
Documents
on

Disarmament
1979

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL 
AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY



UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
PUBLICATION 111

Released June 1982

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office 
Washington, D.C. 20402



FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms control and disarmament developments in 1979 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 1979 is described in its 19th 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. 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.This volume features documents on the SALT II agreements. Many of these are from the thousands of pages of testimony given before the Senate Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed Services. Most are listed under three sections of the Topical List: 
Treaties and Other International Agreements; United States, Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty, SALT II; or Vienna Summit Meeting.In order to reduce printing costs, the style of footnoting has been changed. As in previous volumes, footnotes citing documents within the volume indicate whether they are printed above or below. Unlike the style in previous volumes, however, these footnotes refer to dates of documents instead of their page numbers.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

A1 — General Assembly 
ABM — antiballistic missile 
ABRES — advanced ballistic reentry 

system
ACDA — U.S. Arms Control and Dis

armament Agency 
ACIS — Arms Control Impact State

ment
AECA — Arms Export Control Act 
AFB — Air Force Base 
AFR — away from reactor (storage) 
A.J.I.L. — American Journal of Interna

tional Law 
ALCM — air-launched cruise missile 
ALL — airborne laser laboratory 
ANZUS — Australia, New Zealand, 

United States treaty 
art. — article
ASALM — advanced strategic air- 

launched missile 
ASAT — antisatellite (weapon system) 
ASBM — air-to-surface ballistic missile 
ASEAN — Association of South East 

Asian Nations 
ASW — antisubmarine warfare/weapon 
AWACS — Airborne Warning and Con

trol System 
BMD — ballistic missile defense 
BMEWS — ballistic missile early warn

ing system 
Cal. — Calendar
CAT — conventional arms transfers 
CBM — confidence-building measure 
CCD1,2 — Conference of the Committee 

on Disarmament 
CDl,a — Committee on Disarmament 
CEP — circular error probable (accuracy) 
CIA — Central Intelligence Agency 
CM — cruise missile 
CMC — cruise missile carrier 
com. — committee 
CONF.1 — conference 
Cong. — Congress
CONUS — continental United States 
CPSU — Communist Party of the Soviet 

Union
See footnotes at end of list.

CSCE — Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe 

CSR — Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 
CTB — comprehensive test ban 
CTBT — comprehensive test ban treaty 
CW — chemical weapons/warfare 
D. — Democrat
DC1 — Disarmament Commission 
DDR&E — Director of Defense Research 

and Engineering 
DIA — Defense Intelligence Agency 
doc. — document 
DOD — Department of Defense 
DOE — Department of Energy 
D Pr — Department of Public Information 

(U.N.)
Ex. — Executive
FBIS — Foreign Broadcast Information 

Service
FBS — forward-based systems 
FMS — foreign military sales 
FOBS — fractional orbital bombardment 

system
FRG — Federal Republic of Germany 
FROD — functionally-related observable 

difference 
FY — fiscal year 
GCFR — gas-cooled fast reactor 
GDR — German Democratic Republic 
Gen. — General
GLCM — ground-launched cruise missile 
GTS — global telecommunications system 
H.A.S.C. — House (of Representatives) 

Armed Services Committee 
HEU — highly enriched uranium 
H.R. — House of Representatives 
HTGR — high-temperature gas-cooled 

reactor
HWR — heavy-water reactor 
IAEA — International Atomic Energy 

Agency
ICAO — International Civil Aviation 

Organization 
ICBM — intercontinental ballistic missile 
ICJ — International Court of Justice 
ICRC — International Committee of the 

Red Cross
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IGY — International Geophysical Year 
INF A — International Nuclear Fuel 

Authority
INFCE — International Nuclear Fuel 

Cycle Evaluation 
IRBM — intermediate-range ballistic 

missile
ITAR — international traffic in arms, 

regulations on 
JCS — Joint Chiefs of Staff 
KT, kt — kiloton
LCt — [median] lethal dose by inhalation 
LD — [median] lethal dose 
LDC — less-developed country 
LNTS — League of Nations Treaty Series 
LRTNF — long-range theater nuclear 

forces
LWR — light-water reactor 
MAP — military assistance program 
MaRV — maneuvering reentry vehicle 
MBFR — Mutual and Balanced Force 

Reductions (talks) [Negotiations on 
Mutual Reductions of Forces and Arm
aments and Associated Measures in 
Central Europe]

MC — munitions control; Office of Muni
tions Control, Bureau of Politico- 
Military Affairs, Department of State 

MIRV — multiple independently-targeted 
reentry vehicle 

MLBM — modern large ballistic missile 
(heavy ICBM)

MM — Minuteman
MPS — multiple protective structure/ 

shelter 
MT — megaton 
MX — missile experimental 
NAC — North Atlantic Council 
NASAP — nonproliferation alternative 

systems assessment program 
NATO — North Atlantic Treaty Organi

zation
NBC/AP — National Broadcasting Com

pany/Associated Press 
NCA — National Command Authority 
NNPA — Nuclear Nonproliferation Act 
NNWS — non-nuclear-weapon states 
NPG — Nuclear Planning Group 
NRC — Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
NSC — National Security Council 
NSG — Nuclear Suppliers Group

NTM — national technical means (of veri
fication)

OD — observable difference 
OECD — Organization for European Co

operation and Development 
OMB — Office of Management and Budget 
OPANAL1 — Agency for the Prohibition 

of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
OTA — Office of Technology Assessment 

(U.S. Congress)
P and B — price and budget 
par., para. — paragraph 
PAVE PAWS — large phased-array 

radars
PBV — post-boost vehicle 
PF — protection factor 
P.L. — Public Law
PNE — nuclear explosi(-on, -ve) for peace

ful purposes 
PPR — Polish People’s Republic 
PRC — People’s Republic of China 
prt. — print
psi — pounds per square inch (pressure)
pt. — part
pub. — publication
PWR — pressurized water
R. — Republican
R&D — research and development 
REM4 — roentgen equivalent man (unit 

of nuclear radiation)
Rep. — Republic; Representative (Con

gressman) 
rept. — report 
RES, res.1 — resolution 
ret. — retired
REV., rev.1 — revised; revision 
RV — reentry vehicle 
RW — radiological weapon 
S. — Senate
SAC — Strategic Air Command 
SALT — Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
SCC — Standing Consultative Commis

sion
sess. — session
SLBM — submarine-launched ballistic 

missile
SNDV — strategic nuclear delivery 

vehicle
SRAM — short-range attack missile 
SSBN — submarine ballistic nuclear 

(nuclear-powered ballistic submarine)

See footnotes at end of list.
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Stat. — United States Statutes-at-Large 
Supp.1 — Supplement 
TIAS6 — Treaties and Other Interna

tional Acts Series (pamphlets)
TNF — theater nuclear forces 
TS6 -  Treaty Series 
U.K. — United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland 
U.N., UN — United Nations 
UNEP — United Nations Environmental 

Program
UNESCO1 — United Nations Educational, 

Scientific, and Cultural Organization 
UNGA — United Nations General As

sembly
UNITAR1 — United Nations Institute for 

Training and Research

UNSSOD — United Nations [General 
Assembly] Special Session on Disarma
ment

UNTS1 — United Nations Treaty Series 
UPGV — unarmed pilotless guided vehicle 
U.S. — United States of America 
U.S.A., USA — United States of America;

United States Army 
USC — United States Code 
U.S.S.R., USSR — Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics 
UST5 — United States Treaties and Other 

International Agreements (series in 
volumes) 

vol. — volume
WHO1 — World Health Organization 
WMO1 — World Meteorological Organi

zation

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

'Title changed from Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) in 1969; replaced by Committee on Disar
mament (CD) by decision of Tenth Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly in June 1978.

aReplaced Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) by decision of the Tenth Special Session of the 
U.N. General Assembly in June 1978.

4Unit of nuclear radiation that would produce damage in man equal to that produced by one unit of gamma ray 
radiation.

’Published by U.S. Department of State.
Issued singly in pamphlets by the U.S. Department of State until replaced by the TIAS in 1945.



LIST OF PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS 
AND CONFERENCES

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean
Established as a 15-member body by General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII) of 
Dec. 15, 1972 and extended each year since then by General Assembly resolutions. 
Mandate renewed for 1979 by resolution 33/68 of Dec. 14,1978, by which the General 
Assembly also decided to convene a conference of the littoral and hinterland states of 
the Indian Ocean and to have the A d Hoc Committee perform the functions of a pre
paratory committee for its convening. Enlarged by resolutions 3259 B (XXIX) of 
Dec. 9,1974 (3 new members*) and 32/86 of Dec. 12,1977 (5 new members**). Regular 
session in 1979: Oct. 3-19 (19 formal and 22 informal meetings), in New York. Member
ship: Australia, Bangladesh*, China, Ethiopia**, Greece**, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Japan, Kenya*, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Mozambique**, Oman**, 
Pakistan, Somalia*, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Yemen (Aden)**, Yemen (Sanaa), Zambia. 
Chairman: Sri Lanka (Fernando). Vice-Chairmen: Indonesia (Loeis) and Mozambique 
(Patricio). Rapporteur: Madagascar (Rasolondraibe). Preparatory work for Meeting of 
the Littoral and Hinterland States, listed below.

