 11-16). The res. was adopted by con
sensus by both the F irst Committee and the G.A.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 628-629.
19a, pp. 620-621.
1968, p. 799.
1970, pp. 689-691.

 ̂Ibid., 1971, pp. 898-899.
"^lUd., 1972, pp. 847-848.
^lUd., 1973, pp. 852-853.
^lUd., 197Jf, pp. 793-795.

1975, pp. 773-774.
^Ilid ., 1976, pp. 912-913.
^IMd,, 1977, pp. 829-830.
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officially announced that it intends to ratify that Protocol in the near
est future;

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled ‘‘Implementatiooi of General Assembly resolu
tion 33/61 concerning the signature and ratification of Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

General Assembly Resolution 33/62: Effective Measures To 
Implement the Purposes and Objectives of the Disarmament 
Decade, December 14, 1978 ^

The General Assenibly^
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (X XIV) of 16 December 1969, in 

which it declared the decade of the 1970s the Disarmament Decade,  ̂
Reaffirming the purposes and objectives of the Decade,
Recalling its assessment in the Final Document of the Tenth Special 

Session of the General Assembly that the objectives established for 
the Decade appeared to be as far away as they had been or even 
further because the arms race was not diminishing but increasing 
and outstripping efforts to curb it,̂

Deeply concerned at the continued wastage of resources on arma
ments and the consequent detrimental effect on international security 
and the achievement of the new international economic order. 

Recalling the decision taken at its tenth special session concerning 
a comprehensive programme of disarmament.

Recalling also its decision that the Secretary-General should, with 
the assistance of a group of qualified governmental experts, initiate 
an expert study on the relationship between disarmament and develop
ment in view of the relationship between expenditure on armaments 
and economic and social development and the need to release real 
resources now being used for military purposes to economic and social 
development in the world, particularly of the developing countries, 

A-ffir^ning the urgent need for the promotion of negotiations on effec
tive measures for the cessation of the arms race, especially in the nu
clear field, for the reduction of military expenditures and for general 
and complete disarmament.

 ̂A/RES/33/62, Jan. 10, 1979. The res. was introduced by Nigeria and co
sponsored by Ethiopia, India, Liberia, Mexico, Norway, Romania, Sweden, and 
Venezuela. I t  was subsequently sponsored also by 12 other states. Cyprus sub
mitted, and later withdrew, amendments that would have further emphasized 
the experts study. The res. was adopted by consensus by both the First Com
mittee and the G.A.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1969y pp. 713-715.
® Ante, pp. 411-439.
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1. Calls upon the Disarmaiinent Commission to give priority con
sideration to the elements of a comprehensive programme of disarma
ment in its session to be held in 1979 and to exert its best endeavours 
to transmit its recommendations thereon, through the General As
sembly at its thirty-fourth session, to the Committee on Disarmament;

2. Expresses its satisfaction that the Group of Governmental Ex
perts on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development has 
been convened by the Secretary-General to commence its study and 
looks forward to receiving an interim report on the study at its thirty- 
fourth session;

3. Takes note of the preparations for the strategy for the third 
United Nations development decade and stresses the need to continue 
to promote the link between the strategy for disarmament and the 
strategy for development in view of the close relationship between 
disarmament and development affirmed by the General Assembly at 
its tenth special session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled ‘‘Consideration of the declaration of the 1980s 
as a disarmament decade”.

General Assembly Resolution 33/63: Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa, December 14, 
1978"

The General Assenibly^
Recalling its resolution 32/81 of 12 December 1977, in which it re

quested all States to refrain from co-operation with South Africa in 
the nuclear field so as not to enable the aggressive and racist regime 
of that country to acquire nuclear weapons,^

Bearing in mind the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa 
adopted % 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,®

 ̂A/RES/33/63, Jan. 10, 1979. This res. was submitted by 34 African and Arab 
states, and sponsored subsequently by 6 more predominantly African states. I t 
was introduced by Nigeria. The G.A. adopted it by a vote of 136 to 0, with 3 
abstentions (France, U.K., and U.S.). In the First Committee, France and the 
U.S. abstained in the voting. France stated that it could not associate itself 
with the oper. par. asking for suspension of all cooperation with South Africa 
in the nuclear field {ante, pp. 689-690). The U.S. gave the same reason for its 
abstention but reaffirmed its support for the broader objectives in principle of an 
African nuclear-weapon-free zone {ante, p. 690).

* Documents on Disarmamenty 1977, pp. 833-834.
1964, pp. 294-295.

" Ibid., 1961, pp. 647-648.
= IMd., 1965, pp. 624-626.

1974, pp. 807-808.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOI.UTION 33/63, DECEMBER 14 727

3471 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975/ 31/69 of 10 December 1976® and 
32/81 of 12 December 1977, in which it called upon all States to con
sider and respect the continent of Africa, comprising the continental 
African States, Madagascar and other islands surrounding Africa, 
as a nuclear-weapon-free zone,

Taking note of Security Council resolution 418 (1977) of 4 Novem
ber 1977, in which the Council, inter alia,, decided that all States 
should refrain from any co-operation with South Africa in the manu
facture and development of nuclear weapons,®

Gravely concerned that South Africa has not renounced the acquisi
tion of nuclear weapons and therefore may still detonate a nuclear 
explosion and acquire nuclear-weapon capability in contravention of 
the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa adopted by the 
Organization of African Unity and the relevant resolutions of the 
General Assembly and the Security Council,

Convinced that this situation constitutes a grave danger to inter
national peace and security and a permanent challenge to the efforts 
of the international community to establish Africa as a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone.

Reiterating its decision, taken at the tenth special session, that the 
Security Council should take appropriate effective steps to prevent 
the frustration of the decision of the Organization of African Unity 
for the denuclearization of Africa,^®

1. Strongly reiterates its call upon all States to consider and respect 
the continent of Africa, comprising the continental African States, 
Madagascar and other islands surrounding Africa, as a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone;

2. Vigorously condemns any attempt by South Africa to introduce 
in any way whatsoever nuclear weapons into the African continent;

3. Demands that South Africa refrain forthwith from conducting 
any nuclear explosion in the continent of Africa or elsewhere;

4. Requests the Security Council to exercise a close watch on South 
Africa and to take appropriate effective steps to prevent South Africa 
from developing and acquiring nuclear weapons, thereby end,angering 
international peace and security;

5. Condemns any nuclear collaboration by any State, corporation, 
institution or individual with the racist regime which could frustrate 
the objective of the Organization of African Unity to keep Africa a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone;

6. Demands that South Africa submit all its nuclear facilities for 
inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency;

7. Appeals to all States to refrain from all co-operation with South

 ̂IUd„ 1975, pp. 778-779.
1976, pp. 915-916.
1977, p. 685.

“ Ante, p. 423.
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Africa in the nuclear field so as not to enable the racist regime to ac
quire nuclear weapons, and to dissuade corporations, institutions and 
individuals within their jurisdiction from any co-operation with South 
Africa in this field;

8. Requests 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;

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session the item entitled “Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa”.

Statement by the Israeli Representative (Eilan) to the General 
Assembly: Middle East Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, Decem
ber 14, 1978"

My delegation has studied with great interest the draft resolution 
on the “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of 
the Middle East”, contained in the report of the First Committee.^ 

The Government of Israel wishes to reiterate its support in principle 
for the establishment of such a zone in our region. However, as we 
already noted last year, the comprehensive study of the question of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects issued as a special report 
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, which remains a 
most authoritative and comprehensive study on the subject, has demon
strated the considerable disagreement that still exists concerning the 
practical meaning and implications of the concept of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone. It confirmed that what might have appeared at first 
sight to be a clearly defined concept in fact contains several contro
versial elements. Yet, with all these divergencies, that report indicates 
clearly that such zones should be established through negotiations 
among the States concerned.

Israel’s position was restated by the Minister for 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 neighbours to join it in direct negotia
tions with a view to establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
Middle East. . . . Israel firmly believes 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

"A/33/PV.84, pp. 47-48.
’ A/33/430. The draft res. was adopted as res. 33/64 {infra).
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notable precedents as the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in Latin America. . .

Unfortunately, the Arab States have refused to entertain this particu
lar proposal, and they still persist in that refusal.

The representative of Egypt stated in the First Committee that

. . . the initiative for the establishment of any given zone must come 
from inside the zone itself and . . . there should be agreement based 
on negotiations by which countries accept obligations on a reciprocal 
basis.^

We are at a loss to understand why the situation in the Middle East is 
considered by him to differ so markedly from situations in other 
regions as to make this principle inapplicable in this one area. As a 
matter of fact, the only pertinent difference between the situation in 
the Middle East and the situations in other areas is that in this region 
alone of all the regions of the world, States have rejected the normal 
civilized process of negotiations to settle their differences.

Now that Egypt has chosen the path of direct negotiations in its 
relationship with Israel, it is all the more surprising that it still lends 
its support to the positions of those States that persist in the futile 
policy of refusing to negotiate.

On the question of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, 
Israel repeats that, as it has stated many times before, it is ready to 
negotiate the establishment of such a zone with all the States in the 
region. The procedures contemplated in this resolution are no substi
tute for a genuine negotiated agreement. We do not believe in uni
lateral depositions of declaratory statements of intent. If a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the Middle East is ever to materialize, it will be 
the result of a common and binding agreement of all States of the 
region, arrived at through direct multilateral negotiations.

General Assembly Resolution 33/64: Establishment of a 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Region of the Middle 
East, December 14, 1978 ^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 3263 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974, in which 

it overwhelmingly commended the idea of the establishment of a nu
clear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,^

^Documents on Disarmament, 1977, p. 619.
"A/C.1/33/PV.47, p. 51.
 ̂A/RES/33/64, Jan. 11, 1979. The res. was submitted by Egypt and Iran and 

subsequently sponsored also by Bahrain, Jordan, and Oman. I t was adopted by 
the G.A. by 138 votes to 0, with 1 abstention (Israel). Israel explained its ab
stention in the G. A. {supra).

* Documents on Disarmament, 197If, pp. 811-813.
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Recalling also its resolution 3474 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975, in 
which it recognized that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in the Middle East enjoyed wide support in the region,^

Bearing hi mind 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 enhance 
the cause of peace in the region and in the world,^

Considering its resolution 32/82 of 12 December 1977, in which it 
expressed conviction that the development of nuclear capability would 
further complicate the situation and immensely damage the efforts to 
create an atmosphere of confidence in the Middle East,®

Guided by its relevant recommendations in the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session, dealing with the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,®

Recognizing that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the Middle East would greatly enhance international peace and 
security,

1. Urges all parties directly concerned seriously to consider taking 
the practical and urgent steps required for the implementation of the 
proposal to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East 
in accordance with the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly, 
and, as a means of promoting this objective, invites the countries con
cerned to adhere to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons; '

2. Invites these countries, pending the establishment of such a zone 
in the Middle East and during the process of its establishment, to de
clare solemnly that they will refrain on a reciprocal basis from pro
ducing, acquiring or in any other way possessing nuclear weapons and 
nuclear explosive devices;

3. Galls upon these countries to refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from 
permitting the stationing of nuclear weapons on their territory by any 
third party, and to agree to place all their nuclear activities under 
International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards;

4. Further invites these countries, pending the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East and during the process 
of its establishment, to declare, consistent with paragraph 63 d  of the 
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, their support for the 
establishing of such a zone in the region and to deposit these declara
tions with the Security Council;

5. Reaffirms again its recommendation to the nuclear-weapon States 
to refrain from any action contrary to the spirit and purpose of the

® i975, pp. 786-788.
m Q , pp. 918-920. 
m i ,  pp. 83^836. 

 ̂Ante, p. 424.
1968, pp. 461-465.
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present resolution 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 these objectives;

6. Renews its invitation to the Secretary-General to continue to ex
plore the possibilities of making progress towards the establishment of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session the item entitled ‘‘Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the region of the Middle East”.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Jaipal) to the General 
Assembly: South Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, Decem
ber 14, 1978"

I wish to explain the reasons why my delegation will vote against 
the draft resolution recommended by the First Committee on the estab
lishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia.^

The position of the General Assembly has always been that pro
posals for the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in appropriate 
regions of the world should be initiated by the States of the regions 
concerned, taking into account their special features and geographical 
extent. The participation by the States of the regions in such zones is 
to be voluntary and on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at by 
them.

So far as South Asia is concerned, in 1974 the General Assembly for 
the first time endorsed in principle the concept of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in that region, and invited the States concerned to enter into 
consultations about establishing such a zone.  ̂ Since 1974 the General 
Assembly has annually repeated its endorsement in principle of the 
concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia.^

India from the very beginning expressed its opposition to this 
limited concept, because India does not consider the South Asian 
region either appropriate or adequate for this purpose. India’s opposi
tion is without prejudice to India’s decision not to develop nuclear 
weapons, a decision which was reaffirmed solemnly by the Prime 
Minister of India at the special session on disarmament.

Today once again, and for the fifth time, the General Assembly pro
poses to reaffirm its endorsement in principle of the concept of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, against the declared the \cmd^

" A/33/PV.84, pp. 51-52.
® In-fra.
® D ocuments on D isarm am ent, 1914, PP- 817-819.
 ̂lU d., 1975, pp. 790-791; 1976, pp. 930-932; 1977, pp. 837-838.
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consistent opposition of India. We fail to understand why the General 
Assembly persists in this form of action which is clearly contrary to 
the principle of free consent that should underlie the establishment 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

The fact that India, or any other country for that matter, has de
cided not to develop nuclear weapons does not mean that they should 
join nuclear-weapon-free zones, or convert their unilateral decisions 
into binding multilateral commitments, or accept full-scope safe
guards and international inspection. India is certainly not accountable 
to anyone for its own decision not to develop nuclear weapons.

South Asia is not the only region that is free of nuclear weapons. 
The Nordic region, the Balkans, most of the Mediterranean, South- 
East Asia and Japan, and the South Pacific are also regions that are 
free of nuclear weapons. It does not follow that because a particular 
region is free of nuclear weapons, it should be converted into a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone. Different countries have different perceptions of 
how their national and security interests are best served, and it is 
improper for the General Assembly to impose its views on them in this 
manner.

My delegation expresses its sincere appreciation to those countries 
that will not vote for the draft resolution, because by taking that posi
tion they show greater understanding of the principle of free consent. 
However, those who repeatedly vote for this draft resolution cannot 
but be regarded as tending to tell us what is good for us, and that is 
not a very nice or friendly thiilg to do.

My delegation requests that a recorded vote be taken.

General Assembly Resolution 33/65: Establishment of a Nu
clear-Weapon-Free Zone in South Asia, December 14, 1978 ^

The General Assenibly^
Recalling its resolutions 3265 B (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,̂  

3476 B (X X X ) of 11 December 1975,  ̂ 31/73 of 10 December 1976  ̂
and 32/83 of 12 December 1977 ® concerning the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia,

 ̂A/RES/33/65, Jan. 11, 1979. Submitted by Pakistan, this res. was adopted 
by the G.A. by 97 votes to 2 (Bhutan and India), with 37 abstentions. In the 
First Committee, India, U.S., France, Malaysia, FRG, U.K., and Japan were 
among those who explained their votes (A/C.1/33/PV.55, pp. 46-61; for the 
U.S. explanation, see ante, pp. 696-697). In the G.A., Ethiopia explained why it 
had not participated in the voting (A/33/PV.84, p. 56) and India explained its 
vote a second time {supra).

^Documents on Disarmamentj 19H, pp. 817-919.
1915, pp. 790-791.

^IUd„ m e ,  pp. 930-932.
1977, pp. 837-838.
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Reiterating 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,

Believing 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, 

Noting the declarations issued at the highest level by Governments 
of South Asian States reaffirming their undertaking not to acquire or 
manufacture nuclear weapons and to devote their nuclear progranmies 
exclusively to the economic and social advancement of their peoples. 

Recalling that in the above-mentioned resolutions it 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. 

Further recalling that, in its resolutions 3265 B (X X IX ), 31/73 and 
32/83, it requested the Secretary-General to convene a meeting for the 
purpose of the consultations mentioned therein and to render such 
assistance as might be required to promote the efforts for the estab
lishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia,

Bearing in mind the provisions of paragraphs 60 to 63 of the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session ® regarding the establishment 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones, including in the region of South Asia, 

Noting the report of the Secretary-General on the establishment of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia,^

1. Reafjirms its endorsement, in principle, of the concept of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South Asia;

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 Asia;

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 thirty-fourth session;

5. Decides to consider this item at its thirty-fourth session.

® Ante, pp. 422-423.
 ̂A/33/360, Nov. 7, 1978.
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General Assembly Resolution 33/66: Prohibition of the Devel
opment and Manufacture of New Types of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction and New Systems of Such Weapons, Decem
ber 14, 1978"

A2

The General Assemhly^
Recalling its resolutions 3479 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975,  ̂ 31/74 

of 10 December 1976 and 32/84 A and B of 12 December 1977 ® on 
the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, 

Recalling also paragraph 77 of its resolution S-10/2 of 30 June 1978, 
by which it decided that, in order to help prevent a qualitative arms 
race and so that scientific and technological achievements might ulti
mately be used solely for peaceful purposes, effective measures should 
be taken to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction based on new scientific principles and achievements,® 

Concerned that the development of modern science and technology 
should not lead to the emergence of new, still more destructive types 
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, com
parable in effect to those particular weapons identified in the 1948 
definition of weapons of mass destruction,^

Restating its view that specific agreements could be concluded on 
particular types of new weapons of mass destruction which may be 
identified, and that this question should be kept under continuing 
review.

Taking into account the report of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament with regard to this question,®

1. Welcomes the active continuation of negotiations relating to the 
prohibition and limitation of identified weapons of mass destruction;

2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament, while taking account 
of its existing priorities, to pursue its examination of the subject, with 
any appropriate expert assistance, with a view to reaching agreement 
on the prevention of the emergence of new weapons of mass destruction

 ̂A/RES/33/66, Jan. 11, 1979.
 ̂ Pt. A of this res. was submitted by 8 of the 9 members of the European 

Commimity (Belgium, Denmark, France, FRG, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 
and U.K.) and subsequently sponsored also by Japan and Uruguay. I t  was in
troduced by the U.K. (see ante, pp. 669-673). The G.A. adopted it by 117 votes to 0, 
with 24 abstentions:

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Congo, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, GDR, Hungary, Iraq, Ja 
maica, Kenya, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Malawi, Mongolia, Mozambique, 
Pakistan, Poland, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, and Vietnam.

^Documents on Disarmament^ 1915, pp. 798-803.
1976, pp. 932-933.
1977. pp. 838-841.

 ̂Ante, p. 426.
Documents on Disarmament, 194^-1959, vol. I, p. 176.

® See Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirty-third Session, Supple
ment No, 27 (A/33/27), vol. I, paras. 188-217.
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based on new scientific principles and achievements and to the speedy 
preparation of specific agreements on individual types of weapons 
which may be identified;

3. Urges all States to refrain from actions which might adversely 
affect the efforts referred to in paragraph 2 above;

4. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to report on its consid
eration of the subject to the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth 
session.

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 3479 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975/° 31/74 

of 10 December 1976 and 32/84 A of 12 December 1977 on the 
prohibition of new types of weapons of mass destruction,

Bearing in mind the provision contained in paragraph 39 of its 
resolution S-10/12 of 30 June 1978 to the effect that qualitative and 
quantitative disarmament measures are both important for halting 
the arms race and that efforts to that end must include negotiations 
on the limitation and cessation of the qualitative improvement of 
armaments, especially weapons of mass destruction and the develop
ment of new means of warfare,^®

Recalling the decision contained in paragraph 77 of the same resolu
tion to the effect that in order to help prevent a qualitative arms race 
and so that scientific and technological achievements might ultimately 
be used solely for peaceful purposes, effective measures should be 
taken to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass de
struction based on new scientific principles and achievements, and 
that efforts should be appropriately pursued aiming at the prohibition 
of such new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction,^^

Eoa'pressing once again  ̂ in the light of the decisions adopted at its 
tenth special session, its firm belief in the importance of concluding 
an agreement or agreements to prevent the use of scientific and tech
nological progress for the development of new types of weapons of 
mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.

Noting^ in this connexion, that in the negotiations between the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the United States of America the

® Pt. B was isubmitted by the GDR and the USSR. Subsequently it was spon
sored also by Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, and Ukrainian SSR. A revised 
version coflitaining editorial changes in the preamble and a minor change in tiie 
oper. section was adopted by the G.A. by 118 votes to 0, with 24 absteiitioflns.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, FRG, 
Greece, Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, U.K., and U.S.

Among those who explained their votes on both parts of the res. in the M rst 
Committee were the representatives of the USSR (see ante, pp. 694-695), Paki
stan, and Sweden (A/C.1/83/PV.55, pp. 28-32). China declared that it had not 
participated in the voting on either part {ibid,, p. 31).

“ Documents on Disarmament^ 197^, pp. 798-803.
1976, pp. 932-933.
1977, pp. 838-840.

Ante, p. 419.
“ AntCf p. 426.

317-783  0 80 49
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sides have made headway in reaching agreement on some basic pro
visions of the convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons 
which is being prepared,

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 account the report of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament with regard to this question,

1. Requests the Committee on Disarmament, in the light of its ex
isting priorities, actively to continue negotiations, with the assistance 
of qualified governmental experts, with a view to agreeing on the 
text of an agreement on the prohibition of the development and man
ufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new sys
tems of such weapons, and to expedite the preparation of specific agree
ments on particular types of such weapons;

2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to submit a report on 
the results achieved to the General Assembly for consideration at its 
thirty-fourth session;

3. Once again urges all States to refrain from any action which 
could adversely affect the talks aimed at working out an agreement 
or agreements to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of 
mass destruction and new systems of such weapons;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee on 
Disarmament all documents relating to the discussion of this item by 
the General Assembly at its thirty-third session;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
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 Committee on Disarmament”.

General Assembly Resolution 33/67: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, December 14, 1978^

The General Assemhly^^
Noting that, according to the Final Document of the Tenth Special 

Session, it should continue to consider what concrete steps should be 
taken to facilitate the reduction of military budgets, bearing in mind 
the relevant proposals and documents of the United Nations on this 
question,^

 ̂A/RES/33/67, Jan. 16,1979. Submitted by 16 states and introduced by Sweden, 
this res. was adopted by the G.A. by 121 votes to 0, with 18 abstentions (Afghani
stan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, El Salvador, 
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, GDR, Hungary, Iraq, Mongolia, Mozambique, Po
land, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Zambia). China did not participate in the voting. 
In the First Committee, the Soviet Union explained its abstention (see ante, pp. 
695-696).