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference
Convened pursuant to General Assembly resolution 33/69 of Dec. 14,1978. Two ses
sions in 1979: Apr. 10-11 (2 meetings), Sept. 10-14 (3 plenary meetings), in New York. 
Membership: 40 non-nuclear weapon states appointed by President of General 
Assembly according to resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of Dec. 18, 1973. Chairman: Sri 
Lanka (Fernando). Vice-Chairmen: Peru (Alzamora), Poland (Jaroszek), and Burundi 
(Simbananiye). Rapporteur: Spain (Zelada). Working Group: Sept. 12-13 (3 meetings). 
Chairman: Spain (Zelada). Members: Burundi, Egypt, Hungary, India, Iran, Italy, 
Mexico, Peru, Poland, Spain.

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

Established July 22,1976 by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) 
to facilitate monitoring of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty. Continued in its 
original form by the Committee on Disarmament (CD), which succeeded the CCD, by a 
decision of Feb. 15, 1979. Two sessions (7th and 8thl in 1979: Feb. 19-Mar. 1, July
16-27, in Geneva. Membership: Open to all CD members and, by invitation, to non- 
member states. Participants in 1979 — 33 experts from 23 member states, as follows: 
Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, FRG, GDR, Hungary, 
India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Netherlands, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, 
Sweden, U.K., U.S., USSR. 8 experts from 6 non-member states, as follows: Austria, 
Denmark, Finland, New Zealand, Norway, Spain. Also 2 representatives from WMO. 
Chairman: Sweden (Ericsson). Secretary: U.N. Center for Disarmament in Geneva 
(Csillag).

See footnotes at end of list.
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Ad Hoc Panel on Military Budgeting
Established by General Assembly resolution 33/67 of Dec. 14,1978 to carry out a prac
tical test of the reporting instrument proposed by the Group of Military Experts on 
Reduction of Military Budgets in 1976.1 Two sessions in 1979: May 14-18, Aug. 27-31. 
Members, appointed by Secretary-General, as follows: Indonesia (Parwoto), Japan 
(Kumagai), Nigeria (Odeka), Peru (Encinas del Pando), Romania (Grozea), Sweden 
(Cars), and U.S. (Gallik).

Ad Hoc Working Group To Consider, and Negotiate on, Effective International Arrange*
ments To Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of
Nuclear Weapons

Established by the Committee on Disarmament at its 39th meeting on July 5, 1979. 
Held 7 meetings and a number of informal meetings in 1979: July 13-Aug. 2. Member
ship: Open to all CD members. Chairman: Egypt. Submitted report, Aug. 7 (printed 
post).

Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL)
Established by the 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, 1973, 1975,1977). Sixth regular session in 1979: Apr. 24-27, in Quito, 
Ecuador. Participants: Parties to Tlatelolco Treaty (22)—Bahamas, Barbados, Bolivia, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, 
Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Suriname, Uruguay, Venezuela. Observers: “partial parties”2—Argen
tina, Brazil, Chile, China, France, Netherlands, U.K., U.S., USSR; nonrparties — 
Austria, Belgium, Canada, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, FRG, 
GDR, Greece, Guyana, Iraq, Israel, Japan, Korea (Republic of), Pakistan, Philippines, 
Poland, Romania, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Yugoslavia. Also representa
tives of the United Nations, IAEA, and other international organizations. Secretary- 
General- Uruguay (Gros Espiell).

Committee on Disarmament (CD)
Established in 1978 by the General Assembly at its Special Session Devoted to Dis
armament to replace the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Orga
nized along the lines set out in paragraph 120 of the Final Document of the special ses
sion.8 Two sessions in 1979: Jan. 24-Apr. 27; June 14-Aug. 14 (52 formal plenary 
meetings, 50 informal), in Geneva. Membership: The 5 nuclear weapon states (China,4 
France,5 U.K., U.S., USSR) and 35 non-nuclear-weapon states — Algeria, Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, FRG, GDR, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sri 
Lanka, Sweden, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire. Chairmanship rotated monthly in 
alphabetical order. Nonrmemberparticipants (by invitation) in 1979: Finland, Switzer
land, Viet Nam, Spain, Denmark. Working groups: A d Hoc working group to prepare 
draft rules of procedure. Open to all members. 17 meetings in 1979. A d hoc working 
group to draw up provisional agenda and program of work. Open to all members. 
Chairman: Australia. 11 meetings in 1979. Other subsidiary groups: Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts To Consider International Cooperative Measures To Detect and 
Identify Seismic Events (listed above). Ad Hoc Working Group To Consider, and 
Negotiate on, Effective International Arrangements To Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons (also listed above).
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Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space

Established by General Assembly resolution 1472 A (XIV), of Dec. 12, 1959 as a 
24-member body; enlarged to 28 members on Dec. 20, 1961 and to 47 by resolution 
32/196 B of Dec. 20, 1977. Held 22d session in 1979: June 18-July 3, in New York. 
Chairman: Austria (Jankowitsch). Vice-Chairman: Romania (Marinescu). Rapporteur: 
Brazil (Moreira Garcia). Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee — 16th session in 
1979: Feb. 5-22, in New York. Chairman: Australia (Carver). Legal Sub-Committee — 
18th session in 1979: Mar. 12-Apr. 6, in New York. Chairman: Poland (Wyzner). Infor
mal working group of the whole on the draft treaty relating to the moon: June 26- 
July 3 (4 meetings). Chairman: Hungary (Gyulak).®

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 resolu
tion 1722 (XVI) of Dec. 20, 1961. Name changed from Eighteen Nation Committee on 
Disarmament, Aug. 26,1969. Replaced by Committee on Disarmament in 1978 (listed 
above). Membership: 31 in 1978, as follows —Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, 
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, France,5 FRG, GDR, Hungary, India, Iran, 
Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, 
Poland, Romania, Sweden, U.K., U.S., USSR, Yugoslavia, Zaire. Permanent Co- 
Chairmen: United States and Soviet Union.

Disarmament Commission (DC)
Established as deliberative body and subsidiary organ of the U.N. General Assembly 
by the Final Act of the Tenth Special Session, resolution S-10/2 of June 30,1978 (par. 
118),3 to succeed Disarmament Commission originally established by resolution 502 
(VI) of Jan. 11, 1952. Organizational session in 1978: Oct.-Dec. (8 meetings), in New 
York. One regular session in 1979: May 14-June 8 (14 plenary meetings; 7 informal). 
Chairman: India (Vellodi). Vice-Chairmen: Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Denmark, 
Ghana, Madagascar, Mexico, Yugoslavia. Rapporteur: Argentina (Otegui). Member
ship: All states members of the United Nations. U.S. delegation head: Young; deputy 
head, Fisher.

Group of Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and International Security
Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 33/911 
of Dec. 16,1978. Two sessions in 1979: June 5-8 (organizational), in Geneva; Dec. 3-14 
(substantive), in New York. Participants: Algeria (Bensmail), Bulgaria (Alexandrov), 
Cyprus (Rossides), Denmark (Paludan), Ecuador (Benites), Liberia (Tubman), Peru 
(Morelli), Philippines (Romulo), U.S. (Lall), USSR (Bougrov). Chairman: Philippines 
(Romulo).

Group of Governmental Experts on the Question of the Establishment of an Interna
tional Satellite Monitoring Agency

Appointed by the Secretary-General in accordance with General Assembly resolution 
33/71 J of Dec. 14,1978, requesting a study of the technical, legal, and financial impli
cations of establishing an international satellite monitoring agency. Two sessions in 
1979: June 11-15, Sept. 10-14, in Geneva. Participants: Argentina, Austria, Colombia, 
France, India, Indonesia, Italy, Romania, Sweden, Tunisia, Yugoslavia. Chairman: 
France (Bortzmeyer). Progress report submitted Sept. 14 (Preliminary Conclusions of 
report printed post).

See footnotes at end of list.
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Group of Governmental Experts on Regional Disarmament
Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 33/91 
E of Dec. 16, 1978. Two sessions in 1979: June 18-22, Oct. 8-12, in Geneva. Partici
pants: Argentina, Belgium, Egypt, Finland, FRG, Indonesia, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Poland. Chairman: Belgium (Willot).

Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship Between Disarmament and 
Development

Appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to paragraphs 94 and 95 of the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, resolution S-10/2 of 
June 30, 1978.3 First session: Sept. 1978, in Geneva. Three sessions in 1979: Jan. 
15-26, May 2-9, in Geneva; Sept. 17-21, in New York. Chairman: Sweden (Thorsson). 
Participants (27): Brazil, Canada, Egypt, France, FRG, GDR, Hungary, India, 
Jamaica, Japan, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, 
Poland, Romania, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Sweden, U.K., U.S. (Gallik), USSR, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia. Issued interim report, Sept. 21.7

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 1979. Director-General Eklund, 
1961- . Board of Governors: 34 countries. 23d General Conference in 1979: Nov. 
30-Dec. 3, in New Delhi. Board of Governors: Feb. 20-22, June 26-29, in Vienna; Nov. 
30, Dec. 11, in New Delhi.

International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE)
International technical study initiated by the United States and supported by the 
IAEA administratively as well as in other ways. Launched at organizing conference, 
Oct. 1977, in Washington, D.C. One plenary session in 1978: Nov.-Dec., in Vienna. 
Participants: 66 IAEA member states, 5 international organizations. Eight working 
groups met during 1977-1979 for total of 133 meetings. Co-Chairmen: 22 (2-3 for each 
working group). Technical Coordinating Committee: 9 meetings during 1977-1979. 
Participants: 22 working group Co-Chairmen. Chairman: U.S. (Chayes).

Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean
Convened pursuant to General Assembly resolution 33/68 of Dec. 14, 1978. Prepara
tory work undertaken by Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean (see above). One 
session in 1979: July 2-13, in New York. Participants: 44 littoral and hinterland states 
of the Indian Ocean. President: Sri Lanka (Fernando). Vice Presidents: Australia, In
donesia, Iraq, Mozambique, Swaziland. Rapporteur: Madagascar (Rasolondraibe).

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

Negotiations began in 1973 with one round of talks in Vienna; since then three rounds 
of talks held each year in Vienna. Rounds 17th-19th in 1979: Jan. 24-Apr. 12, May
17-July 19, Sept. 27-Dec. 19. Regular participants: NATO —Belgium, Canada, FRG, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., and U.S. Warsaw pact —Czechoslovakia, GDR, 
Poland, and USSR. Special status participants: Bulgaria, Denmark, Greece, Hungary, 
Italy, Norway, Romania, and Turkey. Delegation heads: U.S. —Dean. 
USSR—Tarasov.

See footnotes at end of list.
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Non-Aligned Countries Conference

Sixth Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries in 1979: 
Sept. 3-9, in Havana, Cuba. Membership: 95 “non-aligned” countries and national 
liberation groups. Extraordinary meeting of Ministers for Foreign Affairs and Heads 
of Delegations of Non-Aligned Countries to the 34th session of the General Assembly: 
Oct. 4-6, 1979, at the United Nations.

Preparatory Committee for the Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Development, Production, and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological} and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction

Convened pursuant to General Assembly resolution 33/59 of Dec. 14,1978. Open to all 
states parties to the Convention. Eight meetings in 1979: July 9-18, in Geneva. Par
ticipants: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, GDR, Greece, Hungary, India, 
Ireland, Italy, Jordan, Kenya, Luxembourg, Mexico, Mongolia, New Zealand, Nigeria, 
Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, Ukrainian 
SSR, U.K., U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yugoslavia. Chairman: Canada (Jay). Assistants 
to the Chairman: India (Gharekhan), Hungary (Domokos). Secretary of the Commit
tee: U.N. Center for Disarmament (Segarra).

Preparatory Committee for the Second Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

Established pursuant to the Final Declaration of the first review conference of May 
30,1975.* Two sessions in 1979: Apr. 17-20 (5 meetings), Aug. 20-24 (8 meetings), both 
in Geneva. Membership: Parties to NPT serving on IAEA Board of Governors or 
Represented on CD, as follows (1st session —39, 2d session —40): Australia, Austria, 
Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Finland, FRG, GDR, 
Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, Indonesia (2d session), Iran, Italy, Japan, 
Kenya, Korea, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, 
Poland, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Thailand, Tunisia, U.K., U.S., USSR, 
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire. Chairman: 1st session — Australia (Fernandez); 2d ses
sion — GDR (Herder).

Preparatory Conference for the United Nations Conference on Prohibitions or Restric
tions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed To Be Exces
sively Injurious or To Have Indiscriminate Effects

Initially convened in 1978 by General Assembly resolution 32/152 of Dec. 19, 1977; 
decision to hold second session endorsed by General Assembly resolution 33/70 of 
Dec. 14,1978. First session in 1978: Aug.-Sept. (17 plenary meetings), in Geneva. Se
cond session in 1979: Mar. 19-Apr. 12 (11 plenary meetings and a number of informal 
meetings), also in Geneva. Participants: 68 U.N. members and representatives of 3 
national liberation movements. Observers: 3 international and 7 non-governmental 
organizations. President: Nigeria (Adeniji). Vice-Presidents (13): Bulgaria, Egypt, 
FRG, GDR, India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Jordan, Panama, Peru, Sweden, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire. Executive Secretary: U.N. Center for Disarmament (Segarra). Rapporteur: 
Netherlands (Akkerman). Drafting group on incendiary weapons: Chairman—GDR 
(Felber).

Preparatory Meetings for the Meeting of Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian 
Ocean

Meetings of the A d Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean to make preparations for con
vening the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean pur

See footnotes at end of list.
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suant to General Assembly resolution 33/68 of Dec. 14, 1978. Three sessions in 1979: 
Feb. 12-16, Mar. 12-16, May 14-23 (15 formal and 18 informal meetings), in New York. 
Participants:States members of the Ad Hoc Committee (23) and one observer. Chair
man: Sri Lanka (Fernando). Vice-Chairman: Indonesia (Loeis). Rapporteur: 
Madagascar (Rason succeeded by Rasolondraibe).

Security Council Committee on Nuclear Collaboration With South Africa
Established by Security Council resolution 421 (1977) Concerning the Question of 
South Africa of Dec. 9,1977 to oversee and report on implementation of resolution 418 
(1977), which imposed a mandatory arms embargo against South Africa.9 One session 
in 1979: Apr. 3-Dec. 20 (7th-22d meetings), in New York. Participants: Bangladesh, 
Bolivia, China, Czechoslovakia, France, Gabon, Jamaica, Kuwait, Nigeria, Norway, 
Portugal, U.K., U.S., USSR, Zambia (open to all Security Council members). Chair
man: Kuwait (Bishara).

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Between the United States and the Soviet Union
Announced July 1, 1968. First phase (SALT I): Nov. 1969-May 1972. Second phase 
(SALT II) began Nov. 1972. Two sessions in 1978. Second session began Sept. 7,1978, 
ended June 14, 1979. Chairmen: U.S. delegation (from Nov. 1978) —Ambassador 
Earle. USSR delegation (from Nov. 1978) —Ambassador Karpov. Standing Consulta
tive Commission (SCC) established by Memorandum of Understanding, Dec. 21, 
1972.10 Two sessions in 1979: XV —Mar. 20-May 30; XVI —Aug. 21-Dec. 14. Commis
sioners: US —Ambassador Buchheim. USSR —Ambassador Ustinov. U.S.-Soviet 
Summit Meeting: June 15-18, 1979, in Vienna. U.S. —President Carter. 
USSR —President Brezhnev.

UNESCO Meeting of Experts in Preparation for the World Congress on Disarmament 
Education

Convened to prepare for 1980 World Congress on Disarmament Education, UNESCO’s 
contribution to the implementation of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Ses
sion.3 One session in 1979: June 4-8, in Prague. Participants: 16 experts from 15 
states —Algeria, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, France, FRG, GDR, India, Jamaica, Nor
way, Poland, Senegal, Thailand, U.K., U.S., USSR. Observers: representatives from 
14 non-governmental organizations.

United Nations Conference on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Certain Conven
tional Weapons Which May Be Deemed To Be Excessively Injurious or To Have Indis
criminate Effects

Convened by General Assembly resolution 32/152 of Dec. 19, 1977, which also con
vened the preparatory conference (above). Two sessions (third and fourth) in 1979: 
Mar. 19-Apr. 12, Sept. 10-28 (8 plenary meetings), in Geneva. Participants: 82 states 
members of the United Nations. President: Nigeria (Adeniji). Vice-Presidents (11): 
Colombia, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Mexico, Sweden, U.S., USSR, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire. Committee of the Whole: Chairman—Bulgaria (Voutov). Drafting 
Committee: Chairman, Pakistan (Marker). Credentials Committee: Chair
man— Morocco (Arrassen); members — Ecuador, Morocco, Poland, Syria, U.S. Work
ing groups: On a General Treaty — Chairman, Mexico (Icaza). On Land-mines and 
Booby Traps — Chairman, Netherlands (Akkerman). On Incendiary Weapons — Chair
man, GDR (Felber). Secretary-General of the Conference: U.N. Secretary-General 
Waldheim. Executive Secretary: Segarra. Legal Adviser: Szasz, P.

See footnotes at end of list.
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United Nations General Assembly (UNGAj

Thirty-fourth regular session: Sept. 18,1979-Jan. 7, 1980.
Membership: 152 states
Secretary-General: Waldheim
President, General Assembly: Tanzania (Salim)
Chairman, First Committee: Bahamas (Hepburn)

United States-Soviet Joint Working Groups11
Antisatellite Systems (ASAT). Initiated for purpose of preventing arms 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. Two rounds in 1979: Round II: Jan. 16-Feb. 17, in Bern; Round III: 
Apr. 23-June 17, in Vienna. Delegation heads: U.S. —Ambassador Buchheim. 
USSR — Ambassador Khlestov.
Chemical Weapons (CW). Meetings held in accordance with U.S.-USSR agreement of 
July 3, 1974. Rounds I through VIII held 1976-1978, in Geneva. Two rounds in 1979: 
Round IX: Feb. 21-Apr. 12; Round X: July 16-Aug. 31, both in Geneva. Delegation 
heads: U.S. —CD Representative Fisher. USSR —CD Representative Issraelyan.
Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB). Talks began as bilateral session in Washington, D.C., 
June 1977. U.K. included in all subsequent sessions. Three sessions in 1979: Feb. 5- 
Apr. 6, June 4-July 20, Sept. 24-Dec. 7, in Geneva. Delegation heads: U.S. —Ambas
sador York; U.K. —Ambassador Edmonds; USSR —Ambassador Petrosyants.12
Conventional Arms Transfer (CAT). Preliminary exchange of views held in 1977, in 
Washuig$#$» D.C. Three rounds of talks in 1978, in Helsinki and Mexico City. Has not 
met since.
Indian Oeem, Established in Mar. 1977. Rounds I through III in 1977, in Moscow, 
Washington, and Bern. Round IV in 1978, in Bern. In recess since then.13
Radiological Weapons/New Types and New Systems of Weapons of Mass Destruc
tion (RW/MDW). Initiated for purpose of developing joint initiative to introduce in 
CCD (CD) as basis for multilateral treaty. Three rounds in 1977, two in 1978, in 
Geneva. Two rounds in 1979: Round VI —Feb. 6-Apr. 20, Round VII —June 19-July 6, 
both in Geneva.14 Delegation heads: U.S. —CD Representative Fisher. USSR —CD 
Representative Issraelyan.

'The reporting instrument here referred to appears in Table A of doc. A/31/22, Oct. 20, 1976, pp. 32-33.
’I.e., Latin American states that have signed but not ratified the treaty or have ratified the treaty with conditions 

that have not yet been met, or states parties to one or both of the protocols.
3The Final Document appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.
4 China did not take its seat in 1979.
5 Although France was a member of both predecessor organizations, the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit

tee and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, it took ho part in either. It took its seat for the first time 
at the CD on Feb. 6, 1979.

‘The draft treaty submitted by the Committee is annexed to res. 34/68, which was adopted by the G.A. on Dec. 5 
(post).

7 A/34/534.
'The Final Declaration may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 146-156.
*The text of res. 418, adopted on Nov. 4, 1977, may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 685-686.
"The Memorandum of Understanding appears ibid., 1972, pp. 868-869.
11 With the exception of the CW group, these are outgrowths of Mar. 1977 agreement to establish several bilateral 

working groups to consider various arms control topics. See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 179, 578-579.
11A report on these talks was submitted to the CD on Aug. 7. It appears post.
"Adjournment of the talks followed a sharp increase in Soviet naval presence in the Indian Ocean and Soviet and 

Cuban actions in the Horn of Africa.
14The two governments submitted the major elements of a proposed treaty to the CD on July 9 (see post).



Report of the President to the Congress on the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Act of 1978: Overview [Extract], 
January 1979 1

The fundamental objective of United States non-proliferation policy is to prevent the spread of nuclear explosives to additional countries. The strategy for achieving this objective has two basic aspects:
— First, reducing the incentives for states to acquire nuclear explosives by developing a stable international political environment, by seeking agreement to limit the nuclear arsenals of the states already possessing them, by mitigating regional conflicts that might provide incentives for states in the region to acquire nuclear weapons, and by creating an international environment in which acquisition of nuclear explosives is seen not as enhancing a state’s prestige or influence, but rather as jeopardizing its standing in the international community;
— Second, limiting the development of technical capabilities to develop nuclear explosives by trying to reach international agreements which allow states to meet their energy needs, while maintaining as wide a separation as practicable between peaceful applications of nuclear energy and access to weapons-useable materials.

The Administration has pursued the many initiatives and policies of the NNPA as part of its comprehensive program to meet these 
objectives.

Clearly, the most important instruments we have to control proliferation incentives are the security relationships with our Allies; the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)2 regime, which represents a 
fundamental commitment, by the 106 states that have adhered to it, that their security interests are best served by preventing the further spread of nuclear explosives; nuclear-weapon-free zones, including the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco);3 the International Atomic Energy Agency and its activities; and efforts by the nuclear-weapon states to

1 Report of the President to the Congress Pursuant to Section 601 of the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Act of 1978, Jan. 1979, vol. 1, pp. 3-10. The four-volume report was transmitted to the Congress by a Presidential message of Mar. 22,1979. For the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118 ff.2 The text of the treaty may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.8 Ibid., 1967, pp. 69 -  83.
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limit their nuclear arsenals, including the SALT and Comprehensive Test Ban negotiations.

With regard to the proliferation of capabilities, the Administration’s efforts have focused first, on strengthening controls and safeguards, both international and bilateral; and second, on seeking a consensus to avoid premature commercialization of fuel cycle technology involving the production and utilization of weapons-useable materials. It is recognized, at the same time, that there are significant pressures for nations with limited energy resources to develop and deploy fuel cycles using plutonium and other weapons-useable material, that there are at present no simple technological steps or institutional arrangements to ensure against potentially significant increases in resulting proliferation risks, and that developing such steps and arrangements will necessarily take time. In that context, the Administration undertook a series of international initiatives, in parallel with a restructuring of the domestic program in the United States, with a view to developing a framework for future fuel cycles which balance energy security and non-proliferation concerns.On the domestic side, the Administration has taken several major 
actions:

— Commercialization of reprocessing has been deferred indefinite
ly. This was based on the assessment that the economics of reprocessing for recycle of plutonium and uranium in thermal reactors is marginal, at best. While reprocessing with disposal of waste products is one method of waste management, direct disposal of spent fuel is a technically viable alternative which appears to involve lower proliferation risks.

— Improvement is being sought in the efficiency with which uranium is used in light water reactors and development of proliferation-resistant fuel cycles and reactor designs.
— The United States breeder program has been restructured. This 

is designed to take advantage of the fact that uranium resources, in combination with anticipated improvements in uranium utilization in light water reactors, will allow a substantial period for 
development of a breeder cycle that takes maximum advantage of technological developments and appropriate institutional arrangements to meet future energy needs, while minimizing the associated proliferation risks.

— A new waste management program is being developed. The first step involves the acceptance of spent fuel for temporary storage in a designated away-from-reactor storage facility.
In parallel with the domestic program reorientation, the Administration has pursued a significant number of international initiatives consistent with or pursuant to the NNPA. The various chapters of this report discuss those initiatives and the specific progress and problems encountered in their pursuit, including:
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1. Inauguration of the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE) to explore existing and possibly more proliferation-resistant approaches to the fuel cycle, with the objective of illuminating technical and institutional possibilities that might meet both economic and non-proliferation objectives.4 The United States recog

nizes that its ability to influence the programs of other nations is limited and that it does not have answers to all of the problems. For this reason, an international cooperative effort was proposed, to evaluate nuclear energy technology and to develop an objective assessment of the non-proliferation and economic implications of various fuel cycles. INFCE is more than halfway through its two-year period of work, and progress has been made in developing a technical basis necessary for developing a consensus on how a strengthened regime for further peaceful nuclear activities might be structured.2. Development of fuel assurances and plans for spent fuel storage regimes. Insecurity concerning the supply of uranium and uranium enrichment services and the problems of disposing of spent nuclear fuel are major factors driving nations to develop independent fuel cycle capabilities. To provide the basis for other states to cooperate in deferring the development of sensitive nuclear facilities and the recycle of plutonium, the United States has taken the following steps:
— Reaffirmed its intention to be a reliable supplier of nuclear fuel services and equipment by expanding its enrichment capacity, clarifying the terms of nuclear cooperation in accordance with the NNPA, and establishing procedures designed to facilitate the timely consideration of proposed exports and subsequent arrangements;
— Explored with other states the development of an international nuclear fuel bank, as an insurance mechanism in the event of a temporary breakdown in bilateral supply arrangements, and as a possible stepping stone to a consistent and reliable international nuclear fuel regime, such as an International Nuclear Fuel Authority (INFA);
— Explored with other states possible institutional arrangements for international plutonium management and spent fuel storage arrangements.
The Administration is also preparing, for Congressional consideration, draft legislation which will provide the Department of Energy with authority to provide storage for a limited amount of foreign spent fuel as well as for domestic needs.
3. Development of common export policies among the nuclear supplier states so that non-proliferation objectives are not compromised in nuclear export competition. The Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines, 

which were published in early 1978, represent a commitment by each
4 The INFCE was the result of a U.S. initiative. See ibid., 1977\ pp. xxxi, 284-289, 645-648, 654, 655-656.



4 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979
of the 15 members of the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) to apply certain conditions to exports. These include, inter alia, agreed physical protection standards, application of IAEA safeguards, a prohibition on use for nuclear explosive devices, and restraint in the export of sensitive facilities.6 The Administration has sought to obtain agreement among suppliers to additional requirements, including full- scope safeguards (safeguards in all peaceful nuclear activities in a recipient state) and will continue to pursue this important objective.In addition, the Administration is working with other nations to minimize the distribution and use of highly-enriched uranium (HEU), primarily by developing new high density fuels of low enrichment for research reactors which now use HEU. This initiative has been generally well received by recipients, as well as other suppliers. The actual conversion of reactors, originally designed to utilize highly- enriched uranium fuel, to the use of low-enriched uranium must, however, await the commercial availability of new fuel, which is expected within the next two years.4. Negotiation of an international convention on the physical protection of nuclear materials. Meetings on such a convention were held in November 1977, April 1978, and September 1978. It is hoped that agreement on the convention will be reached during a meeting scheduled for February 1979.5. Encouraging states that are not a party to the NPT to adhere to the Treaty and, pending such adherence, to accept safeguards comparable to those required by the Treaty.8 The Administration has continued an active campaign aimed at encouraging NPT adherence 
and the number of parties has reached 106. Tfoe Indonesian Parliament recently approved the Treaty and favorable action by the Turkish Parliament is expected soon. Potential special benefits for NPT parties, particularly developing countries, were announced by the United States during the recent Special Session on Disarmament of the General Assembly of the U.N.7 Those states that have a strong position against adherence to the NPT have been encouraged to join regional nuclear-weapons-free zones, such as that in Latin America, and in the context of continued nuclear cooperation with the United States in accordance with the NNPA, such states have been urged to accept safeguards in all their peaceful nuclear activities.6. Strengthening of IAEA safeguards to ensure that there would be timely detection of any diversion of a significant quantity of nuclear material. The United States is engaged in a number of technical activities aimed at improving IAEA safeguards capabilities and has encouraged other states to offer financial and technical assistance in this area as well. Moreover, the Administration has developed and is implementing a coordinated action plan for assisting the