* Ante, pp. 411-439.
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Reaffirming its conviction that there is an urgent need for the nu
clear-weapon States and other militarily significant States to carry out 
reductions in their military budgets and that this would increase the 
possibilities of reallocation of resources now being used for military 
purposes to economic and social development, particularly for the bene
fit of the developing countries,

Convinced that a reduction of military budgets could be carried out 
without affecting the military balance to the detriment of the national 
security of any country.

Conscious that the attainment of the ultimate objectives will require 
the co-operation of nuclear-weapon States and other militarily signifi
cant States,

Convinced that the systematic measurement and reporting of mili
tary expenditure is an important first objective in the move towards 
agreed and balanced reductions in military expenditure,

Recognizing the need for the availability of a satisfactory instru
ment for standardized reporting on the military expenditure of Mem
ber States,

Recognizing also the value of such an instrument as a means of in
creasing confidence between States by improving the information on 
military expenditure.

Recalling that in its resolution 32/85 of 12 December 1977 it re
quested the Secretary-General to ascertain those States which would 
be prepared to participate in a pilot test of the reporting instrument 
and to report thereon to the General Assembly at its special session de
voted to disarmament,®

Noting with appreciation the report of the Secretary-General  ̂sub
mitted to the General Assembly at its tenth special session in response 
to paragraphs 2 and 3 of resolution 32/85,

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, in particular the latest report 
issued on 14 September 1977,® have moved the whole exercise to a posi
tion where practical steps for testing and refining the proposed report
ing instrument could now be taken,

1. Requests the Secretary-General, with the assistance of an ad hoc 
panel of experienced practitioners in the field of military budgeting:

( а)  To carry out a practical test of the proposed reporting instru
ment with the voluntary co-operation of States, from different regions 
and representing different budgeting and accounting systems;

( б)  To assess the results of the practical test;
((?) To develop recommendations for further refinement and imple

mentation of the reporting instrument;

® Documents on Disarmament, 1911, pp. 841-843.
’ A/S-10/6 and Corr. 1 and Add. 1.
® A/32/194 and Add. 1. Excerpts have been reprinted in Documents on Disarma

ment, 1977, pp. 567-572.
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2. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the Ad Hoc Panel on 
Military Budgeting with the assistance that may be deemed necessary;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fifth session on the implementation of the present 
resolution;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth ses
sion the item entitled “Reduction of military budgets”.

General Assembly Resolution 33/68: Implementation of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, Decem
ber 14, 1978 "

TAe General Assembly^
Recalling the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, 

contained in its resolution 2832 (X XV I) of 16 December 1971,̂  and 
recalling also its resolutions 2992 (X X V II) of 15 December 1972,̂  3080 
(X X V III) of 6 December 1973,  ̂ 3259 A (X X IX ) of 9 December 
1974,® 3468 (X X X ) of 11 December 1975,® 31/88 of 14 December 1976,̂  
32/86 of 12 December 1977 « and S-10/2 of 30 June 1978,®

Encouraged by the continued support extended to the Declaration 
by the Ministerial Meeting of the Co-ordinating Bureau of Non- 
Aligned Countries, held at Havana from 15 to 20 May 1978,̂ ° and by 
the Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Coun
tries, held at Belgrade from 25 to 30 July 1978,̂ ^

Reaffirming 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.

Deeply corvcemed at the intensification of great Power military pres
ence, conceived in the context of great Power rivalry, leading to an in
crease of tension in the area.

Considering that the continued military presence of the great Pow-

* A/RES/33/68, Jan. 10, 1979. The draft of this res. was recommended unani
mously by the Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean and included in its report, 
which was introduced by Sri Lanka in its capacity as chairman of the Ad Hoc 
Committee. W^hile introducing the res., Sri Lanka revised it orally, deleting from 
oper. par. 7 the words “or, as required, verbatim records.” The revised draft res. 
was adopted by the G.A. by 130 votes to 0, with 14 abstentions (Belgium, Canada, 
Denmark, France, FRG, Guatemala, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Nether
lands, Norway, U.K., and U.S.). Countries explaining their votes in the First 
Committee included Israel, the USSR (see ante, p. 704), and the FRG on behalf 
of the European Community (see ante, pp. 704-705).

® Documents on Disarmament, 1911, pp. 901-903.
1972, pp. 861-862.
1973, pp. 854-855.

^lUd., 197h  pp. 795-797.
• lUd., 1975, pp. 774-776.
'^lUd., 1976, pp. 939-940.
^ im . ,  1977, pp. 843-845.
® Ante, pp. 411-439.

Ante, pp. 313-316.
^^Ante, pp. 476-481.
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ers in the Indian Ocean, conceived in the context of great Power ri
valry, with the danger of a competitive escalation of such a military 
presence, gives greater urgency to the need to take practical steps for 
the early implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace,

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 
Declaration, and the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the lit
toral and hinterland States,

Further considering that, at its tenth special session, devoted to dis
armament it noted the proposal for establishing the Indian Ocean as a 
zone of peace, taking into account its deliberations and its relevant 
resolutions, as well as the need to ensure the maintenance of peace and 
security in the region.

Noting that talks were initiated between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America regarding their 
military presence in the Indian Ocean, and that the two countries have 
kept the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean informed of the cur
rent situation concerning these talks,

Regretting^ however, that the talks are suspended.
Recalling its resolution 32/86, in which it decided that a meeting of 

the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean should be con
vened in New York on a suitable date,

1. Urges that the talks between the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics and the United States of America regarding their military 
presence in the Indian Ocean be resumed without delay;

2. Renews 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 eiffectively with the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean to enter with the least possible delay into consultations with the 
Committee regarding the implementation of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace;

3. Takes note of the report of the A d Hoc Committee and in par
ticular section III concerning the steps taken towards making the 
necessary preparations for holding a meeting of the littoral and hinter
land States of the Indian Ocean;

4. Decides to convene a meeting of the littoral and hinterland States 
of the Indian Ocean in New York from 2 to 13 July 1979, as the next 
step towards the convening of a conference on the Indian Ocean for 
the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone 
of Peace as contained in General Assembly resolution 2832 (X X V I), 
such States being listed in the reports of the A d Hoo, Committee to the

“ General Assemhlp Official Records: Thirty-third SesaioUt Supplement No. 29 
(A/33/29 and Oorr. 1).
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General Assembly at its twenty-eighth/^ thirtieth/^ and thirty-third 
sessions, and decides that other States not falling within this category, 
but which have participated or have expressed their willingness to 
participate in the work of the Committee, could attend upon the invi
tation of the Committee;

5. Decides that the Ad Hoc Committee, performing the functions of 
a preparatory committee, will make the necessary preparations for 
convening the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean and that the Committee will set up informal working 
groups for this purpose when necessary;

6. Requests the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of 
the Indian Ocean to submit its report to the General Assembly at the 
thirty-fourth session;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to make the necessary provision 
for the Meeting, including the essential background information, rele
vant documentation and summary records, and to continue to render 
all necessary assistance to the Ad Hoc Committee, including the pro
vision of summary records;

8. Renews the general mandate of the A d Hoc Committee as defined 
in the relevant resolutions;

9. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to submit to the General As
sembly at its thirty-fourth session a full report on its work.

General Assembly Resolution 33/69: World Disarmament 
Conference, December 14, 1978^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 2833 (X XV 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 De
cember 1975,® 31/190 of 21 December 1976,̂  and 3^89 of 12 Decem
ber 1977,®

Twenty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 29 (A/9029), annex I, par. 5.
IMd., Thirtieth Session, Supplement No. 29 (A/10029), par. 29.

 ̂A/RES/33/69, Jan. 11, 1979. This res. was submitted by Burundi. Iran, Peru, 
Poland, and Spain and subsequently sponsored also by Bolivia, Byelorussian 
SSR, Cuba, Jordan, Mongolia, Morocco, the Ukrainian SSR, and Uruguay. It was 
introduced by Iran. I t  was adopted by both the F irst Committee and the G.A. 
by consensus. In the F irst Committee, China stated that all deliberations and 
considerations on disarmament questions should be conducted under the direct 
auspices of the U.N., and expressed reservations about holding a world disarma
ment conference outside it (A/C.1/33/PV.59, pp. 26-27). For the U.S. explana
tion of vote, see ante, p. 705.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
1972, pp. 835-836.
1973, pp. 899-901.

^lUd., 1974, pp. 797-798.
^Ihid., 1975, p. 775.
’̂ lUd., 1976, pp. 950-951.
® lUd., 1977» pp. 858-859.
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Reiterating 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 pro
mote the realization of such an aim and that the co-operation of all 
nuclear-weapon Powers would considerably facilitate its attainment, 

Taking note of the report of A d Hoc Committee on the World Dis
armament Conference,®

Recalling that, in paragraph 122 of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session,̂ ® it decided that, at the earliest appropriate 
time, a world disarmament conference should be convened with uni
versal participation and with adequate preparation,

1. Renews the mandate of the A d Hoc Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference;

2. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to maintain close contact with 
the representatives of the States possessing nuclear weapons in order 
to remain currently informed of their attitudes as well as with all 
other States, and to consider any relevant comments and observations 
which might be made to the Committee, especially having in mind 
paragraph 122 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session;

3. Requests the A d Hoc Committee to submit a report to the Gen
eral Assembly at its thirty-fourth session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session the item entitled “World Disarmament Conference”.

General Assembly Resolution 33/70: United Nations Confer
ence on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Certain Conven
tional Weapons Which May Be Deemed To Be Excessively 
Injurious or To Have Indiscriminate Effects, December 14, 
1978 ^

The General Assembly^
Convinced that the suffering of civilian populations and combat

ants could be significantly reduced if general agreement could be at-

® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-third Session^ Supplement No. 28 
(A/33/28).

Ante, p. 434.
 ̂A/RES/33/70, Jan. 11, 1979. This res. was submitted by Austria, Denmark, 

Egypt, India, Ireland, Mexico, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Romania, 
Sweden, and Yugoslavia, and was subsequently sponsored also by Bangladesh, 
Cyprus, Honduras, Mauritius, Pakistan, Peru, and Uruguay. I t  was introduced 
by Sweden and adopted by both the First Committee and the G.A. by consensus. 
In the First Committee, the U.S. explained that it had joined in the consensus 
although it had abstained on a substantiaUy similar resolution at the 32d ses
sion of the G.A. and was still uncertain about how decisions were to be made 
at the conference {ante, p. 702). Albania dissociated itself from the consensus 
in both the First Committee and the G.A. (A/33/PV.84, pp. 62-65).
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tained on the prohibition or restriction for humanitarian reasons of 
the use of specific conventional weapons, including any which may be 
deemed to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects,

Mindful that positive results as regards the non-use or restriction 
of use for humanitarian reasons of specific conventional weapons 
would serve, in addition, to encouragement in the broader field of 
disarmament,

Recalling its resolution 32/152 of 19 December 1977, in which it 
decided to convene in 1979 a United Nations Conference on Prohibi
tions or Restrictions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which 
May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscrimi
nate EfEects,^

Reiterating the task entrusted by the General Assembly at its tenth 
special session to the Conference, namely, that it should consider spe
cific categories of such weapons, including those which had been the 
subject-matter of previously conducted discussions, as well as the ap
peal addressed by the Assembly at its special session to all States to 
contribute towards carrying out this task,^

Recalling its decision to convene a Preparatory Conference for the 
United Nations Conference with the task of establishing the best pos
sible substantive basis for the achievement at the United Nations 
Conference of agreements on prohibitions or restrictions of use of 
certain conventional weapons and of considering organizational mat
ters relating to the holding of the United Nations Conference,

1. Takes note of the report of the Preparatory Conference for the 
United Nations Conference on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of 
Cert'ain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Ex
cessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate EfI'ects * on its first ses
sion and of the progress made with regard to organizational aspects;

2. Notes that a number of proposals on the substantive work of 
the United Nations Conference were introduced and views exchanged 
on them;

3. Rea-ffi>rms its belief that the United Nations Conference should 
strive to reach agreement on specific instruments in the field of cer
tain conventional weapons which may be deemed to be excessively in
jurious or to have indiscriminate effects;

4. Endorses the decision of the Preparatory Conference to hold an
other session from 19 March to 12 April 1979 with a view to continu
ing its preparatory work in respect of both the organizational and 
the substantive aspects of the United Nations Conference;

5. Reaffirms its decision that the United Nations Conference should

® Documents on Disarmament, 1911, pp. 870-872.
' Ante, pp. 411-439.
* General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 44 

(A/33/44).
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be held in 1979 and endorses the recommendation of the Preparatory 
Conference that it should be held at Geneva from 10 to 28 September 
1979;

6. Invites States to participate actively in the further work of the 
Preparatory Conference and in the United Nations Conference itself 
and to be represented, in so far as possible, by the required legal, mili
tary and medical expertise;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to provide continued assistance 
to the Preparatory Conference in its work and to undertake the neces
sary preparations for the holding of the United Nations Conference;

8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled “United Nations Conference on Prohibitions 
or Eestrictions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May 
Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate 
Effects: report of the Conference”.

General Assembly Resolution 33/71: Review of the Implemen
tation of the Recommendations and Decisions Adopted by 
the General Assembly at Its Tenth Special Session, Decem
ber 14, 1978"

A"

M ilita ry  and N uclear C ollaboration W it h  I srael 

The General Assembly^
Gravely concerned over the continued and rapid Israeli military 

build-up.

 ̂A/RE s/33/71, Jan. 18, 1979. This res. comprises 13 pts., of which pt. H con
sists of 4 sections.

* Pt. A was sponsored by 37 states and introduced by Iraq. The G.A. adopted 
it by 72 votes to 30, with 37 abstentions, as foUows: In favor: Afghanistan, Al
bania, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana, Bulgaria, 
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Chad, China, Comoros, Congo, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Gambia, 
GDR, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, 
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian 
Arab Rep., Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, 
United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Vietnam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
and Zambia. Against: Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Bolivia, Canada, 
Denmark, Dominican Rep., El Salvador, Finland, France, FRG, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway^ Paraguay, Suriname, Sweden, U.K., U.S., and Uru
guay. Abstaining: Argentina, Barbados, Burma, Central African Empire, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Ghana, Greece, Ivory Coast,

(Continued)
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Alarmed by the increasing evidence regarding Israeli attempts to 
acquire nuclear weapons,

Expressing its alarm over the use by Israel of cluster bombs against 
refugee camps and civilian targets in southern Lebanon,

Recalling its resolutions 3263 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,® 3474
(X X X ) of 11 December 1975,  ̂31/71 of 10 December 1976 ® and 32/82 
of 12 December 1977 ® on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in the region of the Middle East,

Recognizing that the continued escalation of Israeli armament con
stitutes a threat to international peace and security and underlies Is
rael’s persistent defiance of General Assembly resolutions and its policy 
of expansion, occupation and denial of the inalienable rights of the 
Palestinian people.

Further recalling its repeated condemnations of the intensification 
of military collaboration between Israel and South Africa and its 
resolution 32/105 F of 14 December 1977, entitled “Military and nu
clear collaboration with South Africa”/

1. Calls upon all States to co-operate fully in effective international 
action, in accordance with Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations, to avert this grave menace to international peace and security;

2. 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 therefor, to Israel, without any 
exception;

(b) To ensure that such supplies do not reach Israel through other 
parties;

((?) To end all transfer of nuclear equipment or fissionable material 
or technology to Israel;

(Continued)
Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Malawi, Mauritius, Mexico, Nepal, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Rwanda, Samoa, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Spain, Swaziland, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Upper Volta, 
and Venezuela.

The negative votes of the 9 members of the European Community were ex
plained by the FRG, speaking on their behalf in the First Committee (A/C.1/33/ 
PV.51, p. 41). The U.S. explanation of vote appears ante, pp. 678-680.

An attempt by -the U.S. and the U.K. to require a two-thirds majority vote 
in the G.A. for a decision on the draft res., on the ground that the allusion in 
oper. par. 1 to the maintenance of international peace and security made it “an 
important question,” was defeated by 70 votes (China, USSR) to 38, with 36 
abstentions (A/33/PV.84, pp. 87-90).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 7 PP- 811-813.
1975, pp. 786-788.
1976, pp. 918-920.

® IMd.y 1977, pp. 834-836.
" Ibid., pp. 863-865.
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3. Further requests the Security Council to establish machinery for 
supervising the implementation of the measures referred to in para
graph 2 above;

4. Invites all Governments and organizations to take all appropriate 
actions to promote the purposes of the present resolution.

N o n -u s e  o f  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s  a n d  P r e v e n t io n  o f  N u c l e a r  W ar

The General Asserribly^
Alarmed by the threat to the survival of mankind and to the life- 

sustaining system posed by nuclear weapons and by their use inherent 
in concepts of deterrence,

Convinced that nuclear disarmament is essential for the prevention 
of nuclear war and for the strengthening of international peace and 
security,

Recalling its declaration contained in the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session that “all States should actively participate in 
efforts to bring about conditions in international relations among 
States in which a code of peaceful conduct of nations in international 
affairs could be agreed and which would preclude the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons”,®

1. Declares that:
(a) The use of nuclear weapons will be a violation of the Charter 

of the United Nations and a crime against humanity;
(&) The use of nuclear weapons should therefore be prohibited, 

pending nuclear disarmament;

2. Requests all States, particularly nuclear-weapon States, to sub
mit to the Secretary-General, before the thirty-fourth session of the 
General Assembly, proposals concerning the non-use of nuclear weap
ons, avoidance of nuclear war and related matters, in order that the 
question of an international convention or some other agreement on 
the subject may be discussed at that session.

® Pt. B was sponsored by 34 developing countries and introduced by India, which 
later orally changed oper. par. 2 to its present form from “Requests all States 
. . . to subm’t to the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session . . The 
G.A. adopted the amended version by a vote of 103 to 18, with 18 abstentions.

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, FRG, Greece, Iceland, 
Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, 
Turkey, U.K., and U.S.

Ahstainififf: Austria. Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, El Salva
dor, Finland, Gabon, GDR, Hungary, Israel, Japan, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Poland, 
Spain, Sweden, Ukrainian SSR, and USSR.

Among those explaining their votes in the Fir»t Committee were the USSR, 
U.S., and China (see antCy pp. 680-681, 681, 682).

® Ante, p. 422, par. 58.
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C I O

U r g e n t  N e e d  fo r  C e s s a t io n  o f  F u r t h e r  T e s t in g  o f  N u c l e a r

W e a p o n s

The General Assembly^
Gravely concerned that continued testing of nuclear weapons exac

erbates the arms race and constitutes a serious hazard to the environ
ment and the health of present and future generations of mankind, 

Reiterating its conviction that the cessation of nuclear-weapon test
ing in all environments would be a major step towards controlling the 
development of nuclear weapons and an important contribution to the 
prevention of nuclear-weapon proliferation,

Recalling the determination of the parties to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
W ater,expressed in that Treaty, to continue negotiations to achieve 
the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all 
time,

Recalling its resolutions on tihe question of nuclear-weapon testing 
adopted each year since 1958 by very large majorities and, in par
ticular, resolution 32/78 of 12 December 1977,̂ ^

Reajfirming that a comprehensive test ban is a matter of the highest 
priority.

Recalling the various views expressed by non-nuclear-weapon States 
during the tenth special session of the General Assembly that, pending 
the conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty, the world com
munity would be encouraged if all the nuclear-weapon States refrained 
from testing nuclear weapons,

Regretting that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
has not been able to commence negotiations on a comprehensive nu
clear test-ban treaty owing to the non-submission of the joint draft 
treaty expected from the three nuclear-weapon States involved.

For the original version of pt. C, see ante, p. 627. The res. was introduced 
by India. Amendments were submitted by Japan, Sweden, and Liberia. Japanese 
amendments added to the oper. par. the reference to “all states” and “other 
nuclear explosive devices” (A/C.1/33/L.8*, Nov. 1, 1978). Swedish amendments 
altered the first 2 preambular pars., which originally (1) characterized nuclear 
testing as “a serious danger to the environment” and a “grave hazard” and (2) 
stated that cessation of testing “would be a major step towards controlling the 
development and proliferation of nuclear weapons” (A/C.1/33/L.33, Nov. 22, 
1978). Liberia proposed to delete “highest” from the 5th preambular par. and add 
“second only to the complete abolition of nuclear weapons” but subsequently 
withdrew its amendments (A/C.1/33/L.36, Nov. 22, 1978; A/C.1/33/PV.52, Nov. 
27, 1978, pp. 3-6). The G.A. adopted a revised draft, submitted by the sponsors 
of the original draft, that incorporated all but the Liberian amendments. The 
vote was 130 to 2 (China, France), with 8 abstentions (Belgium, FRG, Israel, 
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., and U.S.).

Members explaining their votes in the First Committee included China, the- 
U.S., France, and the l^SSR (A/C.V33/PV.52, pp. 8, 11-12, 12-20). The U.S. and 
French explanations are printed ante, pp. 682-683, 703-704.

Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
1977, pp. 827-829.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 33/71, DECEMBER 14 747

Calls upon all States, in particular all the nuclear-weapon States, 
pending the conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty, to refrain 
from conducting any testing of nuclear weapons and other nuclear 
explosive devices.

J ) 1 3

D i s a r m a m e n t  W e e k

The General Assembly^
Gravely concerned over the continued arms race,
EmfJhosizing the urgent need for and the importance of wide and 

continued mobilization of world public opinion in support of halting 
and reversing the arms race, especially the nuclear arms race in all its 
aspects,

Recalling that  ̂ in paragraph 102 of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session, it proclaimed the week starting on 24 October, 
the day of the founding of the United Nations, as a week devoted to 
fostering the objectives of disarmament,^^

Desirous of promoting broad measures on the mobilization of world 
public opinion in the- celebration of such a week in order to create an 
international atmosphere conducive to the implementation of further 
practical measures with regard to the cessation of the arms race and 
disarmament,

1. Invites all States to carry out, through dissemination of informa
tion and organization of symposiums, meetings, conferences and other 
national and international forums, effective measures to expose the 
danger of the arms race, propagate the need for its cessation and in
crease public understanding of the urgent tasks in the field of disarma
ment and in particular of the provisions of the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a model programme 
which may assist States that so desire in developing their local pro
grammes for Disarmament Week;

3. Invites governmental as>well as non-governmental organizations 
to undertake annual activities to promote the objectives of Disarma
ment Week and invites Governments to inform the Secretary-General 
of such activities not later than 30 April of each following year;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fourth and subsequent sessions on the information ob
tained by him in accordance with paragraph 3 above.