5 The guidelines have been printed ibid., 1978, pp. 7-25.6 See ‘Structure and Contents of IAEA Agreements Under the Nonproliferation Treaty,” ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.7 Ibid, 1978, pp. 379-382.
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IAEA in solving specific problems it has encountered in implementation of safeguards.7. Renegotiation of existing Agreements for cooperation to obtain agreement of the other parties to the undertakings prescribed by the 
NNPA for new agreements. A model agreement has been provided, as the basis for negotiation, to most of the states which have agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation with the United States and to some states which are not now party to such agreements. Discussions have already begun with a major portion of these states and negotiations are well along with some states, including Australia and Canada, with negotiations with several others scheduled for early 1979.8. Assisting developing countries in the development of energy resources. Consistent with Title V of the NNPA, the Administration has significantly increased bilateral assistance in energy to a number of developing countries. Bilateral energy development assistance, through the Agency for International Development, emphasizes renewable energy resources, particularly solar. Other bilateral activities include (a) a pilot program to perform comprehensive energy resources and use assessments in countries of special foreign policy interest, and (b) energy technology cooperation efforts under the auspices of the Department of Energy.Other countries, principally members of the European Community, also provide substantial cooperation and assistance to energy programs in developing countries, primarily in the area of solar energy and fossil fuel exploration. The United States has joined with other major Western nations in a commitment made at the June 1978, Economic Summit to facilitate the use of renewable energy resources in developing countries. Planning has begun, among the governments represented at that meeting, of a coordinated program to provide energy assistance to those countries.The World Bank is planning a major expansion of lending to oil importing developing countries for technical assistance and development of fossil fuel resources, including oil, gas and coal deposits. The Administration supports that effort.9. On January 5,1979, an Executive Order was issued concerning environmental effects abroad of major federal actions. The Order directs Federal Agencies responsible for authorizing and approving certain actions to establish procedures under which specified documents, such as environmental studies, would be taken into consideration in making decisions. The export of nuclear reactors is one of those actions, but export of nuclear fuel is not. The Department of State has been designated as the lead agency to work with other rele
vant agencies to develop unified procedures for environmental reviews of nuclear exports covered by the Order, such that the reliability of the United States as a nuclear supplier will not be impaired.

As required by the NNPA, in renegotiating existing agreements for cooperation and in negotiating new agreements, the United States is seeking to include a provision which would establish a basic
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framework for consultation and cooperation in protecting the environment in connection with the peaceful uses of atomic energy. The IAEA has included such activities in its program and the United States is encouraging their expansion, in coordination with those multinational and international organizations, such as the OECD and UNEP, concerned with the protection of the environment in connection with nuclear or non-nuclear energy.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Keeny Before the 
Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs: Civil Defense, January 8, 19791

At the outset, I would like to point out that, while the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency does participate with other agencies in the process of shaping our policy on civil defense, we are not directly involved in the development or the execution of civil defense plans and programs. Our interest in civil defense focuses on its role in the overall United States-Soviet strategic balance and its potential impact on arms control agreements. As part of our analysis of this problem, we recently completed a study of the effectiveness of civil defense in a nuclear war involving the United States and the Soviet Union, with particular emphasis on the possible effectiveness of potential Soviet civil defense programs. At the committee’s request, I am submitting for the record the unclassified version of the report and making available to the committee the complete classified version of the report. (See p. 269 for unclassified version of report.2)As the committee is well aware, the debate over the value of civil defense is not a new subject. Much of the ground we are discussing today was covered 20 years ago in studies, in some of which I happen to have been involved at the time. Many other studies have been conducted since then, including a number of major studies in recent years. The specific results of these studies differ, depending on the assumptions made with respect to the nature and scope of Soviet measures to protect population and industry and the characteristics of the hypothetical nuclear attack used in the analysis. While these studies all conclude that Soviet civil defense measures, if they worked as planned, would have some value in saving lives, the central question remains as to what strategic significance, if any, such programs have.

1 Civil Defense: Hearing Before the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban A ffairs, United States Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session, on Oversight on the Role of Civil Defense in the United States-Soviet Strategic Balance, the Effectiveness of Existing Soviet and United States Programs, the Feasibility of Passive Defenses for the Survival of the Population and the Economy, pp. 46-49.2 Not printed here.
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In an effort to clarify the quantitative parameters of this issue, we focused our recent study on what civil defense could do for the Soviet Union in the mid-1980's. In our analyses we assumed a Soviet first strike against U.S. strategic forces, against other U.S. military targets, and against U.S. industry. The United States was assumed to retaliate with its surviving forces (except for a 10- to 15-percent reserve) against a similar set of Soviet targets. In this representative U.S. retaliation, the bulk of our surviving weapons was used against Soviet military targets and only a portion against Soviet industry.
If the Soviets do not evacuate their cities, our studies indicate that with U.S. forces on normal day-to-day alert status, without targeting the civilian population per se, and even if the best available urban shelters were filled, some 60 million people would be killed in the Soviet Union by the short-term effects of such a retaliatory attack. If U.S. forces were on “generated alert,” then the Soviet fatalities from the short-term effects alone would be over 80 million.Evacuation of a large portion of the Soviet urban population could reduce immediate fatalities but would assure that U.S. forces would be on “generated alert.” However, even with successful evacuation of 80 percent of the urban population and best available shelters for the remaining 20 percent, the number of Soviet fatalities from the shortterm effects would still be 25 to 35 million, assuming no change in U.S. targeting philosophy. However, if the United States were to respond to this Soviet civil defense strategy by ground-bursting instead of air-bursting nuclear weapons, thereby creating more fallout over the Soviet Union, there would be 40 to 50 million Soviet fatalities. If, in addition, the United States were to retarget some of the weapons designated for military targets or use our reserve weapons against the evacuated population, then 70 to 85 million people would be killed. In their own assessment of the nature of our retaliatory strike, the Soviets presumably would give considerable weight to the steps the United States could take to counter a massive civil defense strategy.We have been unable, as has everyone else, to provide a quantitative assessment as to the fate of those who might survive the shortterm effects of such a war. While it is not clear how the survivors would manage, we did investigate the condition of the Soviet Union after the attack. We found that, simply by virtue of associated industrial and military targets, all of the 200 largest Soviet cities and 80 

percent of the 886 Soviet cities above 25,000 people were attacked in our simulation; that 85 to 90 percent of the urban housing in these cities would be burned out; and that typical cities would be covered with radiation doses from 5,000 to 30,000 roentgens — immense doses in view of the fact that 200 roentgens produces a 50-percent chance of radiation sickness and 450 roentgens a 50-percent chance of fatality.The industrial portion of the attack simulated in our study was almost equally devastating, destroying 65 to 70 percent of key Soviet production capacity, with U.S. forces on normal day-to-day alert 
status. This destruction level went up to 85 to 90 percent with a fully
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generated U.S. force status. Attempts at industrial hardening are extremely costly and of marginal utility because of the destructive capability of modern nuclear weapons. Furthermore, serious efforts to harden industrial facilities can be counterbalanced by detonating weapons at lower altitudes, thereby creating much larger overpressures. Finally, the new nuclear weapons entering the United States inventory will have greater destructive power than current weapons. This, together with greater accuracy, should more than 
compensate for the effects of any industrial hardening the Soviets might attempt. There is actually little evidence of such Soviet activity.Our study also addressed U.S. fatalities from a Soviet attack, and concluded that they would be even higher than Soviet fatalities, for 
two reasons unrelated to civil defense: The study assumed a Soviet first strike; and the Soviet Union has higher yield weapons, which result in more fallout.This is so despite the fact that the United States has greater dispersal of urban population than the Soviet Union and a much more extensive road network and transportation capability.As I indicated earlier, the longer term consequences of a nuclear attack cannot be quantified in the same fashion as the immediate effects. It is important to emphasize, however, that the longer term survival rates and the capacity of the civil society to regenerate itself would be severely affected by a number of additional interacting factors. These factors include:

The need for survivors to remain in shelters for weeks or months in order to avoid the effects of radiation, while shortages 
of food and water would force many out of the shelters during that period;The need to care for several tens of millions of injured people 
and unknown number of disease victims in an environment where the health care system would not be functional;The effect on the life expectancy of survivors of high levels of radiation exposure;Enormous destruction of livestock and contamination of food- growing areas; andThe possible long-term consequences to the natural environment resulting from destruction of the ozone layer.

A great deal more study of these complex problems is necessary before their full impact on the surviving society can be realistically evaluated. The one thing that is certain is that the effect of these factors will greatly increase the cumulative fatalities of a general nuclear war.
In summary, a well-planned Soviet civil defense program could reduce the number of short-term fatalities in a nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union. Yet, even a Soviet civil defense program, far more massive and effective than that indicated by current intelligence would not limit the immense population loss and the overwhelming destruction of the economy and society
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enough to alter significantly for the Soviet Union the overall consequences of initiating a nuclear exchange. No observed or feasible Soviet civil defense effort could render a large-scale nuclear war anything but an unparalleled disaster for the Soviet Union. We see nothing that indicates the Soviets have a contrary view. Thus, although civil defense may be a factor in the perception of the broader strategic 
equation, it is vastly overshadowed in importance by the forces and the war plans of the opponents.

State of the Union Address by President Carter to 
the Congress: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Ex
tract], January 23, 19791

The new foundation of international cooperation that we seek excludes no nation. Cooperation with the Soviet Union serves the cause of peace, for in this nuclear age, world peace must include peace between the super powers —and it must mean the control of nuclear arms.Ten years ago, the United States and the Soviet Union made the historic decision to open the strategic arms limitations talks, or 
SALT. The purpose of SALT, then as now, is not to gain a unilateral advantage for either nation, but to protect the security of both nations, to reverse the costly and dangerous momentum of the nuclear arms race, to preserve a stable balance of nuclear forces, and to demonstrate to a concerned world that we are determined to help preserve the peace.The first SALT agreement was concluded in 1972.2 And since then, during 6 years of negotiation by both Republican and Democratic leaders, nearly all issues of SALT II have been resolved. If the Soviet Union continues to negotiate in good faith, a responsible SALT agreement will be reached.It’s important that the American people understand the nature of the SALT process.SALT II is not based on sentiment; it’s based on self-interest —of the United States and of the Soviet Union. Both nations share a powerful common interest in reducing the threat of a nuclear war. I will sign no agreement which does not enhance our national security.SALT II does not rely on trust; it will be verifiable. We have very sophisticated, proven means, including our satellites, to determine for ourselves whether or not the Soviet Union is meeting its treaty obligations. I will sign no agreement which cannot be verified.The American nuclear deterrent will remain strong after SALT II. 
For example, just one of our relatively invulnerable Poseidon sub

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 29, 1979, pp. 107-108.2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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marines —comprising less than 2 percent of our total nuclear force of submarines, aircraft, and landbased missiles —carries enough warheads to destroy every large- and medium-sized city in the Soviet Union. Our deterrent is overwhelming, and I will sign no agreement unless our deterrent force will remain overwhelming.A SALT agreement, of course, cannot substitute for wise diplomacy or a strong defense, nor will it end the danger of nuclear war. But it will certainly reduce that danger. It will strengthen our efforts 
to ban nuclear tests and to stop the spread of atomic weapons to other nations. And it can begin the process of negotiating new agreements which will further limit nuclear arms.The path of arms control, backed by a strong defense—the path our Nation and every President has walked for 30 years —can lead to a world of law and of international negotiation and consultation in which all peoples might live in peace. In this year, 1979, nothing is more important than that the Congress and the people of the United States resolve to continue with me on that path of nuclear arms control and world peace. This is paramount.

Statement by French Foreign Minister Franfois- 
Poncet to the Committee on Disarmament, January 
24, 19791

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, in the matter of disarmament, one must be mistrustful of words. What counts are ideas and acts. Our meeting today is important in that it is the expression of an idea, and perhaps the beginning of an act. That is why France wishes to be present.
This meeting, in the conditions in which it is taking place, appears to the French Government to be laden with significance.First of all, turning to you, Mr. Chairman, let me say that France is happy to see that Algeria, which you represent with the authority and competence that eveyone acknowledges, has been called upon to preside over this meeting. The presence of your country in this forum 

and in that seat reflects a profound change in the international approach to the problem of disarmament, a change that has been called for by many countries which, like France, consider that disarmament should not be the preserve of a few Powers, but the affair of all.The second significant fact is that this meeting is being held at Geneva, the capital of disarmament and the city of the United Nations. The history of this city is inseparable from that of a long line of men of goodwill who for 50 years have been working for peace and disarmament. The results of the efforts are disappointing, it is true; 
but the noble objectives of the pioneers and visionaries of disarma

1 CD/PV.2, pp. 17-28.
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ment should at least continue to inspire our action, even if the harsh 
lessons of recent history teach us realism. It is significant also that this meeting is being held under the auspices of the United Nations. It is, indeed, the direct consequence of the decisions taken at the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, decisions which mark a profound change in the approach to the problem.

And finally, also significant, in any case in the eyes of France, is the participation of my country in this meeting, a participation which marks its re-entry into an essential debate from which it had stood aside only with regret and always retaining the hope, which has been fulfilled today, that when conditions were appropriate it would be able to resume the active role which it had long played.Never has there been so much talk of disarmament. And never has man had in his hands so great an arsenal of weapons. The history of disarmament is the history of a contradiction between two feelings: immense hope in the face of the task to be accomplished; immense frustration at the scantiness of the results obtained. How, in such circumstances, can one avoid becoming resigned to the attitude of States which, by ever more costly and hazardous methods, seek the means of ensuring their security? And yet —and this is the conviction of France as it was expressed last spring from the rostrum of the United Nations —it is possible to break the vicious circle of sterile discussions which result in the last analysis in a proliferation of arms and distrust.Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, this is the first time I have had occasion to express myself publicly, on the international scene, on this formidable problem. Will you allow me for a brief moment to describe the personal feeling that I have? As politicians and diplomats we wield, with the sangfroid of specialists, terms that are terrible because they express a reality that is equally terrible. Behind each one of the words we shall use in this debate, there is death or life, war or peace. The balance of military forces is not merely a mathematical equation, it is a reality that weighs heavy on our flesh-and-blood ex
istence. And words of hope are just as weighty as those of fear, for they also have implications for the future of the human race. It would be just as dangerous for the future of peace to discourage hope as to condone resignation. If prudence is essential in our discussions, it is not in order to lessen our conviction, but better to measure our responsibility to the peoples who expect much of us.

It is in this light that France sees its contribution to the debate.Mr. Chairman, France does not claim that it is proposing a complete plan of disarmament. It has, with regard to this problem, defined an approach which it believes to be original, and which is based on a number of guiding principles from which it has deduced some concrete proposals for discussion in various instances: in the United Nations, here, or in the regional framework. I would now like to mention 
those guiding principles and those concrete proposals here, before taking up the problems of methods appropriate for this Committee.
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In order to have any chance of making progress, it is essential to start from a realistic conception. The hope which inspires us would 

remain a blind hope if it were not guided by lucidity.Is there any need for me to mention the fundamental principles which govern relations between States, and to stress that these principles are constantly being violated in day-to-day reality? Here a sovereign State is invaded; these territories are victims of de facto annexation; elsewhere States resort to violence and not to arbitration for settling frontier disputes; certain subversive activities are encouraged from abroad. The use of violence or the resort to intimi
dation are widespread attitudes.In this situation, there are two temptations: the first is to freeze the existing international balances through the perpetuation of blocs re
flecting hegemonies; the second is to believe that general and complete disarmament is possible in the world as it is.Those two courses, which are opposite in respect of the principles underlying them, seem to be equally disastrous with regard to their consequences.It is not by appropriating zones of influence and by aligning small and medium-sized nations with the largest countries that war-like intentions will be eliminated.No more is it by advocating universal renunciation of national 
defence capacities and by allowing this unrealistic and unverifiable objective to serve as an alibi for those who hope to derive many benefits from the status quo that disarmament can be made a reality.There is only one course which is consistent both with the exigencies of the debate in which life and death are at stake, and with the pragmatism required to deal with a changing and dangerous reality: this course is to start from the fundamental principles of the Charter of the United Nations, from which the right of States and peoples to security is derived. In the opinion of France, this right to security 
comprises three elements:1. Strict observance of the international guarantees of security, starting with those in the Charter of the United Nations;2. The right for each State to organize its defence in such a manner that it can deter a potential aggressor;3. The obligation for each State not to arm itself beyond a level which others regard as a threat.From this right to security as so defined — which is one of the basic elements of a need that is felt by all the peoples of the earth, namely the need for self-affirmation —there arises the first objective which 
should be set for any disarmament plan, the attainment by each country of the minimum level of armament compatible with its security.Also, if there is to be any hope of attaining such an objective, four essential conditions must be met at the action level.The first condition is universality, which means that disarmament is the affair of everyone and must be achieved with the assistance and under the control of all. With the assistance of all, since disarmament cannot be reduced to the idea which the powerful may have of the
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security of the weak. Under the control of all, since there can be no progress in disarmament without an improvement in confidence.