^®Pt. D was originaUy submitted by Afghanistan, GDR, India, Mongolia, Ni
geria, and Venezuela, and was introduced by Mongolia. It was subsequently re
vised to consolidate oper. pars. 3 and 4 and to specify in the expanded oper. par. 3 
that the undertaking of annual activities “promote the objectives of Disarma
ment Week.” The revised draft res., which was ultimately sponsored by a total 
of 23 states, was submitted on Nov. 21. I t  was adopted by consensus by both the 
First Committee and the G.A.

Ante, p. 430.
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E 1 5

U n it e d  N a t io n s  P r o g r a m m e  o f  F e l l o w s h ip s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t

The Gedfieral Assembly^
Recalling its decision at the tenth special session to establish a pro

gramme of fellowships on disarmament,
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the guide

lines for the XJnit=ed Nations programme of fellowships on 
disarmament/®

1. Af'proves the guidelines prepared by the Secretary-General;
2. Requests the Secretary-General to make adequate arrangements 

in order that the programme of fellowships on disarmament may be 
commenced during the first half of 1979;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fourth session a report on the implementation of the fel
lowships programme.

F

I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  R e c o m m e n d a t io n s  a n d  D e c is i o n s  o f  t h e  

T e n t h  S p e c ia l  S e s s io n

The General Assembly^
Hamng considered its resolution S-10/2 of 30 June 1978 and the 

Final Document embodied therein,with a view to examining the 
present status of the implementation of the recommendations and deci
sions adopted at its tenth special session, the first which the United 
Nations has devoted entirely to disarmament.

Reaffirming the alarm expressed in that resolution regarding the 
threat to the very survival of mankind posed by the existence of 
nuclear weapons and the continuing arms race, and recalling the dev
astation inflicted by all wars,

Convinced that the provisions of the Final Document constitute a

Ft. E was sponsored by So—predominantly developing—countries, and was 
introduced by Nigeria. Morocco orally proposed 2 amendments. The first, which 
was not adopted, would have expressed the hope that the seminar on disarma
ment would be at least 6 months long. The second was adopted as oper. par. 3. 
Both the First Committee and the G.A. adopted the amended res. by consensus.

A/33/305.
"̂̂ Pt. F was submitted originally by Argentina, Cuba, Iran, Mexico, Sweden, 

Venezuela, and Zaire, and was subsequently sponsored also by Afghanistan, 
Bangladesh, Colombia, Congo, Jordan, and Peru. I t  was introduced by Mexico. 
Both the First Committee and the G.A. adopted it by consensus.

In the First Committee, China stated that it was not opposed to the draft res. 
but reserved its position with regard to the references to a test ban and SALT 
II (A/C.1/33/PV.52, p. 32). Brazil said that it had joined the consensus but had 
reservations with regard to preambular par. 3 and oper. par. 6 (ibid.). France 
said that in giving its approval, it interpreted oper. par. 2 as upholding the 
principle whereby the Committee would conduct its work on the basis of con
sensus. With regard to oper. par. 4, it wished to reiterate the reservations it 
made at the special session ( ihid., pp. 32-35). For reservations made in the spe
cial session, see A/S-10/PV.27, July 7,1978.

Ante, pp. 411-439.
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consistent and articulated whole which provides a solid basis to set in 
motion an international disarmament strategy that makes it possible 
at the same time:

{a) To carry out what is the most acute and urgent task of the 
present day, namely, the removal of the threat of a world war, which 
would inevitably be a nuclear war,

(6) To channel the negotiations among States towards the final 
goal of general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control, on the understanding that such negotiations shall be 
conducted concurrently with negotiations on partial measures of 
disarmament,

{c) To strengthen international peace and security and to promote 
the economic and social advancement of all peoples, thus facilitating 
the achievement of the new international economic order,

Noting that the recommendations and decisions adopted at its tenth 
special session regarding the multilateral disarmament machinery, 
both negotiating as well as deliberative, have already resulted, or will 
do so soon, in a considerable revitalization of that machinery.

Noting also that various measures have been or are about to be 
adopted which will turn into reality several recommendations and 
decisions regarding studies, information, teaching and training on dis
armament included in the Final Document,

Having concluded that the situation is quite different with regard 
to the numerous other recommendations and decisions contained in 
the Programme of Action of the Final Document,

Recalling the consensus that, in the task of achieving the goals of 
nuclear disarmament, which has maximum priority, all the nuclear- 
weapon States, in particular those among them which possess the most 
important nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibility.

Bearing in mind that, in adopting the Final Document, Member 
States solemnly proclaimed in the Declaration contained therein that 
they would respect the objectives and principles stated in it and would 
make every effort faithfully to carry out the Programme of Action,

1. Takes note with satisfaction of the measures adopted, or about to 
be adopted, to revitalize the multilateral disarmament machinery 
available to the United Nations, in particular the fact that the Dis
armament Commission has just held its first session on organizational 
matters and that the Committee on Disarmament is already properly 
constituted in conformity with the relevant provisions of the Final 
Document embodied in General Assembly resolution S-10/2;

2. Expresses the hope that all nuclear-weapon States will participate 
in the Committee on Disarmament, and is confident that the Commit
tee will include in its rules of procedure provisions to ensure that it 
may function effectively as a multilateral negotiating disarmament 
body;

3. Notes with satisfaction that progress has been, or is being, made
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in the adoption of measures aimed at promoting studies, information, 
teaching and training on disarmament;

4. Regrets^ however, that with regard to the Programme of Action 
it has not yet been possible to achieve any of the priority agreements 
mentioned therein, in particular the agreement for a comprehensive 
test ban and the agreement pursued in the second series of the strategic 
arms limitation talks;

5. Urgently calls upon all States, in particular the nuclear-weapon 
States, to make every effort to proceed along the road of binding and 
effective international agreements in the field of disarmament, in 
accordance with what was approved at the tenth special session, in 
order to translate into practical terms the measures called for in the 
Programme of Action;

6. Invites all States to communicate, as appropriate, to the Secretary- 
General all those measures adopted outside the aegis of the United 
Nations regarding the implementation of the recommendations and 
decisions of the tenth special session, whether unilateral, bilateral, re
gional or multilateral;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit periodically the above 
information, together with any reports he may prepare on similar 
measures taken within the framework of the United Nations and its 
specialized agencies, to the General Assembly and the Disarmament 
Commission.

Ĝ ^

D i s s e m i n a t i o n  o f  I n f o r m a t i o n  o n  t h e  A r m s  E a c e  a n d  

D i s a r m a m e n t

The General Assembly^
Aware of the grave dangers inherent in the arms race.
Convinced that it is essential that both the Governments and the 

peoples of the world should be better informed of the dangers of the 
arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race, and of the efforts made 
to contain it.

Recalling that, in paragraph 99 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session, it recognized that, in order to mobilize world public 
opinion in favour of disarmament, concrete measures must be taken 
to increase the dissemination of information on the arms race and 
disarmament,^®

1. Urges Member States, the specialized agencies and the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency, as well as non-governmental organiza-

“ Pt. G was introduced by Venezuela on behalf of itself and Argentina, Den
mark, Ecuador, Mexico, Nigeria, Romania, Sierra Leone, and^Sweden. The par. 
that became par. 5 originally requested the U.N. Center for Disarmament to 
recommend to the G.A. the procedures most appropriate for ensuring liaison 
between the relevant nongovernmental organizations and the U.N. The version 
of pt. G that was finally adopted was sponsored by the original sponsors and 14 
others. Both the First Committee and the G.A. adopted it by consensus.

Ante, p. 430.
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tions and concerned research institutes, to promote education and in
formation programmes relating to the arms race and disarmament;

2. Requests Member States to report to the General Assembly, 
through the Secretary-General, on their activities in the field of dis
semination of information on the arms race and disarmament;

3. 'WelcoTms the initiative of the United Nations Educational, Sci
entific and Cultural Organization in planning to hold a world con
gress on disarmament education and, in that connexion, invites the 
Director-General of that organization to report to the General Assem
bly, at its thirty-fourth session, on the preparations for that event;

4. Requests the United Nations Centre for Disarmament, in prepar
ing the United Nations Yearbook on Disarmament and the disarma
ment periodical, to take account of the recommendations of the General 
Assembly regarding the form and content of such publications;

5. Further requests the United Nations Centre for Disarmament to 
increase contacts with non-governmental organizations and research 
institutions, in accordance with paragraph 123 of the Final Document 
of the Tenth Special Session and, after appropriate consultations, to 
report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session on other 
ways of encouraging the role of such organizations and institutions in 
the field of disarmament;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to include in any studies on arms 
limitation and disarmament prepared under the auspices of the United 
Nations a summary of those studies, drafted in easily understood lan
guage, to facilitate their dissemination among the general public ;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to explore the possibilities of co
ordinating the public information activities relating to disarmament 
of all specialized agencies and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency.

H 2 1

N u c l e a r  D i s a r m a m e n t  N e g o t ia t io n s  a n d  D i s a r m a m e n t  M a c h i n e r y

The General Assembly^
Having reviewed the implementation of the recommendations and 

decisions adopted at its tenth special session.

"  The 4 sections of pt. H were originally submitted by 25 developing countries, 
subsequently revised, sponsored by a total of 35 states, and introduced by Yugo
slavia. Although the sponsors had hoped for adoption by consensus, a recorded 
vote was held at the request of the U.S. A U.K. request for a section-by-section 
vote was denied by the chairman on a point of order, and the First Committee 
adopted pt. H as a whole by 120 votes to 0, with 10 abstentions. Both the Nether
lands, which voted in favor in the First Committee, and the U.K., which did not 
vote in the First Committee, abstained in the G.A. China voted in favor in both. 
The G.A. vote was 129 to 0, with 13 abstentions. Abstaining: Belgium, Canada, 
France, FRG, Gabon, Guatemala, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 
U.K., and U.S.

France stated that in a section-by-section vote, it would have abstained on the 
first section. I t also said that with regard to disarmament in Europe the highest 
priority should be given to the reduction of conventional weapons (A/C.1/33/ 
PV.52, pp. 47-48). The Soviet explanation of vote is printed ante, pp. 683-684.

317-783 0 80 50
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Having in mind the contribution of its tenth special session towards 
highlighting the gravity of the problems facing the international com
munity in the field of disarmament and identifying the steps conducive 
to their solution,

Conmnced of the need to broaden and deepen the degree of agree
ment reached and to preserve the momentum initiated at its tenth 
special session,

Conscious of the widely expressed interest of Member States in an 
urgent implementation of the recommendations and decisions of the 
tenth special session, which found expression in the course of the con
sideration of this item at the thirty-third session,

Determined to encourage the taking of urgent measures in order to 
secure the implementation of the recommendations and decisions en
dorsed by Member States in the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session and aimed at halting the arms race, particularly the nuclear 
arms race, and to proceed to disarmament,

I

Reaffirming that nuclear weapons pose the most serious threat to 
mankind and its survival and that it is therefore essential to proceed 
to nuclear disarmament and to the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons,

Reaffiming also that all the nuclear-weapon States, in particular 
those which possess the most important nuclear arsenals, bear a special 
responsibility for the fulfilment of the task of achieving the goals of 
nuclear disarmament,

Expressing the deep concern and disappointment of the interna
tional community over the fact that the ongoing negotiations have not 
yet been successfully concluded and that urgent negotiations among 
the nuclear-weapon States have not yet been initiated,

1. Calls upon the nuclear-weapon States involved in the negotiations 
on the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon 
tests to submit to the Committee on Disarmament a draft treaty at the 
beginning of its 1979 session ;

2. Calls upon the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America to speed up their negotiations on the second series 
of the strategic arms limitation talks and to transmit the text of their 
agreement to the General Assembly in accordance with resolution 
33/91 C; 22

3. Urges all nuclear-weapon States to proceed, in accordance with 
paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session,^’ 
to consultations regarding an early initiation of urgent negotiations 
on the halting of the nuclear arms race and on a progressive and 
balanced reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons and their means

Post, pp. 76^-769.
Ante, pp. 420-421.
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of delivery within a comprehensive phased programme with agreed 
time-frames, leading to their ultimate and complete elimination;

4. Requests the nuclear-weapon States to inform the General As
sembly, at its thirty-fourth session, of the results of their consultations 
and eventual negotiations;

II

Recalling with satisfaction the decision adopted at its tenth special 
session on the strengthening of the role of the United Nations in the 
field of disarmament.

Recalling also with satisfaction its decision to establish the Dis
armament Commission as a deliberative body of the General Assembly 
with the function of considering, in addition to the specific tasks de
riving from the decisions and recommendations adopted at the tenth 
special session of the Assembly, various problems in the field of dis
armament and to make recommendations thereon,

1. Invites the Disarmament Commission, taking into account Gen
eral Assembly resolution 33/91 A,̂  ̂to consider on a regular basis the 
reports and other documents of the Committee on Disarmament sub
mitted by the Secretary-General through the General Assembly;

2. Recommends the inclusion in the agenda of the forthcoming ses
sion of the Disarmament Commission, apart from the consideration of 
elements of a comprehensive programme on disarmament as a priority 
item, the following questions related to disarmament:

{a) Consideration of various aspects of the arms race, particularly 
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, in order to expedite 
negotiations aimed at effective elimination of the danger of nuclear 
war;

(&) Harmonization of views on concrete steps to be undertaken by 
States regarding a gradual, agreed reduction of military budgets and 
reallocation of resources now being used for military purposes to eco
nomic and social development, particularly for the benefit of the de
veloping countries, noting the relevant resolutions of the General 
Assembly;

m

Bearing in mind the decision adopted at its tenth special session to 
fix, during its thirty-third session, the date of the second special ses
sion devoted to disarmament,^®

Desiring to contribute to the furthering and broadening of positive 
processes initiated through the laying down of the foundations of an 
international disarmament strategy at its tenth special session,

1. Decides to convene a second special session of the General Assem
bly devoted to disarmament in 1982 at United Nations Headquarters 
in New York;

pp. 765-766.
Ante, p. 433.
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2. Decides also to set up, at its thirty-fifth session, a preparatory 
committee for the second special session of the General Assembly de
voted to disarmament;

IV

’Welcoming the agreement reached at its tenth special session on the 
constitution of the Committee on Disarmament,

Bearing in mind that the Committee on Disarmament will meet at 
Geneva in January 1979,

1. Invites the Committee on Disarmament to take into account, when 
determining its priorities and programme of work, the priorities estab
lished in paragraph 45 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly and the present resolution;

2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to undertake on a prior
ity basis, at its first session in January 1979, negotiations concerning:

(a) A treaty on the complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests;
(&) A treaty or convention on the complete and effective prohibition 

of the development, production and stockpiling of all types of chem
ical weapons and on their destruction;

3. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to submit reports to the 
General Assembly annually or more frequently, as appropriate, and 
provide its formal and other relevant documents to Member States on 
a regular basis;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled ‘‘Consideration of the report of the Committee 
on Disarmament”.

I  27

D i s a r m a m e n t  a n d  D e v e l o p m e n t

The General Assembly^
Aware of the disproportion existing between the resources allocated 

to expenditure on armaments and those devoted to development 
assistance.

Convinced of the need to take concrete measures reflecting the desire 
of Member States to encourage the allocation to development assistance 
of the resources released by reductions in expenditure on armaments.

The original draft of pt. I is printed ante, p. 645. The G.A. adopted a revised 
version which was introduced by France and cosponsored by 26 additional states. 
Amendments submitted by Pakistan would have requested the governmental 
experts to include in their report to the 34th G.A. recommendations on various 
possible modalities to channel resources from arms expenditures into the eco
nomic and social development of the less-developed countries (A/C.1/33/L.44, 
Nov. 24, 1978). However, Pakistan decided not to press its amendments to a 
vote on the understanding that the substance of its amendments was implicit in 
the text of the revised draft res. Both the First Committee and the G.A. adopted 
the revised draft by consensus.
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Recalling the concerns expressed in that regard by it at its tenth 
special session, in particular concerning the harmful economic and 
social consequences of pursuing the arms race,

Noting that a study on the relationship between disarmament and 
development has been initiated by the Secretary-General, with the as
sistance of a group of governmental experts, in accordance with the 
provisions of paragraphs 94 and 95 of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, contained in resolu
tion S-10/2,28

Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Group of Govern
mental Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and Devel
opment, for its consideration, the proposal to establish an international 
disarmament fund for development which was submitted to the Gen
eral Assembly at it tenth special session.

J 3 0

M o n it o r in g  o f  D i s a r m a m e n t  A g r e e m e n t s  a n d  S t r e n g t h e n i n g  o f  

I n t e r n a t io n a l  S e c u r it y

The General Assembly^
Axcare of the essential role to be played by appropriate international 

monitoring measures, satisfactory to all interested parties, in estab
lishing and implementing disarmament agreements, and in strengthen
ing international security and confidence.

Considering the progress made in the field of earth observation 
satellite technology,

Convinced of the important contribution which such technology can 
make to the solution of monitoring problems, taking into account, in 
particular, the need to provide for international measures which are 
non-discriminatory and do not constitute interference in the internal 
affairs of States,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to obtain, not later than 31 March 
1979, the views of Member States on the proposal to establish an inter
national satellite monitoring agency, as explained in a memorandum 
dated 30 May 1978 submitted to the General Assembly at its tenth 
special session;

Ante, p. 529.
Ante, pp. 97-98.
The original version of pt. J  was submitted by Argentina, Belgium, France, 

Greece, Portugal, Senegal, Tunisia, and Yugoslavia. A slightly revised version 
was sponsored by a total of 28 countries, introduced by France, and adopted b y  

the G.A. by a vote of 121 (China) to 0, with 18 abstentions. Ahstaining: Afghani
stan, Angola, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, Ethiopia, GDR, Hungary, Mongolia, Mozambique, Poland, Sao Tome and 
Principe, Sudan, Ukrainian SSR, U.S., and USSR.

In the First Committee, the USSR and the U.S. explained their votes (see 
ante, pp. 687-688 and 688-689).

A/S-lO/AC.1/7. See also ante, pp. 95-98.
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2. Requests the Secretary-General to undertake, as from 1 May 1979, 
with the assistance of a group of qualified governmental experts, a 
study on the technical, legal and financial implications of establishing 
an international satellite monitoring agency;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fourth session on the replies received from Governments 
and the preliminary conclusions of the group of experts.

P r o g r a m m e  o f  R e s e a r c h  a n d  S t u d ie s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t  

The General Assembly^
Conmnced that negotiations on disarmament and the continuing ef

fort to ensure greater security must be based on objective in-depth 
technical studies,

Convinced also that sustained research and study activity by the 
United Nations in the field of disarmament would promote informed 
participation by all States in disarmament efforts,

Considering that, in addition to the work being done in this field 
by the United Nations Centre for Disarmament, with a view to 
gathering basic data on disarmament problems and, in particular, 
facilitating the negotiations currently in progress, it is advisable to 
undertake more forward-looking research, within the framework of 
the United Nations,

Noting that various proposals that studies of this type should be 
carried out have been put forward at the tenth special session and the 
thirty-third session of the General Assembly, thus reflecting the need 
of the international community to be provided with more diversified 
and complete information on problems relating to disarmament,

Axmre of the importance of ensuring that such studies should be 
conducted in accordance with the criteria of scientific independence,

1. Requests Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fourth session on possible ways of establishing, operating 
and financing an international institute for disarmament research, 
under the auspices of the United Nations;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to seek in this regard, inter aliâ

” Pt. K was submitted by Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, 
France, FRG, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Romania, Turkey, and Yugo
slavia. Introduced by France and subsequently sponsored by 22 additional coun
tries, it was adopted by consensus by both the First Committee and the G.A. The 
Soviet Union stated in the First Committee that it was agreeing to the consensus 
in spite of its opposition to the carrying out of an excessive number of studies 
through the ILN., because the resolution provided only for the study of the ques
tion of forming an international institute for disarmament research (A/C.1/33/ 
PV.52, Nov. 27, 1978, pp. 63-65).
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the advice of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies, established 
in implementation of paragraph 124 of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, in view of the com
petence to be assigned to that body in respect of a programme of 
studies on disarmament.

P a r a g r a p h  125 o f  t h e  F i n a l  D o c u m e n t  o f  t h e  T e n t h  S p e c ia l

S e s s io n

The General Assembly^
Recalling its decision, contained in paragraph 125 of the Final Doc

ument of the Tenth Special Session, to request the Secretary-General 
to transmit to the appropriate deliberative and negotiating organs 
dealing with the questions of disarmament all the official records of the 
special session devoted to disarmament, in accordance with the recom
mendations which the General Assembly may adopt at its thirty-third 
session,

Commending the active participation of Member States in the con
sideration of the agenda items of its tenth special session and the pro
posals and suggestions which they submitted,

Noting the valuable contribution such proposals and suggestions 
have made to the work of the special session and its eventual outcome,

Considering that further and more thorough study of the proposals 
and suggestions listed in paragraph 125 of the Final Document than 
was possible at the special session is essential,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the deliberative 
and negotiating as well as the studying organs dealing with the ques
tion of disarmament all the proposals and suggestions listed in para
graph 125 of the Final Document, together with all the official records 
of the tenth special session of the General Assembly, as well as infor
mation and comments made by Member States at the thirty-third 
session of the Assembly on those proposals and suggestions, except 
those covered by separate resolutions;

2. Requests the Disarmament Commission and the Committee on 
Disarmament to report on the state of the consideration of those pro
posals and suggestions to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth 
session.

“ Ante, p. 435.
^  The original draft of pt. L is printed ante, p. 646 and a revision of this draft, 

ante, pp. 650-651. Nigeria oraUy submitted several minor amendments, most of 
which were accepted by the sponsors of the revised draft. A proposal by both 
Nigeria and Mexico to delete “as well as [the] studying” in oper. par. 1 was put to 
a vote after some discussion. The First Committee decided to retain the phrase by 
a vote of 76 to 17, with 28 abstentions. A Mexican proposal to add “together with 
all the official documents of the tenth special session . . . devoted to disarma
ment” was adopted by a vote of 103 to 9, with 12 abstentions. The draft res., as 
amended, was adopted by consensus by both the First Committee and the G.A.

Ante, pp. 435-438.
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M 3 6

Study  on  t h e  R ela tio n sh ip  B etw een  D isarm am ent  and 
D evelopment

The General Assembly^
Recalling the provisions contained in paragraphs 94 and 95 of the 

Final Document of its tenth special session, about the relationship 
between disarmament and development,

Noting with satisfaction that the Secretary-General, pursuant to 
paragraphs 94 and 95 of the Final Document, with the assistance of a 
group of qualified governmental experts appointed by him, has ini
tiated a study on the relationship between disarmament and develop
ment,

Re-emphasizing that one of the principal aims of the study should 
be to produce results that could effectively guide the formulation of 
practical measures,

1. Takes note of the organizational report of the Group of Govern
mental Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament a,nd 
Development;

2. Appeals to all Governments seriously to consider giving, as a 
supplement to the financial resources allocated for the study in the 
regular budget of the United Nations, voluntary contributions to the 
Disarmament Project Fund or to finance, on a voluntary basis, and in 
domestic currency, where appropriate, national research projects, in 
order to ensure the total resources necessary to carry out the study;

3. Appeals to Governments to make available data and information 
relevant to a meaningful completion of the study;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled “Interim report of the Secretary-General 
with respect to the study on the relationship between disarmament 
and development”-

^39

N ew  P hilosophy  on D isarm am ent

The General Assenibly^
Recalling that, as stated in the Programme of Action adopted at its 

tenth special session, an essential condition for halting the arms race 
and an indispensable step towards the goal of disarmament is the 
mobilization of world public opinion in support of this effort,̂ ®

Noting the enormous expansion of concepts of disarmament as

®®The original draft of pt. M is printed ante, pp. 647-648. The final version, 
which was introduced by Sweden, was adopted by both the First Committee and 
the G.A. by consensus.

Ante, p. 529.
A/33/317.

® The orif^inal draft of pt. N is printed ante, pp. 666-667. It was revised several 
times by the sponsor, Liberia, and was then adopted by consensus by both the 
First Committee and the G.A.

Ante, p. 430.
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developed at the tenth special session and in the First Committee at 
the thirty-third session of the General Assembly,

Noting^ in particular, the many new concepts developed as a result 
of advances in science and technology with respect to the growth of 
entirely new generations of weaponry, and their impact on changing 
strategies with their proliferation of military and defence alliances, 

Noting also the changing concepts of disarmament in the light of 
its relation to the economies of nations, especially its effect on the 
global dimensions of development,

Aware of the growing realization that the old balance-of-power 
approach to security is being radically altered by the rapid qualita
tive changes in the ever-increasing complexity and proliferation of 
“surprise” and “secret” weapons.

Taking into account the pervading conviction that, in the light of 
the increasing uncontrollability of the new weapons, the old concept 
of armed national security to which the peoples of the world are con
ditioned has become obsolete.

Observing with interest the tendency to brand the arms race in terms 
of moral and ethical strictures.

Convinced that the world is in fact witnessing a revolution in its 
mode of thinking as regards the historic legacy of armed national se
curity and giving way to new concepts in a manner that will require the 
full partnership of peoples.

Confronted by an explosion of new ideas, new theories, new pro
posals and new strategies in an effort to cope with the short- and long
term plans submitted by statesmen and Governments in intolerable 
fragmentation and which need to be formulated, as a fused and orga
nized departure from past outmoded premises, into a new philosophy 
on disarmament,

1. Considers it necessary that all the new ideas, new proposals, new 
thinking and new strategies set forth in the broad range of general 
debates preceding and following the adoption of the Final Document 
of the Tenth Special Session be formulated into a single comprehen
sive and co-ordinated system, into a new philosophy on disarmament, 
in a message that can effectively reach the minds of men in a mobiliza
tion of world public opinion in support of the United Nations goal 
for the halting of the present arms race and eventually for complete 
and general disarmament centred on a new order of national and inter
national security;

2. Requests the Secretary-General, with the assistance of the Ad
visory Board on Disarmament Studies, to study ways and means 
whereby the objectives in paragraph 1 above can be accomplished and 
to report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session;

3. Expresses the hope that the Advisory Board may be able to report 
results, as appropriate, in time for consideration by the General As- 
sembly at its thirty-fourth session.
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General Assembly Resolution 33/72: Conclusion of an Inter
national Convention on the Strengthening of Guarantees of 
the Security of Non-Nuclear States, December 14, 1978 ^

A"

The General Assembly^
Convinced of the need to take effective measures for the strengthen

ing of the security of States and prompted by the desire shared by 
all nations to eliminate war and prevent a nuclear holocaust,

Noting that the non-use of force or threat of force in international 
relations is one of the fundamental principles enunciated in the 
Charter of the United Nations and reaffirmed in a number of United 
Nations declarations and resolutions,

Noting with satisfaction the desire of States in various regions to 
prevent nuclear weapons from being introduced into their territories 
through the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, on the basis 
of arrangements freely arrived at among the States of the region con
cerned, and being anxious to contribute to this objective,

Recognizing that effective measures to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons can consti
tute a positive contribution to the prevention of the spread of nuclear 
weapons.

Welcoming the determination of States in various regions of the 
world to keep their territories free from nuclear weapons,

Mindful of the statements and observations made by various States 
on the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States, 

Desiring to promote tJie implementation of the relevant provisions

^A/RES/33/72, Jan. 11,1979.
 ̂Pt. A was submitted by the USSR (see ante, pp. 639-640) together with a draft 

convention it had earlier forwarded to the Secretary-General {ante, pp. 558-560). 
Subsequently it introduced a revised version without a draft convention on 
behalf of itself and 18 cosponsors and yet a 3d version with an attached draft 
convention on behalf of itself and 20 cosponsors. Oper. par. 1 of the last version 
referred to “appropriate international arrangements” instead of an international 
convention.

The reference to nuclear-weapon-free zones in the 3d preambular par. of the 
revised draft was orally proposed by India and Brazil and adopted by the First 
Committee by an unrecorded vote of 111 to 0, with 10 abstentions.

In the G.A., the 3d preambular par. was put to a vote at the request of Jordan 
and adopted by 118 votes to 0, with 17 abstentions. China took no part in the 
voting. Jordan abstained, explaining that the par. did ‘‘not take into considera
tion the differing nature of various regions” and adding that no country in favor 
of establishing such zones should hesitate to declare its intention uncondi
tionally (A/33/PV.84, pp. 121-122).

The draft res. underwent further revision in the First Committee when the 
USSR accepted an Australian proposal and incorporated as the 4th preambular 
par. of its 2d revised draft the 9th preambular par. of the Pakistani draft res. 
(see pt. B below).

The res. as revised was adopted by the G.A. by 137 votes to 2 (Albania. China), 
with 4 abstentions (France, Pakistan, Somalia, and TurkeyK
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of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly,^

1. Considers it necessary to take effective measures for the strength
ening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States through appropri
ate international arrangements ;

2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to consider, to that end, 
at the earliest possible date, the drafts of an international convention 
on the subject, submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-third 
session, as well as all proposals and suggestions concerning effective 
political and legal measures at the international level to assure the 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee on 
Disarmament all the documents relating to the discussion by the Gen
eral Assembly at its thirty-third session of the item entitled “Con
clusion of an international convention on the strengthening of guar
antees of the security of non-nuclear States”;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled “Strengthening of guarantees of the security 
of non-nuclear-weapon States”.

The General Assembly^
Bearing in mind the need to allay the legitimate concern of the 

States of the world with regard to ensuring lasting security for their 
peoples.

Convinced that nuclear weapons pose the greatest threat to mankind 
and to the survival of civilization.

Deeply 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.

Convinced that nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination 
of nuclear weapons are essential to remove the danger of nuclear war.

Taking into account the principle of the non-use of force or threat 
of force enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations,

Deeply concerned about any possibility of the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons.

Recognizing that the independence, territorial integrity and sover
eignty of non-nuclear-weapon States need to be safeguarded against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a uni-

 ̂Ante, p. 422, par. 59.
*Pt. B was submitted and introduced by Pakistan and adopted by the G.A. 

without change by 124 (China) votes toO, wHh 14 abstentions.
Abstaining: Afghanistan. Bhutan, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 

GDR, Greece, India, Ireland. Israel. Monirolia. Ukrainian SSR, U.S., and USSR.
In the First Committee, the U.S. explained that it regarded the question of 

security assurances as having already been adequately dealt with in pt. A 
(A/C.V33/PV.60. Dec. 1, 1978, p. 82). Both Pakistan and Saudi Arabia said that 
the U.S. remarks were uncalled for (ibid., pp. 83-85).
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versal basis, it is imperative for the international community to de
velop, as appropriate, effective measures to ensure the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons from anv quarter.

Recognizing that effective measures to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or tlireat of use of nuclear weapons can con
stitute a positive contribution to the prevention of the spread of nu
clear weapons.

Recalling its resolution 3261 G (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,® 
Further recalling its resolution 31/189 C of 21 December 1976,® 
Bearing in mind paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Tenth 

Special Session, in which it reouested the nuclear-weapon States 
urgently to conclude, as appropriate, effective arrangements to as
sure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons,^

Desirous of promoting the implementation of the relevant provi
sions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session,

Taking into consideration the views and proposals submitted on 
this subject at its thirty-third session,

1. Urges that urgent efforts should be made to conclude effective 
arrangements, as appropriate, to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, including consid
eration of an international convention and of alternative ways and 
means of achieving this objective;

2. Takes note of the proposals submitted and views expressed on 
this subject at its thirty-third session and recommends that the Com
mittee on Disarmament should consider them and submit a progress 
report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled ‘‘Strengthening of the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”.

Joint Communique on the Establishment of Diplomatic Rela
tions Between the United States and the People’s Republic 
of China, December 15, 1978 ^

The United States of America and the People’s Republic of China 
have agreed to recognize each other and to establish diplomatic rela
tions as of January 1,1979.

The United States of America recognizes the Government of the 
People’s Republic of China as the sole legal Government of China.

® Bociments on Disarmament, 1974, p. 809.
1976, pp. 948-949.

Ante. p. 422.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Dec. 18, 1978, pp. 2264-2265.
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Within this context, the people of the United States will maintain 
cultural, commercial, and other unofficial relations with the people of 
Taiwan.

The United States of America and the People’s Republic of China 
reaffirm the principles agreed on by the two sides in the Shanghai 
Communique and emphasize once again that:

—Both wish to reduce the danger of international military conflict.
—Neither should seek hegemony in the Asia-Pacific region or in 

any other region of the world and each is opposed to efforts by 
any other country or group of countries to establish such hege
mony.

—Neither is prepared to negotiate on behalf of any third party or 
to enter into agreements or understandings with the other directed 
at other states.

—The Government of the United States of America acknowledges 
the Chinese position that there is but one China and Taiwan is 
part of China.

—Both believe that normalization of Sino-American relations is 
not only in the interest of the Chinese and American peoples but 
also contributes to the cause of peace in Asia and the world.

The United States of America and the People’s Republic of China 
will exchange Ambassadors and establish Embassies on March 1,1979.

Address by President Carter on Diplomatic Relations Between 
the United States and the People’s Republic of China, Decem
ber 15, 1978^

I would like to read a joint communique which is being simultane
ously issued in Peking at this very moment by the leaders of the Peo
ple’s Republic of China:

\^At this pointy the President read the text of the joint comrriunique  ̂
supraJ]

Yesterday, our country and the People’s Republic of China reached 
this final historic agreement. On January 1, 1979, a little more than 
2 weeks from now, our two Governments will implement full nor
malization of diplomatic relations.

As a nation of gifted people who comprise about one-fourth of the 
total population of the Earth, China plays, already, an important 
role in world affairs, a role that can only grow more important in the 
years ahead.

We do not undertake this important step for transient tactical or 
expedient reasons. In recognizing the People’s Republic of China, that 
it is the single Government of China, we are recognizing simple real
ity. But far more is involved in this decision than just the recogni
tion of a fact.

 ̂W eekly  Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Dec. 18, 1978, pp. 2264-2266.
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Before the estrangement of recent decades, the American and the 
Chinese people had a long history of friendship. WeVe already begun 
to rebuild some of those previous ties. Now our rapidly expanding 
relationship requires the kind of structure that only full diplomatic 
relations will make possible.

The change that I ’m announcing tonight will be of great long-term 
benefit to the peoples of both our country and China—and, I believe, 
to all the peoples of the world. Normalization—and the expanded 
commercial and cultural relations that it will bring—will contribute 
to the well-being of our own Nation, to our own national interest, and 
it will also enhance the stability of Asia. These more positive relations 
with China can beneficially affect the world in which we live and the 
world in which our children will live.

We have already begun to inform our allies and other nations and 
the Members of the Congress of the details of our intended action. But 
I wish also tonight to convey a special message to the people of Tai
wan—I have already communicated with the leaders in Taiwan—with 
whom the American people have had and will have extensive, close, 
and friendly relations. This is important b' t̂ween our two peoples.

As the United States asserted in the Shanghai Communique of 1972,  ̂
issued on President Nixon’s historic visit, we will continue to have an 
interest in the peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue. I have paid 
special attention to ensuring that normalization of relations between 
our country and the People’s Eepublic will not jeopardize the well
being of the people of Taiwan. The people of our country will main
tain our current commercial, cultural, trade, and other relations with 
Taiwan through nongovernmental means. Many other countries in the 
world are already successfully doing this.

These decisions and these actions open a new and important chap
ter in our country’s history and also in world affairs.

To strengthen and to expedite the benefits of this new relationship 
between China and the United States, I am pleased to announce that 
Vice Premier Teng has accepted my invitation and will visit Wash
ington at the end of January. His visit will give our Governments the 
opportunity to consult with each other on global issues and to begin 
working together to enhance the cause of world peace.

These events are the final result of long and serious negotiations 
begun by President Nixon in 1972, and continued under the leadership 
of President Ford. The results bear witness to the steady, determined, 
bipartisan effort of our own country to build a world in which peace 
will be the goal and the responsibility of all nations.

The normalization of relations between the United States and China 
has no other purpose than this: the advancement of peace. It is in 
this spirit, at this season of peace, that I take special pride in sharing 
this good news with you tonight.

^Public Papers of the Presidents of the United states: Richard Nixon, J972, 
p. 378.
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U.S. Statement on Diplomatic Relations Between the United 
States and the People’s Republic of China, December 15, 
1978^

As of January 1, 1979, the United States of America recognizes the 
People’s Republic of China as the sole legal government of China. On 
the same date, the People’s Republic of China accords similar recog
nition to the United States of America. The United States thereby es
tablishes diplomatic relations with the People’s Republic of China.

On that same date, January 1, 1979, the United States of America 
will notify Taiwan that it is terminating diplomatic relations and that 
the Mutual Defense Treaty between the United States and the Repub
lic of China is being terminated in accordance with the provisions of 
the Treaty. The United States also states that it will be withdrawing 
its remaining military personnel from Taiwan within four months.

In the future, the American people and the people of Taiwan will 
maintain commercial, cultural, and other relations without official gov
ernment representation and without diplomatic relations.

The Administration will seek adjustments to our laws and regula
tions to permit the maintenance of commercial, cultural, and other non
governmental relationships in the new circumstances that will exist 
after normalization.

The TTnited States is confident that the people of Taiwan face a. 
peaceful and prosperous future. The United States continues to have 
an interest in the peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue and expects 
that the TaiAvan issue will be settled peacefully by the Chinese them
selves.

The United States believes that the establishment of diplomatic re
lations with the People’s Republic will contribute to the welfare of the 
American people, to the stability of Asia where the United States has 
major security and economic interest, and to the peace of the entire 
world.

General Assembly Resolution 33/91: General and Complete 
Disarmament, December 16, 1978^

A2

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  D i s a r m a m e n t  C o m m is s io n

The General Assembly^
Having resolved to lay the foundations of an international disarma

ment strategy which aims at general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control, through co-ordinated and persevering 
efforts in which the United Nations should play a more effective role,

•'* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Deo. 18, 1978, p. 2266.
A/RES/33/91, Jan. 18,1979. This res. comprises 9 pts.

“Pt. A was submitted by 15 states, introduced by Argentina, and adopted by 
consensus by both the First Committee and the G.A.
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Recalling the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, in 
which it decided to establish the Disarmament Commission,^

Emphasizing the importance of an effective follow-up of the rele
vant recommendations and decisions adopted at its tenth special session,

Having considered the report of the Disarmament Commission,^

1. Endorses the report of the Disarmament Commission and the rec
ommendations contained therein;

2. Requests the Disarmament Commission to continue its work in 
accordance with its mandate, as set down in paragraph 118 of the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session, as well as the recommenda
tions contained in its report and the decisions that the General Assem
bly has taken at its current session and which have a bearing on the 
Commission’s programme of work in 1979;

3. Requests the Disarmament Commission to submit to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-fourth session a report on its work, including 
any recommendations and observations it may deem appropriate;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Disarmament 
Commission the Final Document, together with all the official records 
of the tenth special session, so that the views and proposals priesented 
by States during the session will be available for the implementation 
of the Commission’s programme of work;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to render to the Disarmament 
Commission all the necessary assistance that it may require for imple
menting the present resolution;

6. Further requests the Secretary-General to invite Member States 
to communicate to him, by 31 March 1979, their views and suggestions 
on the comprehensive programme of disarmament, for transmission 
to the Disarmament Commission;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled “Report of the Disarmament Commission”.

Confidence-building Measures

The General Assem'bl'i/^
Concerned at the fact that the arms race is accelerating and that the 

world figure for expenditures on armaments continues to increase,
Convinced that it is possible to develop effective international meth

ods and procedures to promote general and complete disarmament un
der strict and effective international control,

Desiring to eliminate the sources of tension by peaceful means and

 ̂Ante, p. 433.
 ̂General Asseml)ly Official Records: Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 42 

(A/33/42).
"The original version of ])t. B is printed ante, pp. 651-652, a revised version, 

ante, pp. 667-668. and amendments proposed by Pakistan, ante, p. 668. Jordan pro
posed deletion of oper. par. 1 (A/0.1/33/L.46, Nov. 24, 3978). Both Pakistan and 
Jordan later withdrew their amendments, and the G.A. adopted a third version 
introduced by the FRG that had three additional sponsors—Austria, Sweden, and 
Zaire. The vote was 130 to 0, with 2 abstentions (Kuwait and United Arab 
Emirates).
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thereby to contribute to the strengthening of peace and security in the 
world,

Stressing the importance of the statement in the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session that it is necessary, in order to facilitate 
the process of disarmament, to take measures and to pursue policies to 
strengthen international peace and security and to build confidence 
among States ® in accordance with the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations,

Considering that strict compliance by all States with the purposes 
and principles of the Charter is essential to ease international tensions 
and to create mutual confidence among States,

Recognizing the need and urgency of first steps to diminish the 
danger of armed conflicts resulting from misunderstandings or from 
misinterpretations of military activities.

Aware that there are situations peculiar to specific regions, which 
have a bearing on the nature of the confidence-building measures 
feasible in those regions,

Expressing its conviction that commitment to confidence-building 
measures could contribute to strengthening the security of States, 

Noting the fact that at its tenth special session a number of pro
posals for such measures were submitted to that effect which deserve 
due consideration,

1. Recommends to all States to consider on a regional basis arrange
ments for specific confidence-building measures, taking into account 
the specific conditions and requirements of each region;

2. Invites all States to inform the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations of their views and experiences of those confidence-building 
measures they consider appropriate and feasible;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the views of Member 
States on this question to the General Assembly during its thirty- 
fourth session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fourth 
session an item entitled “Confidence-building measures”.

C^

S t r a t e g ic  A r m s  L i m i t a t i o n  T a l k s  

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 2602 A (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,®

 ̂Ante. p. 428.
’ Pt. C was originaUy submitted by Argentina, Australia, Mexico, Morocco, 

Nigeria, Peru, Sweden, and Yugoslavia. It was introduced by Mexico and gained 
8 more sponsors. The G.A. adopted it by 127 votes (U.S.) to 1 (Albania), 
with 10 abstentions (Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, 
Hungary, Malawi, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, and USSR).

The USSR explained that it could not accept oper. par. 1, as it was doing 
everything in its power to achieve the speedy completion of negotiations to limit 
strategic weapons (A/C.1/33/PV.56, p. 62). Although the U.S. voted in favor, 
it stressed that it shared some of the concerns of the USSR, particularly with 
regard to the tone of oper. par. 1 {ihid., p. 66). China stated that it did not 
participate in the voting because of its principles (iUd.).

® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711.

317-783 0 80 51
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2932 B (X XVII) of 29 November 1972," 3184 A and C (X X V III) of 
18 December 1973/° 3261 C (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974/^ 3484 C 
(XXX) of 12 December 1975/^ and 31/189 A of 21 December 1976,̂  ̂

Reaffirming its resolution 32/87 G of 12 December 1977 in which, 
inter aliâ  it noted with satisfaction:

{a) The declaration made by the President of the United States of 
America on 4 October 1977 in these terms:

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 with a view to a world truly free of nuclear 
weapons.^®

(6) The declaration made by the President of the Supreme Soviet 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 2 November 1977 in 
these terms:

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 nu
clear Powers could undertake to start the gradual reduction of exist
ing stockpiles of such weapons and move towards their complete, 
total destruction.^®

Bearing in mind that the Programme of Action contained in the 
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session included among those 
measures which deserve the highest priority the one which is set forth 
in these terms:

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America should conclude at the earliest possible date the agreement 
they have been pursuing for several years in the second series of the 
strategic arms limitation talks. They are invited to transmit in good 
time the text of the agreement to the General Assembly. It should

m2, pp. 839-840.
“ lua.. ms, pp. 901-902,903-904. 

m4, pp. 801-803. 
ms, pp. 809-810.

l̂Ud., ms, pp. 945-947.
my, pp. 855-856.

ÎMd., p. 605.
IMd., p. 680 (variant translation).
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be followed promptly by further strategic arms limitation negotia
tions between the two parties, leading to agreed significant reduc
tions of, and qualitative limitations on, strategic arms. It should 
constitute an important step in the direction of nuclear disarma
ment and, ultimately, of establishment of a world free of such 
weapons.^^

Noting that in the Programme of Action it was established that in 
the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament all the nuclear- 
weapon States, in particular those among them which possess the most 
important nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibility,

1. Deeply regrets that, in spite of all that has been declared, re
solved or reiterated over the last decade, it has not yet been possible 
for the talks on the limitation of strategic weapons, known as SALT, 
to achieve even the immediate results envisaged in the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, the first 
devoted to disarmament,

2. Stresses once again with the greatest emphasis the necessity that 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America strive to implement as soon as possible the declarations made 
in 1977 by their respective heads of State and reiterates its invitation 
to the Governments of both countries to adopt without delay all rele
vant measures to achieve that objective, which coincides in essence 
with the one defined in this regard in paragraph 52 of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly,

3. Trusts that the two Governments will fulfil the invitation which 
the General Assembly addressed to them in paragraph 52 of the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session, in order that they may trans
mit to it in good time the text of the agreement which over the last 
four years has been pursued in the second series of the strategic arms 
limitation talks.