Next, diversity, since the geography of threats must be matched by a geography of security which takes account of regional differences. In this respect, one fundamental distinction results from the existence of a vast region of the world in which nuclear deterrence constitutes a major element in the existing balance. And it must be admitted that the nuclear phenomenon, to the extent that it has been mastered by the logic of stable and mutual deterrence, has made it possible to ward off the risk of war in this zone for more than 30 years.
That is why France recommends that the global approach which must be yours in this Committee should be complemented by a regional approach to disarmament.Third, solidarity, since if, for the poorest nations, there can be no right to security without the right to development, it is only by putting an end to the scandal of the arms race that it will become possible to devote substantial additional resources to the task of reducing inequalities between peoples.
And lastly, pragmatism, since it is by analyzing the dangers as they are perceived by States that one may hope to arrive at effective measures and at the consensus necessary for their application. The essential factors of instability must be determined, and efforts must be made to alleviate the intolerable burden of threats by gradually eliminating them. It is through this dialectic of security and disarmament that the world in general, and each region in particular, will arrive at less distressing conditions of life.France does not of course reject the ultimate objective of real, general and controlled disarmament; however, it does not regard it as a present possibility, but as the end point of mankind’s long march 

towards total solidarity.From this over-all conception, of which I have just described the main elements, France has worked out a number of lines of action and concrete proposals, some of which are global in nature, and some regional. I wish to stress that they are not exhaustive; France reserves the right to supplement them, just as it is, of course, willing to examine with care and objectivity those of other countries.France is desirous that, at the appropriate moment, it should be you who take up these proposals of a global nature since you, ladies and gentlemen, are the first expression of the new conception of disarmament.When the French Government observed a year ago that the United Nations was the natural framework for the debates of the international community, it requested that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament should be replaced by a forum of discussion which, 
by its composition and procedures, would represent a genuine innovation.That was a prerequisite for any serious attempt to get out of the impasse in which disarmament negotiations had become bogged
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down. And so the tenth special session, having decided on the reform of the negotiating and deliberative machinery, established new principles governing the creation of your Committee.2The Committee, benefiting from its relationship with the United Nations, reflects the diversity of the world in its composition and respects regional balances. The abandonment of the co-chairmanship and the adoption of the rule of consensus are truly the expression of the principle of the equality of States with regard to the right to 
security.In proposing also the establishment of an International Institute for Research on Disarmament, France wished that all States should have an objective instrument of reflection and expert investigation.The Institute would be an independent instrument of research attached to the United Nations, and its work would supplement, on a longer-term and more scientific basis, the very useful and highly appreciated efforts already made by the Secretariat of the United Nations.I am happy to note that the thirty-third session of the General Assembly requested the Secretary-General of the United Nations to study the modalities for the establishment of such an Institute.3There is no disarmament without control and, in the course of your work, you must constantly be faced by this obvious fact. New technologies—particularly space technologies—are, as you know, opening up an increasingly wide range of possibilities. This is why France has proposed that an international satellite monitoring agency should be set up under the auspices of the United Nations.The thirty-third session of the General Assembly showed its interest in this proposal by deciding without opposition that a threefold investigation should be undertaken: inquiries by the Secretary- General among Member States, a meeting of a group of qualified government experts and a report by the Secretary-General to the thirty-fourth session.4 In the course of this procedure, in which it will participate, France will supplement its proposals and, in doing so, will endeavour to answer the questions which they have raised in certain quarters.In order to emphasize the relationships between disarmament and development, which are now being demonstrated by the work of a qualified group of experts, my country put forward the proposal to establish an international disarmament fund for development. The General Assembly has expressed the wish that our proposal should be referred to that group for its consideration.5 All sections of the international community must realize, without further delay, that development and security are the two indissociable foundations of a new international economic order.

2 For French proposals submitted to the Special Session of the General AssemblyDevoted to Disarmament, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 95-98.z Ibid., p. 756.
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The work of your Committee will naturally be concerned with the global aspects of disarmament, but should not disregard the efforts which are being made at the regional level in the self-same search for greater security.In regions that are not covered by the nuclear deterrent, it is in the interest of all that they should protect themselves from the dissemination of atomic weapons. The French Government, which is particularly aware of this need, intends to contribute to a constructive policy of non-proliferation based on non-discrimination. But it is of course for the States concerned themselves to renounce nuclear weapons, a decision which can come only from an affirmation of their own will. President Val6ry Giscard d’Estaing emphasized in New York the role which the creation of nuclear-free zones could play in this respect. A joint declaration by all the countries in a given region of their intention not to acquire this type of weapon would make it possible to strengthen a situation that is necessarily unstable at the present time. France, for its part, is naturally willing to draw the inferences from such a gesture, and this is what it is preparing to do in the case of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.8
Moreover, it cannot fail to indicate its interest in initiatives freely taken by the countries of a region with a view to strengthening their mutual confidence or entering into agreements on the limitation of the level of conventional weapons.In the vast expanse of the northern hemisphere covered by the nuclear deterrent, disarmament should deal as a matter of priority with two major factors of instability: the excessive size of the strategic arsenals of the super-Powers in relation to their need for mutual deterrents, and the unbalanced accumulation of conventional weapons in Europe.The two major nuclear Powers should therefore make urgent and systematic efforts to reduce their arsenals to a level commensurate with the actual requirements of deterrence. As long as the existence of such a superabundant nuclear destruction capability leaves open the possibility of the virtually total annihilation of mankind, disarmament will remain an academic notion.
Accordingly, though France supports the two major Powers when they make progress in their bilateral strategic arms limitation negotiations, it must point out that the objective of this difficult enterprise should be a substantial reduction in their arsenals and the freezing of their technological competition without impairing the security of the two partners and their allies as a result.It goes without saying that the problem arises in an entirely different manner for the medium-sized nuclear Powers such as France, since the disproportion between their forces —which are limited to the defence of their vital interests alone — and the strategic arsenals 

of the super-powers is quite obvious.

•The treaty is printed ibid, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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The accumulation of conventional armaments leads France to propose the convening of a disarmament conference in Europe.Europe is a geographical and historical reality. It is also a region that is clearly delimited from the military standpoint, and it is the site of the most formidable concentration of conventional weapons that the world has ever known. This accumulation, which is already 

detrimental to detente, is bound to have serious effects on detente if it continues and accelerates.This is why we have invited all States with forces on the continent to discuss together, on a footing of equality and aside from the confrontation of blocs, ways and means of achieving genuine disarmament.The main object would be to put an end to over-armament with conventional weapons and to the imbalances this involves. However, in order to establish the climate of confidence without which States would not agree to embark on the process of reduction, the first stage of the conference should be devoted to the elaboration of a series of measures designed on the one hand to co-ordinate, and on the other hand to improve and equalize the publication of data —i.e., mutual knowledge of military potentials, structures and activities. Efforts should also be made at this stage to limit and control manoeuvres and movements that might conceal a surprise attack.A comparison of the theories on the use of forces and of the strategies of the different participants would make for better mutual understanding, and would also lead to reflection on what might be the optimum level of security for European armies —a level which would allow nations to keep the means necessary for their individual and collective self-defence, but would not provide them with the means for launching an aggression.
It would be for the European disarmament conference, in the second phase of its work, to find objective criteria, acceptable to all, on which to base such research. If all armies in Europe were to conform to a strictly defensive type of military structure, after gradual reductions and re-equipment, a new era of peace and confidence would begin for Europe.Some will ask whether for this purpose it is necessary to create a new negotiating forum, when the CSCE and the MBFR talks already exist. We believe it is essential to do so, since the measures of confidence which we are proposing differ from those of Helsinki by their scope, their mandatory nature, the verifications to which they would be subject and their geographic range of application. Moreover, as they would also be connected with the subsequent adoption of specific provisions for the reduction of military equipment, they would be situated altogether outside the framework of the Final Act.With regard to the MBFR talks, everyone is aware of our objections to negotiations on the creation, in the middle of Europe, of a zone in which countries would be permanently subject to certain specific obligations under the control of the two major Powers, a
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system which would, moreover, have the effect of redeploying armaments rather than reducing them.

Nevertheless, our intention —and I wish to make this quite clear here —is certainly not to interfere with these negotiations, and we see no reason why the two exercises should not be conducted simultaneously.
We have also been asked why we limited the subject of this conference to conventional disarmament.First, because it is not appropriate to place on the same footing, and discuss together in the same negotiations, weapons which are completely different in their nature, significance and use.Secondly, because — since the bulk of the nuclear weapons belong to two great Powers and form part of a general balance which extends far beyond the confines of Europe —responsibility for nuclear disarmament rests with those two Powers.We are nevertheless aware of the complementarity of the two forms of disarmament, since the existence of the nuclear deterrent in Europe is indissociable from the threat posed there by conventional weapons. Whether any progress is made with general disarmament will depend on the extent to which the European disarmament conference achieves satisfactory results.Ladies and gentlemen, you are thus the first manifestation of a new concept of disarmament.
I am sure that you will conduct your work with the open- mindedness and the rigour which the requirements of the coming decades demand. To achieve this, your Committee will have to remain true to its founding principles; and, being itself an innovation, it will have to ensure that its work and methods reflect this renewal.
It is gratifying that all the nuclear Powers have been invited to resume their seats on the Committee and that the voice of great China can make itself heard here whenever it deems it desirable.Nevertheless it is still true that, through the United Nations General Assembly, its First Committee and the newly-instituted Disarmament Commission, the disarmament endeavour will above all be inspired by the principle of universality. How then could you, as the main negotiating body depart from this rule, whose most normal form of expression is the search for a consensus?If your Committee were to depart from the principle of the universal right to security in order to revert to commitments that are essentially bipolar, France would be driven back again to its former reservations. And if it were to confine itself to abstract discussions, it would not live up to the expectations of the peoples.What we seek is a disarmament effort that is serious, practical and effective. To achieve this, it is essential to base our work on a realistic vision of the international situation, of the East-West relations which determine the strategic balance, and of the North-South relations, which are characterized by the aspiration for harmony between two regions of the world that are divided by the inequalities of their development.
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There will be no disarmament without a deepening of detente. Be-, tween East and West, confrontation is gradually giving way to the search for a balance. But this balance between the blocs cannot permanently and satisfactorily be a balance of terror and mistrust. We must take new and ambitious steps along the road that was opened at Helsinki, and go beyond an excessively narrow and limited concept of detente. In a word, Europe, which has been divided and paralysed by the cold war, must open itself to nations and to people. France, for its part, thinks that this is possible, and believes it has shown that it can be done with full respect for national independence and fidelity to alliances.
At the same time, however, we must realize that the advancement of detente is not in itself enough to create the conditions for genuine disarmament. Transformation of North-South relations is equally important for the success of our enterprise, because the gap between developed countries and those which aspire to development is a source of frustration which might well result in a challenging of the balances that are alleged to have been established between the rich of the East and the rich of the West in their own interests. France considers it important therefore to institute a constructive dialogue between North and South based on mutual trust. But, in the East- West and the North-South dialogue alike, it is essential to convince people of their solidarity, and to help them discover the fundamental unity of their aims, despite their rivalries and even their armed conflicts.The new and promising body whose creation we acclaim today — the United Nations Committee on Disarmament —can make a contribution precisely to the attainment of these objectives.