D18

S t u d y  o n  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s  

The General Assembly^
Conscious of its responsibility under the Charter of the United 

Nations for disarmament and the preservation of peace,
Mindful of the important task of the First Committee to evaluate 

the state of the arms race and to deliberate on the issues of 
disarmament.

Recalling the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session in which

Ante, p. 421.
“ Pt. D was introduced by Sweden and cosponsored by Australia, Austria, 

India, Indonesia, Mexico, Nigeria, Paldstan, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia. I t was 
adopted by the G.A. by 117 votes to 0, with 21 abstentions.

(Continued)
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it was underlined that the most immediate goal of disarmament is that 
of the elimination of the danger of a nuclear war/®

Recalling also that, in the same document, it was recommended that 
the United Nations should increase the dissemination of information 
concerning the arms race and disarmament with the full co-operation 
of its Member States,

Noting that the only study on nuclear weapons carried out by the 
United Nations, entitled Effects of the Possible Use of Nuclear Weap
ons and the Security and Economic Implications for States of the 
Acquisition and Further Development of These Weapons^ was pub
lished more than 10 years ago,̂ ®

Noting also that since then many important developments have 
taken place in the nuclear arms sector.

Convinced that a broad study on various aspects of nuclear weapons 
carried out by the United Nations would make a valuable contribu
tion to the dissemination of factual information and to international 
understanding of the issues involved,

1. Requests the Secretary-General, with the assistance of qualified 
experts, to carry out a comprehensive study providing factual infor
mation on present nuclear arsenals, trends in the technological devel
opment of nuclear-weapon systems, the effects of their use and the 
implications for international security as well as for negotiations on 
disarmament o f :

{a) The doctrines of deterrence and other theories concerning 
nuclear weapons;

(6) The continued quantitative increase and qualitative improve
ment and development of nuclear-weapon systems;

2. Recommends that the study, while aiming at being as comprehen
sive as possible, should be based on open material and such further 
information that Member States may wish to make available for the 
purpose of the study;

3. Invites all Goverments to co-operate with the Secretary-General 
so that the objectives of the study may be achieved;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to submit the final report to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.

Continued
Al)Staming: Angola. Belerium, Bulgraria, Byelorussian SSR  ̂ Cuba, Czpcho- 

slovakia, France, FOR, GDR, Greece, Hungary. Israel, Italy. Luxembourg, Mon
golia, Netherlands, Poland, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, U.S.. and USSR.

States explainine: their votes in the First Committee included the U.S.. USSR, 
and France. The U.S. found tho terms of reference in the draft res. to be in- 
adeouate {ante, pp. 700-701). The USSR had doubts re^:arding the increasing 
number of studies on d^sarmnment issues (A/C.1/33/PV.57, pp. 7-10). France 
said it had abstained because the sponsors had not accepted the changes essential 
for ensuring a weU-balanced study (ihid., pp. 8-11). China neither participated in 
the voting nor explained its non-participation.

“ Ante, p. 416.
“̂Reprinted in Documents on D isarmament, J967, pp. 476-513.
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E21

S t u d y  on  A l l  t h e  A s p e c t s  o f  R e g i o n a l  D i s a r m a m e n t  

The General Assembly^
Concerned about the armaments race and the continued increase in 

expenditures on armaments,
Recognizing the importance of pursuing every effort which might 

contribute to progress towards general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control,

Mindful of the importance of the regional measures already adopted, 
of studies already carried out, notably in the field of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones, and of regional efforts undertaken on the nuclear and 
conventional levels, both in the field of measures designed to increase 
confidence and in that of disarmament and arms control.

Recalling its resolution 32/87 D of 12 December 1977, on the re
gional aspects of disarmament,-^

Taking note of national contributions made in accordance with the 
aforementioned resolution,

Taking fully into accowat the decisions and recommendations con
tained in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session and the 
views expressed by Member States at its thirty-third session,

1. Decides to undertake a systematic study of all the aspects of 
regional disarmament;

2. Specifies in that connexion that the study shall cover, inter aliâ  
the following subjects:

{a) Basic conditions governing the regional approach, particularly 
from the standpoint of security requirements;

(&) Definition of measures which, on the initiative of the States 
concerned, may lend themselves to a regional approach;

{c) Link between regional measures and the process of general and 
complete disarmament;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to carry out the study with the 
assistance of a group of qualified governmental experts, appointed by

^^Pt. E was introduced by Belgium on behalf of itself, the Bahamas, FRG, 
Ivory Coast, Romania, Singapore, Spain, Venezuela, and Zaire. The sponsors ac
cepted a minor oral amendment by Pakistan for the last preambular par., but 
rejected a proposal by India to refer the draft res. to the Secretary-General's 
Advisory Board. The amended draft res. was adopted by the G.A. by 93 votes 
to 0, with 40 abstentions.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Ethiopia, GDR, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ja 
maica, Jordan, Kuwait, Malaysia, Mauritius, Mongolia, Mozambique, Oman, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Rep., Ukrainian 
SSR, United Arab Emirates, USSR, Yemen, and Yugoslavia.

China did not participate in the voting.
In the First Committee, the USSR said that the increase in the quantity of 

such studies created only the illusion that efforts were being made in the dis
armament field (A/C.1/33/PV.59, p. 12). Jordan and the Syrian Arab Rep. also 
explained their rejection of the draft res. {ihid., pp. 17-20, 22).

Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 849-850.
""Ante, pp. 411-^39.
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him on a balanced geographical basis, and to submit it to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-fifth session;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fourth session a progress report on the work of the Group 
of Governmental Experts on Regional Disarmament.

F 2̂

N o n -s t a t io n in g  o f  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s  o n  t h e  T e r r it o r ie s  o f  S t a t e s  

W h e r e  T h e r e  A r e  N o S u c h  W e a p o n s  a t  P r e s e n t

The General Assembly^
Conscious that a nuclear war would have devastating consequences 

for the whole of mankind,
Desiring to promote the halting of the nuclear arms race,
Bearing in mind the clearly expressed intention of many States to 

prevent the stationing: of nuclear weapons on their territories,
Considering that the territorial limitation of the stationing of nu

clear weapons is a measure closely related to the maintenance of peace 
and security in various regions and to the prevention of nuclear war.

Considering that the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the ter
ritories of States where there are no such weapons at present would 
constitute a step towards the larger objective of the subsequent com
plete withdrawal of nuclear weapons from the territories of other 
States,

Bearing in mind the desire to promote the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in various regions of the world, on the initiative 
of the States of the region,

1. CoHls upon all nuclear-weapon States to refrain from stationing 
nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there are no such 
weapons at present;

2. Calls upon all non-nuclear-weapon States which do not have nu
clear weapons on their territory to refrain from any steps which would 
directly or indirectly result in the stationing of such weapons on their 
territories.

^*Pt. F, which was submitted by the USSR and 15 other states, was intro
duced by the USSR. I t  was adopted by the G.A. by 105 votes to 18, with 12 
abstentions:

Against: AustraUa, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, FRG, Greece, Ice
land, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, 
Turkey, U.K., and U.S.

Abstaining: Angola, Austria, Brazil, Burma, Cuba, Gabon, Ireland, Israel, 
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, and Sweden.

China took no part in any of the voting. I t stated in the First Committee that 
mere restrictions on the stationing of nuclear weapons could not eliminate the 
danger of war (A/C.1/33/PV.57, pp. 17-20). The U.S. said that the draft res. 
touched on mutual security concerns that could not be dealt with through the 
measures contained in it (iMd., pp. 21-22). Singapore, Japan, Sweden, India, 
Cuba, Finland, Albania, Egypt, and Nigeria also explained their votes (ihid., pp. 
17-20, 21-31).
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Q 2 5

C o m m it t e e  o n  D is a r m a m e n t  

The General Assembly^
Recognizing that all the peoples of the world have a vital interest 

in the success of disarmament negotiations,
Recognizing also that in accordance with paragraph 28 of its resolu

tion S-10/2 of 30 June 1978, all States have the right to participate in 
disarmament negotiations,

Recalli/ng that in paragraph 113 of the same resolution it declared 
that, in order to achieve maximum effectiveness in the sphere of dis
armament, two kinds of bodies were required: deliberative, in which 
all Member States should be represented, and negotiating, which for 
the sake of convenience should have a relatively small membership. 

Recalling that the membership of the Committee on Disarmament is 
to be reviewed at regular intervals in accordance with paragraph 120 
of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly,^®

1. Recommends that the first review of the membership of the Com
mittee on Disarmament should be completed, following appropriate 
consultations among Member States, during the next special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament;

2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to consider the modali
ties of the review of the membership of the Committee and to report 
on this subject to the General Assembly during its thirty-fifth 
session;

3. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to make arrangements 
for interested States not members of the Committee, to submit to it

^ Pt. G was originaUy submitted by 27 states not members of the CD {ante, pp. 
654r-655). I t  was revised and resubmitted {ante, p. 687) before it was formaUy in
troduced by Tunisia. The third and final version, ultimately sponsored by 44 
states, represented the sponsors’ efforts to accommodate the views of Mexico and 
6 other members of the CD who submitted amendments for both the preambular 
and oper. pars (A/C.1/33/L.54; A/C.1/33/PV.60, pp. 2-61). The final version in
cluded 1 of 2 Mexican amendments for the preamble—the statement on the rela
tively small membership envisaged for the negotiating body—but omitted the 
other, a par. listing the 35 non-nuclear-weapon states members of the CD. The 
omitted par. was rejected by a vote in the First Committee (A/C.1/33/PV.60, 
p. 56).

The rejected Mexican amendments for the oper. pars, would have provided for 
CD membership review at the second special session of the G.A. devoted to dis
armament. The U.K. submitted an amendment to this amendment explaining that 
it sought to avoid the implication that the second special session would actually 
make decisions on the question of the composition of the CD (A/C.1/33/L.57; 
A/C.1/33/PV.60, pp. 31-35). The sponsors accepted a third alternative proposed 
by Nigeria (ifetrf., pp. 37-41, 42-45).

The G.A. adopted the res. by 126 votes to 9 (Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, 
Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR), with 
1 abstention (Mexico). Mexico explained its vote in both the First Committee 
and the G.A. (A/C.1/33/PV.60, pp. 58-61; A/33/PV.86, pp. 26-27). China took 
no part in any of the voting. Both the U.S. and the USSR explained their votes 
(see ante, p. 706 and pp. 706-707).

Ante, pp. 411-439.
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written proposals or working documents on measures of disarmament 
that are the subject of negotiation in the Committee and to participate 
in the discussion of the subject-matter of such proposals or working 
documents;

4. Reaffirms that States not members of the Committee, upon their 
request, should be invited by it to express views in the Committee when 
the particular concerns of those States are under discussion;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth ses
sion an item relating to a review of the membership of the Committee 
on Disarmament.

H27

PR O H IB m O N  o r  THE PRODUCTION OF FISSIONABLE MATERIAL FOR

W e a p o n s  P u r p o s e s  

The General Assembly^
Conscious that effective measures on a universal basis are necessary 

in order to facilitate the process of nuclear disarmament and the 
eventual complete elimination of nuclear weapons,

Convinced that efforts to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race will 
facilitate the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
other nuclear explosive devices,

Considering that the acceptance by all States of binding and verifi
able controls in the form of full scope safeguards, on a non-discrimi- 
natory basis, on all production of fissionable material, so as to ensure 
that it is not used for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive 
devices, would contribute towards the efforts to promote non-pro- 
liferation, limit further production of nuclear weapons and facilitate 
nuclear disarmament,

Recalling with satisfaction that, in paragraph 50 of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session, it recognized that the achieve-

Pt. H was originaUy submitted by AustraUa, Austria, Bolivia, Canada, Den
mark, Ireland, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Romania, and 
Sweden. It was introduced by Canada {ante, pp. 693-694).

As adopted by the First Committee, the 2d preambular par. of pt. H linked the 
prevention of proliferation of nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive de
vices to efforts to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race. Pakistan had sug
gested turning the statement around. This suggestion was reflected in an 
amendment submitted to the G.A. by the sponsors (less Bolivia) which was 
adopted by 86 votes to 0, with 41 abstentions. The amended pt. H was adopted 
by 108 votes to 10, with 16 abstentions:

Against: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, 
Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, and USSR.

AhstoAning: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bhutan, Congo, Egypt, 
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, France, Guinea, India, Mauritius, Mozambique, 
Oman, and Sao Tome and Principe.

Algeria (A/C.1/33/PV.57, p. 41), Egypt, (iMd., pp. 42 -̂45) and Yugoslavia 
{Hid.) objected that the draft res. could be construed as putting the responsi
bility for further nuclear proliferation on the non-nuclear-weapon states. India 
{iMd., p. 32), France {ibid., p. 41), and the USSR {iMd., pp. 32-35) expressed 
the belief that a cut-off should not be dealt with separately from a nuclear 
weapons ban. China took no part in the voting.
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ment of nuclear disarmament would require, inter aliâ  the urgent 
negotiation of an agreement, at an appropriate stage and with adequate 
measures, of verification satisfactory to the States concerned, on the 
cessation of the production of fissionable material for weapons 
purposes,^®

Requests the Committee on Disarmament, at an appropriate stage 
of its implementation of the proposals set forth in the Programme 
of Action contained in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Ses
sion, to consider urgently the question of an adequately verified ces
sation and prohibition of the production of fissionable material for 
nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices and to keep the 
General Assembly informed of the progress of that consideration.

J  29

D is a r m a m e n t  a n d  I n t e r n a t io n a l  S e c u r it y

The GeTierdl Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, in 

which it declared the decade of the 1970s a Disarmament Decade,̂ ®
Reafjirming the purposes and objectives of the Decade,
Bearmg in mind the close relations between disarmament, interna

tional security and development.
Recalling its resolution 32/87 C of 12 December 1977, in which it 

requested the Secretary-General to initiate a study on the interrelation
ship between disarmament and international security, parallel with 
the study on the interrelationship between disarmament and 
development,^^

Recalling also that, in paragraph 97 of its resolution S-10/2 of 30 
June 1978, it requested the Secretary-General, with the assistance of 
consultant experts appointed by him, to continue the study of the 
relationship between disarmament and international security

1. Considers that the maintenance of international security through 
the United Nations in accordance with the provisions of the Charter 
is an essential objective of the Disarmament Decade;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to expedite action for the continu
ation of the study of the relationship between disarmament and in-

Ante, pp. 420-421.
“ Pt. 1 was originaUy submitted under a different agenda item by Cyprus as 

an amendment to a draft res. on the Disarmament Decade (see res. 33/62, ante, 
pp. 725-726). Owing to au oversight, however, the First Committee adopted the 
draft res. without having taken any action on the proposed amendment. Cyprus 
then introduced the gist of its amendment in the form of a brief draft res. having 
but one oper. par. under the agenda item on general and complete disarmament 
[47]. The acceptance of a Nigerian oral amendment added the second oper. par. 
and the draft res., as amended, was aaopted by consensus.

Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
^lU d., 1977, pp. 848-849.
“  Ante, p. 529.
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temational security, with a view to submitting a progress report to 
the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session and the final report 
to the Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.

Televised Interview of President Carter: Establishment of Diplo
matic Relations With China and Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talk [Extract], December 19, 1978

Mr. Cronhite. Have you had any recent conversations with any 
Soviet officials or have you heard from Moscow as to what their re
action is in the last few hours, bringing us up to date ?

The President. Yes, IVe had a personal message delivered to me 
this afternoon from President Brezhnev expressing his understanding 
that our commitment is to peace in the entire world, acknowledging 
the fact that the American position is that our new relationship with 
the People’s Republic of China will contribute to world peace, and 
acknowledging the fact that the proper relationship between major 
sovereign nations is to have full diplomatic relations.

So, I would characterize his personal message to me as being very 
positive in tone. And I can say without any doubt that our new rela
tionship with China will not put any additional obstacles in the way 
of a successful SALT agreement and also will not endanger our good 
relationship with the Soviet Union.

Report on SALT II by a Panel of the House Armed Services 
Committee [Extract], December 23, 1978^

C o n c l u s io n s  o f  t h e  P a n e l

The following report considers U.S. strategic objectives, their rela
tionships with U.S. arms control objectives, and the policies and 
military requirements for carrying out those objectives in a period of

^W eekly Compilation of PreHi^ential Documents, Dec. 25, 1978, p. 2276. The 
President was interviewed by Walter Cronkite of the Columbia Broadcasting 
System.

 ̂SALT II, an Interim Assessment: Report of the Panel on the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and 
Military Application of Xurlear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Armed Services, House of Representatives, With Dissenting and, Supplementary 
Views, 'Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 95-95, pp. 3-8.
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rapidly developing technology and a shifting strategic balance. Based 
on this review, the panel has reached the following conclusions with 
regard to a possible SALT II agreement:

SALT II cannot he viewed in isolation

As the prospective SALT II agreement is presently structured it 
is a narrow and technical approach to the complex political and 
military problems which exist between the United States, and its 
allies, and the Soviet Union and its allies. SALT II, therefore, cannot 
be considered in isolation from U.S. national security and strategic 
policies, including other arms control efforts (such as CTBT and 
MBFR), or trends in U.S. and U.S.S.R. force levels.

When coupled with the realities and trends in the military force 
structures, SALT II could have profound and adverse eiffects upon the 
United States-Soviet strategic balance. Since SALT II will not con
strain—in any militarily significant way—the Soviet Union’s military 
power but will constrain several important U.S. strategic force op
tions, SALT II will not prevent a destabilizing imbalance of power 
from emerging. If SALT II is to> be in the best interest of the United 
States, the interest to be served is in making the balance of power 
more stable. The panel finds no such attribute in SALT II as it is 
presently structured.

The need for U.jS, initiatives

The Soviet Union, during the past decade, has built up enormous 
military capabilities and continues to increase its conventional and 
strategic forces far beyond its objective defense needs. The United 
States, during the same period, has exercised unilateral arms restraint 
by reducing its conventional forces and maintaining the status quo 
in the numbers of its strategic delivery vehicles.

Notwithstanding the underlying intentions of the Soviet buildup, 
the result is a destabilizing disparity in forces which now demands a 
U.S. response to the growing threat to its strategic deterrent 
capabilities.

To respond to the emerging imbalances in United States-Soviet 
strategic forces, expected to occur in the early 1980’s, it will be 
necessary for the United States to acquire and deploy additional and 
more survivable strategic systems. Such systems would include a 
survivable basing mode for the existing ICBM force, a follow-on to 
Minuteman known as the MX ICBM, Trident I and II SLBMs; 
air-launched, ground-launched and sea-launched cruise missiles; and 
eventually a new penetrating bomber. Since the various aggregate 
ceilings, limits and sublimits contained in SALT II will not restrain 
the continued growth and improving capabilities of Soviet strategic 
forces, a SALT II agreement will not substantially reduce U.S.
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defense requirements or expenditures. Conversely, if  no SALT II 
agreement is concluded, U.S. defense requirements or defense expendi
tures would not be substantially increased. SALT II, therefore, will 
not assist the United States in maintaining the strategic balance at 
reduced levels of cost and risk.

The emerging United States-Soviet strategic imbalance will occur 
as the result of the continued exploitation of large Soviet missile 
throwweights, warhead accuracy improvements, high warhead yields, 
expansion and improvements in Soviet sea-launched ballistic missiles, 
and the unrestrained deployment of manned bombers. Notwithstand
ing any intention of the Soviet Union to attain a position of strategic 
superiority over the United States, there is a consensus within the 
present administration, as there was within previous administrations, 
that the vulnerability of U.S. strategic retaliatory systems, particu
larly the Minuteman ICBM, is becoming increasingly serious.

Since U.S. initiatives rather than a SALT II agreement are required 
to correct this problem, a SALT agreement should not be permitted 
to foreclose U.S. options or initiatives.

In addition to procurement and deployment initiatives, the United 
States must maintain a more vigorous program of research and 
development in support of its offensive and defensive strategic force 
modernization requirements. The research and development effort 
must include ABM technology, air defense, penetration aids, and 
other measures designed to enhance the effectiveness and survivability 
of the U.S. Triad of deterrent forces.

U.S. strategic policy
The stated policy of the United States is to maintain strategic 

forces which are “essentially equivalent” to those of the Soviet Union 
in order to maintain a stable strategic balance, and thus deter war. It 
is also U.S. policy that the United States should possess sufficient 
strategic forces of various types to assure the capability to deliver a 
retaliatory blow which would result in unacceptable damage to an 
enemy’s military and economic recovery assets after absorbing a first 
strike. Current U.S. policy calls for the availability of a full range of 
nuclear options to be exercised by the Commander-in-Chief in response 
to a nuclear attack, and the capability to control escalation, strike a 
wide range of targets, and retain a secure reserve for post attack 
requirements.

The concept of “essential equivalence” may, in the minds of some, 
lend itself to the concept that “equal numbers” of strategic delivery 
systems, as incorporated in SALT II, will fulfill U.S. strategic require
ments. The panel believes, however, that equal numbers of delivery 
systems do not automatically insure a military capability to retaliate 
effectively or to exercise the required options in the method of 
retaliation.
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While the panel supports the policy of ‘̂ essential equivalence” as 
a minimum effort, it believes that this policy should be interpreted 
to mean that the United States will maintain the “military sufficiency” 
to actually carry out the above stated strategic policies in order to 
protect its supreme national security interests.

The policy of “essential equivalence” does not necessarily equate 
to a policy of “equal aggregates” of strategic delivery vehicles or a 
“rough numerical parity” of strategic forces. If “essential equivalence” 
were to be defined in those terms without allowances for systems 
survivability, accuracy, and reliability and the more obvious con
siderations of megatonnage, numbers of warheads and types of de
livery vehicles, a military capability to carry out U.S. strategic pol
icies might not exist. Further, the concept of “essential equivalence” 
must not be construed so as to disregard the effectiveness of U.S. post 
attack forces in the delivery of a second strike against a wide range of 
targets. Sufficient redundancy must be provided to offset the destruc
tion and attrition of U.S. strategic forces.

The provisions of SALT II, and any other arms control agreement, 
must be consistent with U.S. strategic policy and the military re
quirements which that policy entails. Since the emerging Soviet threat 
to the survivability of U.S. strategic forces vitally affects the supreme 
national interest, no arms control agreement should be permitted to 
foreclose U.S. options to acquire and deploy the most survivable, mili- 
tarily-effective, and cost-effective strategic systems available.

The U.S. deterrent triad

For more than two decades the executive branch and the Congress 
have supported a Triad of strategic forces, both as a hedge against 
the vulnerability of any one leg and as a militarily effective means of 
retaliation. With these forces, and an exhibited willingness to use 
them, the United States hopes to deter armed conflict and the use, or 
threat of use, of nuclear forces against the United States or its allies. 
Since the Triad provides the factual “essential equivalence” in re
sponse to U.S. policy, it is essential to the national interest that these 
forces be modernized and maintained in an effective, reliable and 
survivable mode.

The panel concludes that, by the early 1980’s the U.S. ICBM leg 
of the strategic Triad will not be deployed in a survivable mode. 
Further, unless a follow-on ICBM more capable than the current 
Minuteman force is deployed, Soviet ICBM warheads will outnumber 
U.S. ICBM warheads by a factor of more than three-to-one. While 
such a warhead disadvantage could be offset by U.S. sea-launched 
ballistic missile (SLBM) and bomber warheads in the near term, the 
panel believes that the Soviets can and will erase this offset by MIRV- 
ing their own SLBM’s, and through their deployment of the Backfire 
bomber.

Prudent U.S. strategic force planning must be based on the national 
self-interest and have as its goal the maintenance and enhancement of
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overall national safety and security. U.S. plans and decisions must 
recognize that the Soviet Union will also pursue its own self-interest 
and will exploit any evidence of a lack of United States will or per
ceived vulnerabilities. For this reason, the panel believes that to permit 
the ICBM leg of the deterrent Triad to become increasingly vulner
able, and to fail to modernize the entire Triad, would be destabilizing 
to the strategic balance and contrary to U.S. national security interests.

Arms control agreements are not a substitute for prudent strategic 
force planning. Such agreements constitute only one of numerous 
aspects of national security. If the administration and the Congress 
place a predominant priority on arms control agreements and fail 
to preserve essential options or fail to modernize U.S. strategic forces, 
the result will be increasing instability—the opposite of the desired 
effect of SALT II.

Projection of interests of U,S, allies

Bilateral arms control agreements between the United States and 
the Soviet Union cannot be allowed to infringe upon the interests of 
U.S. allies. Any SALT II agreement must protect U.S. requirements 
with respect to maintaining area balances of power. The panel is 
mindful of the close relationship between arms control agreements 
and U.S. commitments to the security of NATO, Japan and other 
allies. The panel is also mindful that SALT II would not constrain 
any existing or projected Soviet weapon system of strategic impor
tance to NATO^ such as the SS-20 intermediate range ballistic mis
sile. Yet U.S. ground and sea launched cruise missiles are treated as 
“strategic” weapons and are constrained to 600 kilometers.

While the administration may have ‘’consulted closely” with NATO 
with respect to the SALT II negotiations, there appear to be signifi
cant differences in United States and Soviet opinion as to what U.S.- 
NATO interactions will be permitted under a treaty. For example, the 
Soviets strongly object to the transfer of cruise missile technology to 
NATO, while NATO has been advised that the United States adheres 
to the position that such technology transfers will be permitted.

The panel believes that the unrealistic limitations on the range of 
ground and sea launched comise missiles rendering them useless as a 
stabilizing factor, coupled with the lack of constraints on Soviet stra
tegic weapons such as the SS-20 and Backfire bomber, will lead to 
greater strategic instability. Also, the vague provision concerning 
“noncircumvention” contained in SALT II would reduce U.S. flexi
bility in its NATO defensive efforts and lead to endless Soviet accusa
tions that the United States has in some way violated the agreement.

V erifiGation

The administration has stated that Soviet compliance with a SALT 
II treaty must be adequately and satisfactorily verifiable in order to 
deter and deal with possible violations before they could have a sig
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nificant effect on the strategic balance. The panel notes that the terms 
adequately^ satisfactorily and 'significant are highly subjective in na
ture and are subject to such interpretations as may meet the political 
needs of the moment. What may be considered adequate verification 
by the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, for example, may be 
considered to be dangerously inadequate by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
which must deal with Soviet power on more realistic and pragmatic 
terms. What might not be a significant effect on the strategic balance 
to the Department of State might well be considered a very liigh risk 
by the Department of Defense, and perceived to be highly significant 
by U.S. allies.

While the U.S. national technical means of verification is very good 
in some areas, it is limited in others. The tightly controlled society and 
the secrecy surrounding all military information in the Soviet Union 
deny the U.S. information which is readily available to the Soviet 
intelligence apparatus about United States and NATO systems.

Independent verification of several important aspects of SALT II 
will not be possible. For example, U.S. national technical means can
not look within factories to verify that the SS-16 is not being manu
factured. Substantial improvement to the capabilities of the Backfire 
bomber could be undertaken and would remain unknown to the United 
States. A determined evader could clandestinely MIRV missiles or 
increase the numbers of MIRVed warheads with a high degree of con
fidence that this would not be detected. Also, cruise missile ranges are 
not verifiable.

Of utmost importance is the need for assurances, through inde
pendent verification procedures, that the size, nature and direction 
of Soviet arms programs are, in fact, being controlled. While the 
numbers of ICBM silos and submarine launchers can be verified 
within certain limits, preparations for rapidly increasing the numbers 
of warheads, reloading bombers, or ICBM silos, and deploying clan
destine mobile missile systems cannot be readily verified.

In addition to the need to verify Soviet compliance with SALT II, 
there is a need to guard against technological surprises and the rapid 
emergence of Soviet offensive and defensive strategic weapons which 
could radically alter the strategic balance of power. The panel believes 
that arms control agreements, without cooperative verification pro
cedures, cannot control Soviet technology or prevent the development 
of such systems. Once developed and secretly pToduced, systems such 
as an ABM or mobile ICBM, for example, could be rapidly deployed 
to quickly tip the strategic advantage in favor of the Soviet Union.

Compliance with congressional intent

Public Law 92-448, by which the Congress approved the executive 
agreement known as SALT I in 1972, expressed certain minimum 
conditions for a future SALT II agreement.

First, the Congress recognized that the success of arms control
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agreements depends on the maintenance of a vigorous research and 
development and modernization program.

Second, the Congress directed that any future arms control agree
ment should not limit the United States to levels of intercontinental 
strategic forces inferior to the force levels of the Soviet Union.

Third, the Congress recognized the difficulty of maintaining a stable 
strategic balance in a period of rapidly developing technology. The 
Congress also provided that a future arms control agreement should 
promote a stable international strategic balance and enhance the sur
vivability of U.S. strategic deten^ent forces,'^

The panel concludes that SALT II, as now structured, does not 
respond to the policies expressed by the Congress in Public Law 
92-448.

The panel finds no evidence of enthusiasm within the administration 
for vigorous strategic weapons research and development and modern
ization programs. In fact, the decisions and the indecision within the 
executive branch with respect to the B-1, MX, nuclear weapons, and 
other strategic systems evidence a distinct lack of enthusiasm for 
such programs. The panel notes, for example, that the fiscal year 
1979 budget request for research and development reduced strategic 
development funds by 14 percent from the previous year before infla
tion is considered.

It is often erroneously stated by members of the administration that 
congressional policy is that any new arms control agreement should 
be based on equal numbers of strategic missile launchers and bombers. 
The panel disagrees with this simplistic interpretation of Public Law 
92-448 and points out that congressional policy deals not with numbers 
but with levels of intercontinental strategic forces. Equal numbers of 
missile launchers and bombers, with unequal force effectiveness as a 
result of asymmetries in throw weight, weapon yield and systems vul
nerabilities, can lead to inferior U.S. strategic force levels. Even if the 
“equal numbers” theory is accepted as a measure of equality, the un
constrained Backfire bomber and SS-20 missile will lead to U.S. in
feriority in numbers of intercontinental strategic delivery forces. Thus, 
an arms control agreement based upon “equal numbers” will neither 
promote a stable international strategic balance nor enhance the sur
vivability of U.S. strategic deterrent forces—the primary SALT II 
goals.

SALT II  and the U.S. national interest

At some point during the SALT II negotiations the basic purpose 
and goals of strategic arms limitation agreements have been lost in a 
maze of technical and definitional details. As a result, SALT II ap
pears to have become an end within itself, rather than a means to an 
end. As a result, the product which will most likely be presented to the

^D ocum ents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 681-683.
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Congress, after the political disposition of several remaining items at 
the Smnmit, may well fall far short of an agreement which maintains 
or improves U.S. national security. Clearly, before the expiration of a 
SALT II agreement in 1985, the level of geopolitical confrontation 
arid military competition between the United States and the Soviet 
Union may well have been increased, not decreased. The numbers of 
Soviet nuclear weapons (warheads) will have been increased during 
SALT II, not decreased. The improvement of existing weapons and 
development of new and more sophisticated ones will continue.

SALT II would raise serious questions about U.S. security commit
ments to its allies. Verification problems will be much more difficult 
than those involved in SALT I, yet SALT II would contribute noth
ing more, and perhaps less, to a stable strategic balance and U.S. safety 
than the existing agreement. While the panel believes that arms con
trol negotiations with the Soviets are healthy and should be continued, 
U.S. goals should be reassessed and agreements reached which will 
truly enhance U.S. security and that of its allies. The panel concludes 
that SALT II, as presently structured, is not such a vehicle.

The approval of a SALT II agreement by the Congress, as presently 
constituted, would not contribute significantly to reducing the prospect 
of war, and the failure to approve such an agreement would not neces
sarily bring the United States and Soviet Union any closer to Arma
geddon. A fatal miscalculation, a tragic accident, or an act of madness 
which could propel the world into nuclear war would, in the opinion 
of the panel, be no less likely with SALT II, as presently structured, 
than without such a treaty.

Dissenting Views of Congressman Carr on a Report on SALT II 
by a Panel of the House Armed Services Committee, Decem
ber 23, 1978 ^

I. T h e  S t r a t e g ic  B a l a n c e  a n d  T r e n d s

Underlying the panel’s report is an assumption that the U.S. is stra
tegically inferior to the Soviet Union.  ̂This assumption is false.

It is true that, however we might long for the days of U.S. nuclear 
strategic weapons monopoly, they are gone never to return. It is worth 
noting, however, that even in 1960 when the U.S. possessed nuclear su
premacy though not monopoly, there were those who insisted we were

SALT  / / ,  an Interim Assessment: Report of the Panel on the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of the Intelligence and 
Military Application of Nuclear Energy Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Armed Services, House of Representatives, With Dissenting and Supplementary 
Views, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, H.A.S.C. 95-95, pp. 35-46.

* Supra.

317-783 0 80 52
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in a position of inferiority as a result of a nonexistent “missile gap.” 
These voices are still with us, and presumably will always be with us. 
We should not permit them to distract us from the fact that, while we 
have lost nuclear supremacy, we have settled into a state of mutual 
standoff which can be described with equal validity as ‘‘technical su
periority” or as “essential equivalence.”

This fact is known to the panel, and it is striking to observe the con
tortions the report undergoes in order to avoid facing it.

At one point, the panel report says “it is necessary to look at what 
each nation’s forces can do, rather than the numbers of each nation’s 
weapons.” This is an extremely perceptive statement, very well put. It 
hits the proverbial nail on the head.

“Wliat each nation’s forces can do” is available, unclassified, in a 
highly sophisticated form, from the highest authority based on the best 
information.

AFTER U.S. RETALIATION
FIGURE 1

RELATIVE
FORCE

SIZE

U.S. POST ATTACK

SOVIET POST ATTACK

85 87828078
END FISCAL YEAR

This chart, taken from the latest annual report of the Secretary of 
Defense, depicts the ability of the two superpowers to destroy the real 
Soviet military and economic target base. It considers the forces which 
would remain after a fully generated Soviet first strike against a sur
prised United States, followed by a U.S. counterforce restrike. Over 
the next decade it assumes the United States will proceed with the 
strategic cruise missile program and Trident I, but does not assume 
MX, Trident II, or a new penetrating bomber.

Obviously, this scenario loads the dice against the United States. If 
one were to consider tlie two sides on an equal footing—for example, 
both sides on crisis alert—the U.S. superiority would be more marked.

Where is this chart in the panel report ? It is not there, although we 
assume it has been seen by every member of the panel. In fact, we find 
no measure of what each nation’s forces can do. Instead, in direct 
violation of its own excellent precepts, we find the report resorting to
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numerical simplifications of the worst form: the report presents with 
approval what it describes as a study by the Defense Nuclear Agency.

In fact, this study was not done by the professionals at the DNA, but 
was performed for DNA by a private contractor called the Sante Fe 
Corporation. The Santa Fe study is notoriously incompetent and has 
been thoroughly discredited. It ignores measures which favor the 
United States, while at the same time taking each measure which 
favors the Soviet Union and citing it in several minor variations as so 
many “independent” measures.

Even if a Santa Fe type study were to be done properly, it would be 
of limited utility in that it would deal only with a list of static numeri
cal measures of effectiveness against theoretical idealized targets, with 
no indication of how to weigh them or apply them to real targets.

In contrast, figure 1 deals with real weapons used against real 
targets in a realistic and rigorous scenario. Readers of the report are 
entitled to ask why it was not used, and why obviously inferior 
measures were used.

The question of “Who’s ahead?” has been discussed at great length 
in other forums: I will not belabor the point now, but I will briefly 
rectify some of the report’s misunderstandings.

A. A  footnote to the report implies the United States will be limited 
by SALT II to 3 warheads per ICBM, while the Soviets will be per
mitted 10. In fact, the United States will, because of its Pave Pepper 
tests, be permitted seven warheads on each Minuteman III. We will 
also be permitted to build the MX, with 10 warheads and much better 
hard-target kill capability than any Soviet missile will have at that 
time.

B. The report claims, “Within the provisions of SALT the Soviet 
Union will be able to deploy ICBM systems with a 7 to 1 throw 
weight advantage.” This wondrous figure is obtained by comparing the 
largest Soviet ICBM with the smallest U.S. ICBM: a sleight-of-hand | 
favored by Paul Nitze, but one I would have thought a congressional I 
report would be ashamed to use.

C. According to the report:

Secretary Brown told the Committee that while the outcome of 
a Soviet first strike would apparently favor the United States today, 
by the year 1979 the surviving United States and Soviet forces 
would be roughly equal and, by 1985, a Soviet surprise attack could 
give the Soviets an approximate two-to-one advantage over U.S. 
forces.

The report is correct, but misleading in that it takes the Secretary’s 
statement out of context. It is true that, if the Soviets hit us and we 
don’t hit back, in the 1980’s they will have more remaining forces than 
we. This is shown in figure 2, also taken from the latest Defense 
Department report.
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AFTER SOVIET FIRST STRIKE
FIGURE 2

RELATIVE
FORCE

SIZE SOVIET RESIDUAL

U.S. DAY-TO-DAY

78 80 82 85 87
END FISCAL YEAR

But what the panel report doesn’t tell us is that the reverse is also 
true: If we hit the Soviets and they don’t hit back, our residual force 
will be superior. The committee has this evidence, but the report 
chose not to cite it. A more valid force comparison considers the 
consequences of an exchange rather than a one-way strike. This is the 
subject of figure 1, which demonstrates U.S. superiority following 
an exchange, even if the Soviets strike first and catch us by surprise.

Setting aside the hokum of the report, figure 2 makes a significant 
point. There is an ongoing shift in the strategic balance— n̂ot, as the 
report misrepresents, toward the Soviets and against the United 
States but toward the aggressor and against the defender. Crisis 
stability, while still reasonably good and expected to remain good, 
is declining. The primary cause of this trend is the failure to prohibit 
MIRV and improved ballistic missile accuracy.

The panel’s cure for this unhappy trend is more of the disease: a 
wish list of new strategic weapons. But for every item on our wish 
list, the Soviet military has a countervailing item which will continue 
the shift toward the side which strikes first. If the panel has its way, 
we will spend the next two decades becoming ever better armed and 
ever less secure.

II. S t a b il it y

The panel, the Secretary of Defense, and I agree that crisis stability 
is less secure today than it was 5 years ago. Five years hence, it will be 
less secure than it is today.

This loss of security stems from a tragic failure of the military com
munity, of whicli the House Armed Services Committee is a part and 
the foregoing report is an unfortunately typical product, to recog
nize that national security requires a combination of forces and arms 
control which can be effective when forces alone cannot.
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In absolute terms, the security of the U.S. strate^ îc deterrent is 
excellent and will remain so throughout the foreseeable future. But 
none of us can regard with equanimity a downward trend, however 
slight. If we wish to reverse it, we are going to have to reach beyond 
the narrow perspective of the panel’s report, which evaluates weapons 
solely in terms of what they can do for us, and which regards only 
goods arms control agreement as one which does nothing to interfere 
with our own weapons programs.

The fundamental principle of arms control, which the panel has 
failed to grasp, is this:

While a given weapon may, taken out of context, be beneficial to 
national security, under certain circumstances greater national security 
benefits can be obtained by foregoing that weapon, if by so doing we 
can deny it or another weapon to the other side through arms control.

The historical case in point is Minuteman vulnerability, which is of 
major concern to the panel. More than fifteen years ago, Lt. Gen. 
Glenn Kent and others pointed out that silos would become vulnerable 
to a combination of MIEV, low inaccuracy, and throwweight in excess 
of 1000 lbs. per missile.^

Given the primitive technology of the time, it was probably not pos
sible to require both sides to build mini-ICBM’s. But until relatively 
recently it was possible to impose arms control prohibitions on guid
ance upgrading and MIRV which would have prevented the ICBM 
countersilo capability which now looms on the horizon.

Such prohibitions were never obtained because they were vehe
mently opposed by the narrow military perspective which dominated 
the previous administration, and which dominates the panel’s report 
today.

The United States had, and still has, a large lead in accuracy and 
MIRV technology. The narrow military perspective was entranced by 
this lead, and did not wish to see it constrained. As a result, we can now 
clearly foresee the day when Soviet accuracy and MIRV will render 
80 percent, or perhaps even more, of the Minuteman silos vulnerable 
and our strategic security will be decreased in the sense that we will 
no longer have a full triad.

I regard this as a very minor loss, since a full triad is insurance on 
the insurance on the insurance. I do not intend to lose much sleep over 
the reduction to a 2i/^-armed deterrent, particularly when the security 
of the recallable arm is about to soar as we deploy the cruise missile. 
But those who feel we must have a full triad should note that if we 
follow the advice of the panel, we will make the same mistake again 
and our triad will be further degraded.

THE MAP DILEMMA

I refer to the Multiple Aim Point System, acronym MAP. For the 
sake of discussion, let us assume that ICBM survivability for more

* Approximately half the throwweight of Minuteman. [Footnote in original.]
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than 30 minutes is essential (to reiterate: I do not think it is), and 
examine MAP and SALT in that perspective.

According to the panel, MAP is the answer to ICBM vulnerability. 
The panel views MAP in simple warhead-exchange terms. It would 
have us build MX ICBM’s with 10 warheads each, and build, say, 15 
shelters per missile. Since the Soviets would have to dedicate 2 war
heads per shelter, they would have to expend 30 warheads to destroy 
10 of ours. According to the panel, this presents the attacker with an 
unfavorable warhead-exchange ratio and therefore he will not attack. 
The panel then concludes that, if the counting problem cannot be 
solved and SALT cannot be reconciled with MAP, we must do without 
SALT.

But the panehoverlooks the question of cost-exchange ratios, which 
would be critical in a no-S ALT environment.

Details of my cost-exchange calculations are included in the appen
dix to this dissent; here I present only tbe conclusion:

For every additional MAP shelter we build, the Soviets can afford 
to deploy two additional shelter-killing ICBM warheads. Thus we 
would go into MAP with a vulnerable system, spend any number of 
billions on any number of MAP shelters we wish, and come out of the 
MAP tunnel as vulnerable as when we went in.

On the other hand, MAP appears to present insurmountable veri
fication problems. I do not see how a system can be at the same time 
deceptive and verifiable. There are those, including the Secretary of 
Defense, who say it can be done. But they have yet to show us how, 
although they have been working [on] the problem for years. I don’t 
think they can do it.

Perhaps I will be proven wrong. But there is no doubt that those 
who see only the verification problem, and who say if we must choose 
between MAP and SALT we must abandon SALT, are missing the 
knottiest part of the dilemma.

MAP cannot live with SALT, but neither can it live without SALT, 
since it is feasible only if the verification problem is solved and there 
is a SALT cap on the number of Soviet hard-target ballistic missile 
warheads.

III. Salt II Line Items

It is the contention of the panel report that “SALT II will not con
strain—in any militarily significant way— t̂he Soviet Union’s military 
power but will constrain several important U.S. strategic force 
options.”

This is blatantly fallacious on too many counts to list. Consider 
as one spectacularly significant example the fact, just discussed, that 
SALT will constrain the number of Soviet ICBM re-entry vehicles.

It appears clear that the panel would claim SALT II to be one-sided 
against the United States if it left U.S. forces untouched and confined 
the Soviets to 10 wooden rifles. Consider, for example, that in a report 
previously submitted to the committee the distinguished Chairman of
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the panel criticized SALT for not limiting the number of Soviet ICBM 
warheads. Consider also that the Chairman and other members of the 
panel have frequently criticized SALT for imposing a 2500-km. range 
limit on strategic air-launched cruise missiles.

Subsequent to these criticisms, the very tough and capable U.S. nego
tiating team has persuaded the Soviets to agree to a warhead limit 
and to drop the strategic ALCM range limit. Where is acknowledge
ment of these achievements to be found in the panel’s report ?

Until SALT II is finalized, there is probably little purpose in debat
ing every one of the report’s detailed errors of omission and commis
sion. But I will briefly address those points most in need of correction.

1. Breakout

“Breakout” describes the hypothetical phenomenon (it has never 
occurred in the history of United States-Soviet relations) wherein 
one nation would suddenly abrogate SALT and race ahead with a pro
gram or programs prohibited by SALT. The panel has expressed con
cern over the possibility of breakout in the context of, among other 
things, MIRV missiles, the Backfire bomber, and ABM.

Let us examine breakout in context.
From the Soviet perspective, a breakout would have the following 

adverse consequences:

(A) An end to SALT constraints on U.S. weapons programs.
(B) An end to detente and the beginning of a deep-freeze cold war, 

including—
(C) Rapidly and massively accelerated and augmented U.S. mili

tary programs of all kinds which would, because of our superior 
technological and industrial base, in time greatly widen the U.S. 
margin of military superiority, and—

(D) Tighter counter-Soviet alliances around the world, possibly 
including a Sino-American alliance.

If the gains from a breakout were to exceed the foregoing losses, 
the breakout would have to meet the following requirements:

(1) It would have to produce to a deployed capability almost in
stantaneously to be used in an ongoing crisis or, at the least, before a 
galvanized United States could deploy an equivalent or countervailing 
capability.

(2) The resulting capability would have to be sufficient for a dis
arming first strike against the United States. Anything less would not 
be politically exploitable.

(3) This first strike capability would be required to be used in one of 
the following ways:

(a) to enable the Soviets to prevail in a single crisis of such
magnitude as to overwhelm the future losses generated by the break
out, or—

(b) to produce the surrender and permanent occupation of the
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United States as the only way to prevent U.S. military programs
which would negate the benefits of the breakout.

It is obvious that none of the breakouts feared by the panel, neither 
singly nor in combination, come remotely close to meeting these 
requirements.

Consider Backfire as an example. SALT II and its accompanying 
documentation are expected to prohibit Backfire midair refueling 
exercises, to confine production to its present rate, and to prohibit 
Arctic basing. According to the report, “Assurances which would limit 
the Backfire in time of peace, but not in time of war, are, in the panel's 
view, wholly irrelevant if not patently ridiculous.”

In the view of this member of the panel, the panel's view does not 
survive examination.

A breakout in refueling training would require weeks or months to 
produce a significant deployed capability; a breakout in production 
rates would require years. Since nuclear crises are measured in hours 
or days such a breakout would be, to quote words of the panel, 
“irrevelant if not patently ridiculous.”

Arctic basing can, of course, be acquired in a matter of hours. But 
the very act of moving Backfires to Arctic bases, even for a mere fuel 
stop, would provide the United States with warning of an imminent 
attack. This loss of surprise would reduce Soviet relative damage 
capability many times more than Backfire's meager payload could 
increase it.

Finally, even if a Backfire breakout could meet my requirement (1), 
which it could not, there is no Avay it could hope to meet requirement 
(2).

SOVIET GRAY-AREA SYSTEMS! S S -2 0  AND BACKFIRE

Originally, the Soviet Union insisted that “gray-area” weapons— 
those which can strike the Soviet Union from Europe, or Europe from 
the Soviet Union, but which lack intercontinental range—be included 
in SALT II. After a very prolonged and intense series of negotiations 
in which the United States adamantly refused to do so the Soviets, 
in a major concession, allowed these weapons to be excluded from 
SALT limits.

Now the panel condemns SALT II because it doesn’t do what we 
insisted it not do. If, instead, SALT were to limit the gray-area systems 
of both sides, the panel would condemn SALT for that. Being able to 
damn if you do and damn if you don’t is a good debater’s trick, but it 
should be recognized and dismissed as such.

Neither of these weapons is strategically significant. I f one analyzes 
the damage which would be done to the U.S. economic/industrial 
base by a Soviet heavy attack with and without Backfire, the marginal 
damage is negligible. Similarly, everything the Soviets can do to 
Europe with the SS-20 can be done with their older lEBMs plus a 
portion of their surplus ICBM capability.
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Moreover, the panel appears to believe that SS-20 and Backfire 
constitute a capability aRymmetrically granted to the Soviets but 
denied to us. This is false. We already have the F B -lllA , which carries 
a load 60 percent greater than Backfire and is more sophisticated; 
these aircraft are not counted in SALT and can be increased to any 
force level we wish. We also have approximately 3,000 high-per- 
formance nuclear-capable jet aircraft which could reach the Soviet 
Union, and we liave the world’s largest and best aerial tanker fleet to 
support them; this force, too, can be expanded to any degree we wish. 
In addition, SALT leaves us free to build any number of F B -lllH s  
and any number of IRBMs; we could even take our retired Polaris 
A-3’s—the most reliable strategic weapons ever deployed—and use 
them as IRBMs.

If the reader feels, as I do, that none of these “equivalence” options 
are particularly impressive, it must follow that Backfire and SS-20 
are not particularly impressive.

Recently, I was privileged to present my views on gray-area systems, 
the SS-20 in particular, to the faculty of the Federal Republic of 
Germany’s Fiihrungsakademie (general staff college). When I had 
concluded, the distinguished Commandant of the academy made an 
interesting observation. He shared my judgment, he said, on the mili
tary and intellectual significance of the SS-20: It is not significant. But 
he was nevertheless highly concerned about the SS-20 as a perception 
and psychological problem.

Note that the important perception is not how the Soviet perceive 
us, but how they perceive us perceiving them. This, in turn, is deter
mined by the messages we send them. If we continually tell them how 
intimidated we are by the SS-20—or any other weapon—it has served 
its purpose even if it is nothing but a balsa wood mockup. But if we 
tell them we are not impressed, it has failed to accomplish its purpose. 
Unfortunately, we follow the former course far more often than the 
latter, which is why the Soviets are doing as well as they are at the 
perceptions game.

If perceptions are the problem, this report is part of the problem.

S S -16  AND MIRV SUBLIMIT VERIFICATION

The panel expresses concern that SS-16 third stages could be se
cretly produced and stockpiled, and that “A determined evader could 
clandestinely MIRV missiles or increase the number of MIRVed 
warheads with a high degree of confidence that this would not be 
detected.”

This is sophistry. A determined evader could maintain this “high 
degree of confidence” that his cheating was undetected only if he did 
not test the violating systems, in which case he would have a very 
low degree of confidence that the products of his cheating would work. 
And as I have pointed out elsewhere (see my dissent to HASC No. 
95-90 the counterforce first strike mission is absolutely intolerant of

Ante, pp. 610-620.
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low-confidence weapons. Thus, cheating of this type would not give 
the Soviets a weapon of any use to them and would not be worth the 
risk of exposure.

GLCM AND SLCM RANGE

The panel objects to the 600 km. limits on land- and sea-launched 
cruise missiles. But it is noteworthy that such objections have not 
been raised by our European allies who would be the beneficiaries of 
these weapons, and who uniformly and strongly support SALT II in 
its entirety.

The panel implies that these range restrictions deprive NATO of a 
deep strike capability. Nothing could be farther from the truth. We 
have many other options open to us, including—

(1) Diverting a wing or two of B-52G/CMCs from the SIOP 
to a NATO war, as we diverted them to the far less important 
war in Vietnam. Operating from U.S. bases, these heavy bombers 
could fly out over the Atlantic and launch range-unlimited cruise 
missiles at targets anywhere in Europe. Since NATO’s primary 
weakness is vulnerability to a surprise attack, the ability to operate 
these missiles from U.S. sanctuaries and over safe waters would 
probably make this mode preferable to the GLCM even if there 
were no SALT.

(2) 600-km. ALCMs launched from Tornados or F - l l l s  deep 
in Warsaw Pact territory.

(3) Pershing II, a highly accurate ballistic missile with three 
times the permitted range of GLCM.

There is some irony in the fact that the sea-based land-attack cruise 
missile has always been regarded as of such marginal utility that it 
has been canceled or on the verge of being canceled on its own lack 
of merit. But now that SALT threatens to limit it, all at once the 
panel finds it essential.

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

The panel appears to feel some uncertainty regarding the provisions 
on technology transfer and noncircumvention. I am pleased to have 
the opportunity to explain these provisions, which are really quite 
clear.

(1) Cruise missiles with range under 600 km. are not limited by 
SALT II in any way. Therefore, they raise no circumvention issue; 
we may transfer designs, blueprints or actual missiles to our allies 
in any quantity we wish. In passing, I might point out that I have 
recently spent three weeks in Europe under International Commu i- 
cations Agency auspices meeting with military and political leaders 
in Germany, Britain, France, Holland, and Belgium, and I found 
considerable uncertainty there as to whether they want the cruise 
missile. But if they want it and we want to give it to them, SALT II  
will not stop us.
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(2) Transferred long-range air-launched cruise missiles would con
stitute circumvention and be prohibited, unless their launch aircraft 
were counted under the 1320 subceiling.

(3) Long-range cruise missiles carried on other than heavy bombers 
are denied to the superpowers under the terms of SALT II. Therefore, 
transfer of such weapons to our allies would constitute circumvention 
and is prohibited.

An interesting question arises here. Suppose we were to transfer a 
600-km. cruise missile to a European ally wlio then, without consulting 
us, modified the missile to increase its range. Alternatively, suppose a 
European nation built a ciniise missile on its own, which some have 
the technology to do.

The Soviets are in an extremely weak position here, both in terms 
of range verification and in terms of cruise missile proliferation. But if 
they are willing to live with it, I cannot understand why the panel—or 
any American—should object. The Soviets are quite capable of nego
tiating their own position, and I cannot understand why the panel 
should wish to represent their case for them. Ironically, it is the oppo
nents of SALT who repeatedly accuse our negotiators of negotiating 
with themselves against the U.S. position!

IV. R e s t r a i n i n g  O u r  R e s t r a i n t

I am not an advocate of imilateral restraint * with the abjective of 
inducing the Soviets tO' follow suit. While Paul Warnke’s characteriza
tion of the arms race as “two apes on a treadmill” is entirely accurate, 
the only way to get ojff the treadmill seems to be for both to do it to
gether by formal agreement. Our experience with less formal proc
esses—for example, the nuclear test moratorium of two decades 
ago—has not been good.

But while I share the panel’s opposition to unilateral restraint, I am 
bemused by the panel’s assumption that the U.S. has followed or is 
seriously considering following a policy of unilateral restraint.

I am aware or no such practice, past, present, or contemplated. 
While we have produced an impressive amount of self-serving rhetoric 
about our unilateral restraint, and while we have in fact been occa
sionally restrained by technological or economic considerations, I know 
of not one instance in which the United States has exercised unilateral 
strategic weapons restraint as a diplomatic gesture.

The report offers only one example: the cancellation of the B-1 
bomber. But this was done as a military decision, based on the judg
ment that the cruise missile is more effective. It was an act of escalation 
rather than restraint, and was recognized and protested as such by the

* There are rare exceptions to this. One is the neutron weapon affair, in which 
President Carter was able, without delaying the initial operatina: capability of 
the weapon, to give the other side an opportunity to turn it off by displaying 
reciprocal restraint—which, unfortunately, it has not done. [Footnote in 
original.]
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Soviets. On several occasions, high Soviet officials have, only half in 
jest, offered to pay for re-opening the B-1 line if only we would accept 
tight restrictions on the strategic cruise missile.

While I hesitate to dispute the distinguished Chairman of the full 
committee, for whom I have the greatest respect, I am bewildered by 
his quoted statement that Paul Warnke has described the B-1 can
cellation as an act of restraint the Soviets should reciprocate. Mr. 
Wamke tells me he cannot recall describing the B-1 cancellation in 
these terms, and that he emphatica l̂ly does not regard it as an act of 
restraint.

V. S a v in g  M o n e t

The report cautions that SALT II will not facilitate a reduction in 
the cost of our strategic forces.

In the short and medium term, this is true. SALT cannot stop a 
weapon system which has built a defined constituency. In a battle be
tween pork and SALT, pork will win every time. The view of the 
panel, that SALT must be paid for by a wish list of new strategic 
weapons, is militarily questionable but may prove politically 
unstoppable.

But in the long term the prospects for fiscal benefits are rather good. 
In the absence of SALT we can be sure that no sooner will the first 

MX, for example, roll off the assembly line than the Air Force will 
begin thinking and talking about the “next logical follow on” missile— 
let’s call it the MY—and about the inability of MX to deal with the 
expected future threat. And we can be sure the Armed Services Com
mittee’s only question will be why the MY program isn’t coming 
along faster. By prohibiting new types of ICBM’s, SALT II will 
break the chain of inevitable “next logical follow ons,” save us from 
the MY, and save the taxpayers an eleven-figure sum. Where this 
money will go is another question.

VI. D e t e n t e  a n d  A l l  T h a t

The panel apparently considers SALT support to be based on the 
belief that:

After a SALT II agreement has been reached, the Soviets w ill: 
reduce the military threat to NATO; assist in, rather than agitate 
against, a settlement of the problems in the Middle East; halt the 
subversion of African states through their Cuban surrogates; halt 
the expansion of their naval power m the Western Pacific; and gen
erally reduce the areas of possible United States-Soviet confronta
tion which might lead to war.

If the panel knows of someone who actually believes this, I suggest 
we invite that person to testify before the full committee. For my part, 
I would certainly like to meet him; I ’ve never before had the oppor
tunity to shake hands with a straw man.

SALT II won’t do these things. It will not do many of the things I
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had hoped it would. It has been severely handicapped by the Jackson 
resolution and by the narrow perspective of the Administration under 
which it began life, which have forced its focus onto the relatively 
trivial issue of equivalence and away from the more significant prob
lem of crisis stability. Nevertheless, SALT II will—

(1) Contribute to an ongoing relaxation of East-West tension. While 
we in the United States tend to place a relatively low value on this, 
those who are concerned about NATO security should note that our 
NATO partners consider detente to be vital to their security; this 
concern is the primary driver behind our allies’ solid support of 
SALT II.

(2) Constrain Soviet capabilities to a significant degree, U.S. stra
tegic forces will maintain technical superiority and essential equiva
lence with or without SALT. But those who are concerned about such 
things as Soviet warhead numbers and heavy missiles should note 
that these programs will be considerably larger without SALT II, 
rendering the maintenance of a given relative posture more expensive.

(3) Increase the possihility that you and I will live  ̂ and live free  ̂
to the proverbial ripe old age. SALT III promises major controls on 
crisis-destabilizing new technologies and deployments; very promising 
general areas of agreement have already been reached on an informal 
basis. Kill SALT II arnd there will be no SALT III.

It is all very well to criticise SALT II for not doing as much as it 
might; I myself have made this criticism frequently. But to oppose 
SALT II on these grounds would be irrational, since rejection of 
SALT II will lead, not to a better SALT III sooner, but to no stra
tegic arms control at all in the forseeable future.

Neither is it rational to oppose SALT because it does not solve all 
our problems, any more than it would be rational to reject all military 
programs because they cannot solve all our problems. Sound national 
security requires a synthesis of forces, arms control, strategy, and 
diplomacy.

In the last analysis, SALT II must stand or fall on this question: 
'Will national security be improved or degraded by its implementation^ 
both in the long and short run?

The Panel’s report probably makes as good a case for the negative 
as can be made. The fact that the case for the affirmative appears so 
much stronger, even when prepared by so modest an advocate as this 
writer, should tell us something.

A p p e n d i x

CAN MAP IMPROVE SURVIVABILITY WITHOUT SALT?

Fourth-generation ICBM design clearly suggests that the Soviets 
desire a counter-ICBM capability and are willing to invest heavily

® See Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, p. 682.
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in it. Massive Soviet expenditures in air defense leading to very little 
capability suggest they are willing to accept highly unfavorable cost- 
exchange ratios once they settle on an objective.

Given, then, that they appear to have settled on counter-ICBM 
capability as an objective, the question is this: Can we expect the 
Soviets to counter MAP, or can we expect them to dismiss such an 
effort as economically infeasible?

I have been unable to obtain unclassified cost estimates for Soviet 
ICBMs. Therefore, I assume that, at some point during the required 
lifetime of MAP, the Soviets will be able to build a missile equivalent 
to MX (8000-lb throwweight, 05nm. inaccuracy, and Mk. 12A yield-to 
weight) at a cost comparable to ours. Thus, we have the following 
basic cost figures, obtained from the Department of Defense:

Incremental cost of an MX missile: $12 million.
Incremental cost of a vertical shelter: $1 to 1.5 million.

MX will carry 10 Mk. 12A warheads of 350kt. each. Against a 
vertical shelter of 600 psi hardness, this is clearly overkill since it 
provides a single-shot theoretical kill probability of well over 99 per
cent : far in excess of what reliability will permit.

I f the attacker seeks a more realistic 90 percent theoretical single
shot kill probability, yield can be reduced to about 55kt. Applying 
Walsh’s Law, an MX could carry more than 30 such warheads. 
(Technical considerations might favor using larger numbers of war
heads per missile on a smaller number of larger missiles, or conversely 
a smaller number of warheads per missile on a larger number of 
smaller missiles. The effect of such variations on cost per warhead is 
sufficiently small to warrant ignoring in light of the very approximate 
cost estimates used here.)

Assuming the attacker targets two EVs per shelter as a hedge 
against unreliability, each missile can destroy 15 shelters. Thus, we 
have the following:

(1) The defender can build 15 shelters at a cost of $15-21 million.
(2) The attacker can destroy these shelters at a cost of $12 million.

The cost-exchange ratio is, therefore between 1.25 and 1.75 against 
MAP. This is in rough agreement with Defense Department studies 
which, according to information given verbally to my staff by the 
Department’s chief strategic scientist, have found ratios averaging 
about 1 to 1.

I emphasize that we cannot say that a cost-exchange ratio favoring 
MAP by a few percent makes it a good idea while a ratio favoring the 
attacker by a few percent makes MAP a bad idea. We would be fools 
to spend $30 billion for no other purpose than to force the Soviets to 
spend $33 billion. On the contrary, we must conclude the following:

Unless MAP can be demonstrated to offer a cost-exchange ratio 
favorable by several hundred percent, we must assume the Soviets 
will counter it and, in the absence of an RV limit MAP will give us no 
increased survivability.
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Administration Report on United States Policy Toward the 
Soviet Union: Strategic and Military Dimension [Extract], 
December 31, 1978 ^

The strategic and military dimension of our relationship with the 
TJ.S.S.R. is fundamental. It poses the greatest danger to our security 
and is at the core of existing power relationships.

The years since World War II have witnessed steady accretion of 
Soviet military strength across a broad spectrum ranging from strate
gic to conventional forces. Without going into the historic evolution 
of force structure on both sides, it can be generalized that the situa
tion today is one of rough parity. Our policy is twofold: (1) to main
tain unsurpassed military strength adequate to protect our interests 
while (2) seeking balanced and stabilizing arms control agreements 
to reduce the danger of war. As for the strategic balance, our new 
programs—Trident, cruise missiles, improved intercontinental ballis
tic missiles—are designed to guarantee us a powerful deterrent against 
nuclear attack. The purpose of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
(SALT) is to curb a wasteful and potentially dangerous nuclear arms 
race by reducing levels of arms, removing uncertainty in our force 
planning, and enhancing strategic stability. Building on the antibal- 
listic missile treaty in 1972  ̂ we have sought to limit strategic offen
sive arms qualitatively and quantitatively. Our goal is a SALT II 
agreement which will be equitable, balanced, and stabilizing.

The diiBculty in negotiating an agreement reflects the intrinsic con
straints of our relations witji the U.S.S.R., as well as the vital security 
issues at stake. Despite wariness on both sides, in 9 years the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. have gradually become more accustomed to 
talking with each other about the highly sensitive subject of strategic 
arms and have had the opportimity to develop a better understand
ing of each other’s premises and concerns. The Standing Consultative 
Commission established in 1972, in particular, has proved a valuable 
mechanism for clarifying questions relating to verification of compli
ance with the first SALT agreements.

The Soviet conventional force buildup and the projection of Soviet 
conventional forces beyond Soviet borders have caused disquiet, to us 
and our allies. We have committed ourselves to a 3% per annum real 
increase in defense spending in part to meet the threat. We have also 
intensified efforts to improve cooperation with our allies on modern
izing and standardizing equipment. Here too, however, we are pur
suing a policy of detente along with defense. While the mutual and

^Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 1979, pp. 39-40. The report was prepared 
in accordance with Section 24(b) of the International Security Assistance Act 
of 1978. It was approved by President Carter and transmitted to Congress by 
Secretary of State Vance on Jan. 4,1979.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1912, pp. 197-201.
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balanced force reduction talks in Vienna have proceeded slowly, we 
remain committed to their success.

Consistent with this Administration’s policy of arms transfer re
straint, the United States initiated discussions with the U.S.S.R., the 
world’s second largest supplier of arms, to examine the possibility of 
establishing an overall framework to restrain conventional arms trans
fers. Thus far, four meetings have taken place. Since the subject is 
new for both sides and especially complex in its ramifications, prog
ress will require patience and care.

Since November 1977 the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
the U.S.S.R. have been negotiating toward a comprehensive test ban 
prohibiting all nuclear explosions. Considerable progress has been 
made but important verification issues have yet to be resolved. Veri
fication remains the chief obstacle to agreement in the U.S.-Soviet 
talks on banning chemical weapons. Progress has been made in bi
lateral negotiations on banning radiological weapons though some dif
ferences remain. A sharp increase in Soviet naval presence in the 
Indian Ocean as well as Soviet and Cuban actions in the Horn of Africa 
led to adjournment of the U.S.-Soviet Indian Ocean arms limitation 
talks, aimed at stabilization of the U.S.-Soviet military presence in 
the area, after the fourth meeting. The question of resumption is un
der review, but Soviet intentions with regard to the Arabian Penin
sula and the Horn of Africa remain of concern. The United States and 
the U.S.S.R. have met once to consider the question of limiting anti
satellite weapons, and will meet again early in 1979.

The military balance must be subjected to constant scrutiny since 
it can be changed not only by technological breakthroughs but by 
changing attitudes of other nations. There is no single subject on which 
the Administration devotes more energy and attention than to assure 
that we meet military challenges where necessary and restrain them 
where possible.
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Fiscal Year 1979: Hearings Before the Committee on Armed Services, United 
States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session on S. 2571 To Author
ize Appropriation^^ During the Fisc il Year 1979 . . . .  9 pts. Pt. 1—Author- 
ization-Posture Statement: Secretary of Defense Harold Brown; General 
George S. Brown, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, FeJ). 7, 1978. Pt. 2—Author
ization—Budget Priorities and Management Issues, Strategic Nuclear Posture, 
Maritime Posture, NATO Posture, Feb. 9, 21, 23; Mar. 1, 1978.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. Nuclear Waste Disposal: 
Hearings Before the Subcommittees on Science, Technology and Space and 
Surface Transportation . . .  on Nuclear Waste Disposal (Serial no. 95-136; 
95th Cong., 2d sess.). Aug. 9,10,16,1978. 2 pts.

--------------------. Spacp Laiv: Selected B a He Documents. Second Edition. Prepared
at the Request of Hon. Howard W. Cannon, Chairman . . . .  (Com. p r t .; 95th 
Cong., 2d sess.), Dee. 1978.

--------------------. Weather Modification: Programs, Problems, Policy and Poten
tial. Prepa/red at the Request of Hon. Howard W. Cannon, Chairman . . . 
(Com. p r t.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), May 1978.

Committee on Foreign Relations. Briefings on SALT Negotiations: Hearings . . . 
on Briefings by Cyrus R. Vance, Secretary of State, and Ambassador Paul C. 
Wamke, Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, on the SALT Nego
tiations, (95th Cong., 1st sess.), Nov. 3 and 29, 1977 [Secret hearings sanitized 
and made public, May 1,1978.]

--------------------. Environmental Modification Treaty: Hearings . . .  on Ex. K,
95-2, Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use 
of Environmental Modification Techniques (95th Cong., 2d sess.), Oct. 3, 1978.’*

--------------------. International Security Assistance Programs: Hearings Before
the Subcommittee on Foreign Assistance . . .  on S. 28Jt6, To Amend the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms Export Control Act, and for Other 
Purposes (95th Cong., 2d sess.), Apr. 25, 26; May 1, 2,1978.̂ ®

--------------------. Middle East Arms Sales Proposals: Hearings . . .  on Proposed
U.S. Sales of Fighter Aircraft to Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Israel (95th Cong., 
2d sess.). May 3, 4, 5, 8, 1978.“

--------------------. Nuclear Fuel Export to India: Hearings Before the Subcommit
tee on Arms Control, Oceans and International Environment . . .  on Proposed 
Sale of Enriched Uranium To Fuel India's Tarapur Reactors (95th Cong., 2d 
sess.). May 24,1978.^“̂

--------------------. Prospects for the Vienna Force Reduction Talks Prepared . . .
by the Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division, Congressional Research 
Service, Library of Congress (Com. p r t.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), Aug. 1918.

--------------------. Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and Comprehensive Test Ban
Negotiations: A Report to the Committee on Foreign Relations, . . .  by Senator 
Frank Church (Com. prt.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.). [Sanitized and made public, 
Sept. 1978.]

--------------------. Treaty of Tlatelolco: Hearing on Ex. I, Additional Protocol I
to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
{Treaty of Tlatelolco), (95th Cong., 2d sess.), Aug. 15, 1978.

--------------------. Twenty-fourth Meeting of the North Atlantic Assembly Held at
Lisbon, Portugal, November 25 to November 30, 1978: Report of the U.S. Dele
gation (Com. prt., 96th Cong., 1st sess.), Mar. 1979.

--------------------. U.N. Special Session on Disarmament: Hearing Before the Sub
committee on A7'ms Control, Oceans and International Environment . . .  on 
U.S. Preparations for United Nations Special Session on Disarmament To Be 
Held May 28-June 28, 1978 (95th Cong., 2d sess.), Apr. 13, 1978.

13 Reprinted ante, p. 557.
Excerpt reprinted ante, pp. 586-590. 

^  Excerpt printed ante, pp. 273-275. 
Excerpt printed ante, pp. 276-278. 
Excerpt printed ante, pp. 333-334.
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Committee on Governmental Affairs. Legislative History of the Nuclear Non
proliferation Act of 1978 II.R. 8638 (PuUic Law 95-242). Prepared for the 
Subcommittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Federal Services . , . dy 
the Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress (Com. p r t .; 96th 
Cong., 1st sess.), Jan. 1979.

--------------------. Nuclear Waste Management: Hearings Before the Subcommittee
on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation and Federal Services . . . (95th Cong., 2d 
sess.), July 25, 26, 27,1978.

--------------------. Readet' on Nuclear Nonproliferation Prepared for the Subcom
mittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation and Federal Services . . .  by the 
Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress (Com. prt.; 95th Cong., 
2d sess.), Dec. 7,1978.

--------------------. Transfer of Technology and the Dresser Industries Export
Licensing Actions: Hearing Before the Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions . . . .  (95th Cong., 2d sess.), Oct. 3,1978.

Select Committee on Intelligence. The National Intelligence Estimates A-B  
Episodes Concerning Soviet Strategic Capability and Objectives: Report of 
the . . . Subcommittee on Collection, Production, and Quality . . . Together 
With Separate Views (Com. p r t.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), Feb. 16,1978.

Joint Committee of the Senate

Committee on Armed Services and Committee on Energy and Natural Resources. 
China and United States Policy. Report of Senator Henry M. Jackson . . . 
(Com. prt. 95-94; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), Mar. 1978.

Joint Committees of the Senate and the House

Joint Economic Committee. Allocation of Resources in the Soviet Union and 
China—i978.* Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Priorities and Economy in 
Government . . .  4 pts. Pt. 1—Executive session, June 23, 1977: Summary of 
statements and excerpts from oral testimony. Pt. 2—Executive session, June SO,
1977. Summary of statements and excerpts from oral testimony. Pt. 3—June 23 
and 30 {executive sessions), and, July 6, 1977. Pt. 4—Soviet Union: Executive 
sessions, June 26 and July IĴ y 1978.^^

Joint Committee of the House and Senate. Bibliography: Nuclear Proliferation. 
Prepared for the Subcommittee on Energy, Nuclear Proliferation and Federal 
Services of the Committee on Governmental Affairs, United States Senate, 
and the Committee on International Relations and Committee on Science and 
Technology, U.S. House of Representatives, by Envit'onment and Natural Re
sources Policy Division, Congressional Research Service, The Library of Con
gress (Jt. Com. p r t .; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), Apr. 1978.

Joint Committee on International Relations and Foreign Relations of the House 
and Senate. Fiscal Year 1979 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statements 
Submitted to the Congress by the President Pursuant to Section 36 of the 
Arms Control and Disa/rmament Act (Jt. Com. prt.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), 
June 1978."®

--------------------. Legislation on Foreign Relations Through 1977. 3 vols. Vols. I
and I I :  Current Legislation and Related Executive Orders. Vol. I l l :  Treaties 
and Related Material (Jt. Com. prt.; 95th Cong., 2d sess.), Feb. 1978.

Other U.S. Government Publications

Department of Defense. Department of Defense Annual Report: Fiscal Year
1979, Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense, Feb. 2, 1978.^

—----------------- . United States Military Posture for FY 1979: Statement by Gen
eral George S. Brown, USAF, to the Congress on the Defense Posture of the 
United States for FY 1979. Prepared 20 January 1978.

Excerpt reprinted ante, pp. 409-411. 
Excerpts printed ante, pp. 172-176. 

2® Excerpt printed ante, pp. 58-62.
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United Nations Materials

The Journal of the United Nations, to which the Daily List of Documents 
Distril)uted at Headquarters is a useful supplement, provides information on 
daily schedules and ag:enda of meetings of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly and its various committees, as svell as brief summaries of meetings 
that have taken place. The Index to Proceedings of the General Assembly: 
Thirty first Sessiori {second part)—Id'll and Thirty-second Session—1977 pro
vides a bibliographic guide to the documents and proceedings of the second part 
of the thirty-first session (Sept. 13-19, 1977) and the thirty-second session 
(Sept. 20-Dec. 21, 1977), including the main committees of the General Assembly 
that met during the session (sales no. E.78.I.15). The UN Chronicle reports 
monthly on the activities, proceedings, and decisions of the General Assembly and 
its committees and on organizations afiiliated with the United Nations, such as 
the International Atomic Energy Agency and other specialized agencies. The 
Yearbook of the United Nations offers a comprehensive account of the discus
sions, decisions and activities of the United Nations bodies during the year under 
review. The most recent Yearlwok is that for 1976 (sales no. E.78.I.1). The Dis
armament Yearbook was prepared pursuant to General Assembly resolution 31/90 
of Dec. 14,1976,"^ and was designed primarily to meet the needs of persons dealing 
professionally with disarmament matters. Vol. 1 of this series was published in
1977 (sales no. E.77.IX.2). I t  was followed by Status of Multilateral Arm^ Regu
lation and Disarmament Agreements: Special Supplement to the United Nations 
Disarmament Yearbook (sales no. E.78.IX.2), which contains the texts of arms 
regulation agreements, beginning with the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the 
Antarctic Treaty of 1959 and ending with the environmental modification con
vention of 1977.^“ I t also provides composite tables of signatories and parties. 
Volume 2 of the United Nations Disarmament Yearbook (sales no. E.78.IX.4) 
reviews main developments and negotiations in the disarmament field during
1977. I t gives particular attention to the work of the CCD. General Assembly and 
tho Preparatory Committee for the special session of the General Assembly on 
disarmament. Disarmament: A Periodic Review by the United Nations, the most 
recent of the U.N. disarmament publications, is issued three times a year in five 
languages (sales no. E.78.IX.3). The first issue, vol. 1, no. 1, is dated May 1978.

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee on its work during 1978 has been published 
as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 29 
(A/33/29). Documents of this Committee, designated by the prefix A/AC.159/ 
. . . exist in mimeographed form.

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee on its work during 1978 has been pub
lished as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-third Session, Supplement 
No. 28 (A/33/28). Its special report to the General Assembly’s special session on 
disarmament has been published as General Assembly Official Records: Tenth 
Special Session, Supplement No. 3 (A/S-10/3), vols. I and II.

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD)

Documents of this Committee, designated by the prefix CCD/ . . . exist in 
mimeographed form. Its report to the General Assembly for 1978 has been pub
lished as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-third Session, Supplement 
No. 27 (A/33/27), vols. I and II. Its report to the special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament has been published as General Assembly Official Rec
ords: Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 2 and 2A (A/S-10/2 and Add. 1), 
vols. I and II  and addendum.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 942-943.
22 The texts of these agreements may also be found ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765; ibid., 

J945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556 ; ibid., 1977, pp. 322-326.
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D isarm am ent Commission

The Disarmament Commission has published its report on its first eight meet
ings (Oct. 9-Dec. 12. 1978) as General Assembly Ojjlcial Records: Thirty-third 
Session Supplement No. 42 (A/33/42). Documents of the Commission, designated 
by the prefix A/CN . . . exist in mimeographed form.

General Assembly

Verbatim records of plenary and First Committee meetings exist in mimeo
graphed form. First Committee reports on the consideration of draft resolutions 
submitted to it may be found in the Annexes to the General Assembly Official 
Records. Agenda items of the Thirty-third General Assembly that are of interest 
are numbered 35-49, 125, 128. The texts of the resolutions adopted by the Thirty- 
third General Assembly during Sept. 19-Dec. 21, 1978; Jan. 15-19, and May 23- 
31, 1979 have been published in General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-third 
Session, Supplement No. //5 (A/33/45). Resolutions pertinent to arms control 
and disarmament concerns (as well as selected statements excerpted from the 
33d UNGA documents) have been reprinted here. They are listed under “Topical 
List of Documents,” ante, vi.

Verbatim records and documents of the Tenth Special Session, i.e., the special 
session on disarmament, exist in mimeographed form. The Final Document of 
that session, which contains the gist of the proposals and views submitted to that 
session, is reprinted ante, pp. 411-439.

International Atomic Energy Agency

Both the Agency’s Annual Report for 1977, published in 1978 and its Annual 
Report for 1978 include reports on its safeguards program activities and on the 
status of its safeguards agreements with both parties and non-parties to the non
proliferation treaty. The IAEA also publishes the bimonthly International Atomic 
Energy Bulletin, which lists forthcoming IAEA conferences and symposiums and 
occasionally reports on some of them. Bulletin issues for the year 1978 are volume 
20, nos. 1-6 (Feb.-Dee.).

Preparatory Committee for the Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted 
to Disarmament

The report of the Preparatory Committee has been issued as General Assembly 
Official Records: Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/S-10/1), seven 
volumes.

Preparatory Conference for the United Nations Conference on Prohibitions for 
Restrictions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed 
To Be Excessively Injurious or To Ha/oe Indiscriminate Effects

The report of the Preparatory Conference has been published as General As
sembly Official Records: Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 44 (A/33/44).

Secretary-General

The report of the Secretary-General covering the period June 16, 3977-June 15,
1978 has been issued as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-third Session, 
Supplement No. 1 (A/33/1).

The Secretary-GeneraPs report on the production of a U.N. film on wars and 
their consequences was issued as A/33/389 [47].

Special Committee on Enhancing the Effectiveness of the Principle of Non-Use 
of Force in International Relations

The Special Committee’s report has been published as General Assembly 
Official Records: Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 41 (A/33/41).
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ADENIJI, OLUYEMI. Nigerian Ambassador, Alternate Representative to UNGA, 
1976; Ambassador to Switzerland and Permanent Representative at U.N. Euro
pean Oflace, Geneva, and at CCD, 1977- ; President, U.N. Preparatory Confer
ence on Prohibition or Restriction of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons,
1978.

ADRIAz OLA NALDA, OSCAR. Bolivian General and Foreign Minister, 1976-
1979.

AGNEW, HAROLD M. Director, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory. 1970-1978: 
Chairman, General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, 1974-1977.

AKHUND, IQBAL A. Pakistani Ambassador to France; member. U.N. Secretary- 
General’s Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship between Dis
armament and Development, 1978.

ALFARARGI, SAAD. Consultant, U.N. Center for Disarmament; Secretary to 
‘both U.N. Secretary-General’s Ad Hoc Group on the Relationship between Dis
armament and Development, and Group of Governmental Experts on the Rela
tionship between Disarmament and Development, 1978.

al-SADAT. See 'tinder SADAT.
APEL, HANS E. Member, Federal Republic of Germany Bundestag, 1965- ;

FRG Minister of Finance. 1974-1978; Defense Minister, 1978-
ARBATOV, GEORGI A. Director, USSR Institute of the United States of America 

and Canada, 1967- ; member, Soviet Academy of Sciences, 1967-
ARROIO, G.R.B. First Secretary, Brazilian Permanent Mission to U.N. Office, 

Geneva; member, U.N. Secretary-GeneraFs Group of Governmental Experts on 
the Relationship between Disarmament and Development, 1978.

ASHE, DEREK R. (Sm). U.K. Ambassador and alternate leader of delegation 
to CCD, 1977-

bACKSAI, TAM^S. Managinsr Director. National Bank of Hunsrary, Budapest; 
member, both U.N. Secretary-General’s Ad Hoc Group on Relationship between 
Disarmament and Development, and Group of Governmental Experts on the 
Relationship between Disarmament and Development, 1978.

BADAWI, ABDEL HALIM. Egyptian Ambassador and Deputy Permanent Rep
resentative to UNGA, 1976- ; member, U.N. Secretary-General’s Ad Hoc
Group on Relationship between Disarmament and Development, 1978.

BAKER, HOWARD H., J r. U.S. Senator (R., Tenn.), 1966- ; member. Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, and Select Com
mittee on Intelligence; U.S. representative to 31st UNGA, 1976; Senate Minor
ity Leader, 1977- .

BAS SOLS, H. LOPEZ. Economic Counsellor. Mexican Embassy, P a ris : member, 
U.N. Secretary-General’s Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship 
between Disarmament and Development, 1978.

BATZEL, ROGER E. Director, Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, 1971-
BEARD, EDWARD P. U.S. Congressman (D., R.I.), 1974-
BEGIX, MEXACHEM. Israeli Prime Minister, 1977- .
BEILENSON, ANTHONY. U.S. Congressman (D., Calif.), 1976- ; Congressional

Adviser, U.S. delegation to Tenth Special Session of UNGA, 1978.^
BENNET, DOUGLAS J., J r. Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional 

Relations, 1977-1979.
BENSMAIL, ABDELKADER. Algerian Technical Counsellor and Alternate Rep

resentative to Tenth Special Session of UNGA, 1978; Rapporteur, Ad Hoc 
Committee of the special session, 1978.

 ̂The Tenth Special Session was also the special session on disarmament.
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BENSON, LUCY WILSON. Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, 
Science and Technology, 1977-1979.

BINGHAM, JONATHAN B. U.S. Congressman (D., N.Y.), 1964- ; member.
House Foreign Affairs Committee. Congressional Adviser to U.S. delegation 
to Tenth Special Session of UNGA, 1978.

BJORNERSTEDT, ROLF (Dr.). Assistant Secretary-General, U.N. Center for 
Disarmament: Secretary-General’s representative to both the Ad Hoc Group 
on Relationship between Disarmament and Development, and Group of Gov
ernmental Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and Develop
ment, 1978.

BLECHMAN, BARRY M. Senior fellow and head of the defense analysis staff, 
Brookings Institution, 1971-1977; Assistant Director, Weapons Evaluation 
and Control Burenu. U.S. Arms Control ard Disarmament Agency, 1977-1979.

BOGDANOV, RADOMIR GHEORGHEVICH. Deputy Director, USSR Institute 
of the United States of America and Canada ; member, USSR Academy of 
Sciences; member, both U.N. Secretary-General’s Ad Hoc Group on Relation
ship between Disarmament and Development and Group of Governmental 
Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development, 1978.

BOLT. BRUCE A. Director, seismographic stations, University of California at 
Berkeley, 1963- ; professor of seismology, 1963- ; author, Nuclear Explo
sions and Earthquakes.

BOTHA, PIETER W. South African Prime Minister, Oct. 1978-
BRA DBURY, NORRIS E. Director, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 1945-1970.
BRADFORD, PETER A. Commissioner, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 

1977-1978.
BRATTON, JOSEPH K. ( M a j o r  G e n . ,  USA). Director, Military Applications, 

Energy Research and Development Agency, 1975-1977, Department of Energy,
1977- .

BREZHNEV. LEONID ILYICH. Member, Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, 1952- ; Politburo member, 1957- ; General Sec
retary, Central Committee, CPSU, 1964- ; Chairman, Presidium of USSR
Supreme Soviet, 1977- .

BROOMFIELD, WILLIAM S. U.S. Congressman (R., Mich.), 1956- ; ranking
minority member, Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Af
fairs, House International Relations Committee; U.S. delegate, 22d UNGA, 
1967; Congressional Adviser, CCD, 1970-1974. Congressional Adviser, U.S. 
delegation to Tenth Special Session of UNGA, 1978.

BROWN, HAROLD. Director, Defense Research and Engineering, Department 
of Defense, 1961-1965; Secretary of the Air Force, 1965-1969; President, Cali
fornia Institute of Technology, 1969-1977; U.S. Secretary of Defense, 1977-

BRZEZINSKI, ZBIGNIEW. Associate professor of public law and government, 
Columbia University, 1960-1962; professor, 1962-1977; Assistant to the Presi
dent of the United States for National Security Affairs, and Chairman, Special 
Coordinating Committee, National Security Council, 1977-

BUCHHEIM, ROBERT W. Deputy Assistant Director, ACDA, 1973-1977; U.S. 
Ambassador and Commissioner to Standing Consultative Commission, Geneva,
1977- ; Deputy to U.S. team leader, bilateral working group on antisatellite
systems, 1978- .

CABANA, LUIS. Member, Venezuelan Advisory Commission for Foreign Affairs, 
Caracas; member, U.N. Secretary-Generars Group of Governmental Experts 
on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development, 1978.

CALIFANO, JOSEPH A., J r. Special Assistant to the President, 1965-1969; 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1977-1979.

CALLAGHAN, JAMES. U.K. Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs, 1974-1979.

CARR, M. ROBERT. U.S. Congressman (D., Mich.), 1974- : Member, House
Armed Services Committee; Congressional Adviser, U.S. delegation to Tenth 
Special Session of UNGA, 1978.

CARTER, JIMMY (James E. Jr.). Member, Georgia Senate, 1962-1966; Governor 
of Georgia, 1970-1974; President of the United States, 1977-

CEAUSESCU, NICHOLAS. General Secretary, Romanian Communist Party, 
1965- ; President of Socialist Republic of Romania, 1974-

CHRISTOPHER, WARREN M. Deputy U.S. Attorney General, 1967-1969; 
Deputy Secretary of State, 1977- .
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CLARK, DICK. U.S. Senator (D. Iowa), 1973-1979; member, Committee on 
Foreign Relations.

CONSALVI, SIMON A. Venezuelan Ambassador to the UNGA, 1974-1977; Min
ister of Foreign Ajffairs, 1977-1979; Representative to Tenth Special Session 
of UNGA, 1978.

CORMIER, FRANK. Correspondent, Associated Press.
CRONKITE, WALTER. United Press war correspondent, 1942-1945; foreign 

correspondent, 1946-1948; CBS-TV correspondent and news commentator, 
1950- .

CUBILLOS, HERNAN. Chilean Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1978- .
DAHLMAN, OLA. Swedish member, CCD Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts 

to Consider International Cooperative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic 
Events, 1978.

DANIEL, DAN. U.S. Congressman (D., Va.), 1968- .
DAVIES, THOMAS (Rear Adm., USN). Assistant Director, Bureau of Multi

lateral Affairs, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1974- ; Chair
man, U.S. delegation to environmental convention negotiations, 1975; member, 
delegation to threshold test ban treaty negotiations, 1974; Chairman, back- 
stopping committee, negotiations on peaceful nuclear explosions treaty, 1974- 
1976; director, trilateral working group on comprehensive test ban, Nov.
1978- .

DAVIS, LYNN E. Member, National Policy Panel on Conventional Arms Con
trol, UN Association of the United States, 1977; Deputy Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, 1978.

DAYAN, MOSHE. Israeli Minister of Defense, 1967-1974; Foreign Minister, 
197V-1979.

DENG XIAPING (formerly spelled TENG HSIAO-P’ING). Chinese Vice- 
Premier, 1952-1966; 1973-1976; 1977- .

DESAI, MORARJI R. Indian Prime Minister, 1977-1979.
DE VOS—/See under VOS van STEENWIJK.
DICKINSON, WILLIAM L. U.S. Congressman (R., Ala.), 1964-* .
DJOKiC, DRAGOMIR. Counsellor, Yugoslav Permanent Mission to the U.N. 

OflSce, Geneva; member, Secretary-GeneraFs Group of Governmental Experts 
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DOLGU, GHEORGHE. Professor of Economic Studies, Piata Romana, Bucha
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ing Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, 1968- 
1969; Defense Adviser to U.S. Mission to NATO, 1969-1972; consultant for 
SALT, OflSce of the Secretary of Defense, 1972-1973; ACDA Representative, 
U.S. Delegation to SALT, 1973-May 1977; Ambassador and Alternate Chair
man, 1977-1978; Chairman, Oct. 1978- .

EDMONDS, JOHN. U.K. Ambassador and leader of delegation to trilateral work
ing group on comprehensive test ban, 1978- .

EILAN, ARIEH. Israeli Ambassador and Alternate Representative to UNGA,
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EKLUND, SIGVARD (De., Sweden). IAEA Director-General, 1961- .
ELLIS, RICHARD H. (Gen., USAF). Commander, Allied Air Forces in Central 

Europe, Commander-in-Chief, USAF in Europe, Ramstein, Germany, 1975- 
1977; Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Air Command, 1978- .

EL-SHAFEI. See under SHAFEI, OMRAN.
EXCINAS DEL PANDO, JOSE A. Dean, School of Economics, University of Lima, 

Lima, P eru ; Chairman, Secretary-General’s group of experts on the reduction 
of military budgets, 1976, 1977; member both U.N. Secretary-General’s Ad Hoc 
Group on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development and Group 
of Governmental Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and De
velopment, 1978.
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to Consider International Cooperative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic 
Events, 1976- ; Counselor, Swedish Embassy in Austria and Representative
to IAEA, 1977- .

FALLDIN, THORBJORN. Swedish Prime Minister, 1976-1978; Swedish delegate 
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viser, U.S. Delegation to UNGA, 1977-1978.
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