Annual Message by President Carter to the Congress 
[Extract], January 25, 19791

We seek better relations with both the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China. Doing so is profoundly in the interests of our Nation and of global security.I therefore would like also to welcome President Brezhnev to our country in the near future. At that time we would hope to conclude an agreement curbing the strategic arms race. There are other areas where our two nations can work constructively together. These include a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty; limits on Indian Ocean deployments, and on the transfer of conventional arms; and restraint in areas of turbulence and tension. Such cooperative effort would do much to make the world a safer place for all.
We will never ignore Soviet actions which challenge our interests.

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 29, 1979, pp. 158-159.
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We both have a responsibility to our peoples and the world to maintain a pattern of detente which is genuinely reciprocal and broadly 
defined.A true world community cannot be fashioned or endure so long as the weapons of war multiply and spread, so long as ancient disputes fester and the demands for justice are unmet, so long as much of mankind remains impoverished and without hope.As I emphasized in my State of the Union address, the need to curb the strategic arms race has never been more urgent. It increases the risk of nuclear war. It is a needless competition that draws away scarce resources we need to invest in other areas of our Nation’s strength. It undermines America’s security.The conclusion and ratification of a satisfactory SALT II Treaty with the Soviet Union is therefore among our top priorities. It will make a major contribution to enhancing our long-term security, while keeping open our options to carry out needed modernization of our strategic forces and preserve our deterrence.We will take whatever time is necessary to negotiate a sound, verifiable agreement. I am convinced that once the American people and 
Congress have had a chance to examine the terms and benefits of this Treaty—and consider the shape of our future without i t—they will 
conclude it serves our vital security interests.We will continue to consult the Congress as we proceed this year with other important arms control negotiations: on a comprehensive nuclear test ban; the prevention of anti-satellite warfare; mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe; and limits on the rising tide of conventional arms transfers.The risks inherent in the proliferation of nuclear technology figure prominently among the dangers to the world community. Although we and the rest of the world still have far to go in dealing responsibly with such risks, the United States took an important step last March with the adoption of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act.2 For the first time in our history we established comprehensive legislation covering international cooperation in the nuclear field and the export of nuclear-related materials. To build on that promising beginning throughout 1979, we need progress in the following areas, both nuclear and nonnuclear:

• The International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE),* a 53-nation effort, can help us develop a new international nuclear fuel consensus that will adequately balance energy needs with non-prolif- 
eration concerns. We continue to believe that better alternatives exist to the commercialization of dangerous breeder reactors and we 
will cooperate as fully as possible with other countries in exploring those alternatives.• We will seek more substantial progress in the problem of managing nuclear waste and in attracting greater international support

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118 ff.^The communique of the INFCE organizing conference may be found ibid., 1977, p. 654.
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for the acceptance of nuclear safeguards. I ask the Senate to ratify the treaty on the IAEA Voluntary Safeguards Offer which will pro
vide concrete proof of our belief that international safeguards do not interfere with the successful development and operation of commercial nuclear power.4

• I will call for early Senate ratification of Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which will contribute to the lessening of nuclear 
dangers for our Latin American neighbors; the U.S. and Cuba are now 
the only countries in our Hemisphere which have not yet ratified that Treaty.5

Report by Secretary of Defense Brown to the Congress: 
Military Balance and Countervailing Strategy [Ex
tracts], January 25, 19791

I believe we can maintain the balance of military power with defense budgets of the order we are now requesting and projecting. It should be understood, however, that no informed judgment on this matter can rest on simple, static comparisons, whether that judgment calls for a more or less rapid rise (or even a decrease) in U.S. efforts.
I am, of course, aware that we estimate the Soviets as having more than 45,000 tanks, while the United States has only 10,000. But while we recognize the Soviet armor threat, that raw comparison does not convince me of Soviet military superiority in Central Europe, or make it advisable for the United States to buy another 35,000 tanks. Our allies happen to have tanks as well; and anti-tank launchers —of which we and our allies have already acquired more than 17,000 (and more than 40,000 anti-tank missiles)—are also relevant to stopping tanks. It is most unlikely, in any event, that the Soviets could bring all those tanks to bear against the United States and its allies. Simply counting up tanks, or ships, or aircraft, or missiles is not a sufficient basis for determining the relative effectiveness of two opposing forces. Successful defense and deterrence, which are what we seek, depend on a great deal more than the results of these static comparisons.If U.S. forces are relevant to some specific contingencies and can defeat a specific enemy, presumably they contribute to credible deterrence, no matter what static comparisons might show about particular force elements. Accordingly, we must examine a variety of 

hypothetical conflicts, understand how our capabilities would per
4 The treaty text may be found ibid., pp. 738 ff.5 The treaty and its protocols are printed ibid., 1967\ pp. 69-83.1 Report of Secretary of Defense Harold Brown on the F Y  1980 Budget, F Y  1981 Authorization Request and F Y  1980- 198U Defense Programs, pp. 10-12, 74-81.
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form in a range of circumstances, and determine what factors are crucial to their performance. Our strategic forces, for example, are smaller in number and lighter in throw-weight than their Soviet counterparts. However, if they are so deployed that an enemy cannot eliminate many of them in a first strike, if they have the reliabilities, accuracies, and nuclear warheads and yields necessary to destroy the 
targets we have assigned to them, and if the command and communications system to assure their delivery on target is maintained, they may be quite sufficient for our purposes, and the military balance quite stable, even if the indiscriminate static comparisons indicate certain asymmetries favorable to the USSR.

There are, admittedly, particular occasions when avoidance of asymmetries comes close to being an end in itself. In general, equality of legal rights is the basis of SALT and MBFR. But equal numbers and a satisfactory military balance are not necessarily the same thing. Equal aggregates in U.S. and Soviet strategic offensive forces, and common ceilings on the forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact in Central Europe, have merit —but for another reason. Since the Soviets have insisted on equality as the basis for arms control agreements, we must insist on equal aggregates and common ceilings as the principal ways of measuring and symbolizing that equality.But to be driven in our force planning by perceptions of the military balance based on static indicators, and to seek (or grant) equality in every measure across the board, is to ensure the misuse of U.S. and allied resources. We are not interested in symmetry with the Soviet Union, at least not from the standpoint of defense. Nor are we interested in having the capability to defeat the Soviets on a sand-table in a void. We are completely committed, however, to engineering their defeat wherever they attempt to challenge our interests.

The adequacy of the U.S. strategic capabilities must be judged primarily in light of Soviet offensive and defensive forces. It must be recognized, in this connection, that Soviet nuclear forces can threaten our friends as well as the United States. If we are unable or unwilling to counter this range of threats in a convincing manner, we must —at 
a minimum —face a growing vulnerability on the part of our friends to threats and blandishments from the other side, and a deterioration in the cohesion of our alliances. The loss of confidence in the U.S. nuclear deterrent could, as one extreme result, lead to heightened and accelerated efforts by other nations to acquire nuclear capabilities of their own, and, as another, to major Soviet political gains.

A. Targeting Issues
This problem has been with us for some time. Not only has it com

plicated our force planning; in the process, it has raised difficult questions about how the nuclear forces should be used: what should be the targets for these forces, how many targets should be covered, and
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under what circumstances, and in what numbers, particular sets of targets should be attacked.It is tempting to believe, I realize, that the threat to destroy some number of cities—along with their population and industry —will serve as an all-purpose deterrent. The forces required to implement such a threat can be relatively modest, and their size can perhaps be made substantially, though not completely, insensitive to changes in the posture of an opponent. In that way, at least our side of the arms race could be ended, since an opponent could never be certain that the threat of city-destruction would not be executed.Unfortunately, however, a strategy based on assured destruction alone no longer is wholly credible. A number of Americans even question whether we would or should follow such a strategy in the event of a nuclear attack on the United States itself, especially if the attack avoided population centers and sought to minimize the collateral damage from having targeted military installations. (I myself continue to doubt that a Soviet attack on our strategic forces whose collateral damage involved “only” a few million American deaths could appropriately be responded to without including some urban- industrial targets in the response.) Our allies, particularly in Europe, have questioned for some time whether the threat of assured destruction would be credible as a response to nuclear threats against them.True, bluffing is always possible, and nuclear bluffs may be more difficult to call than most. But if we try bluffing, ways can be found by others to test our bluffs without undue risk to them. Moreover, military postures and plans cannot very well be constructed on the basis of pretense. And Presidents, understandably, will never be satisfied in a crisis to have only one plan—and such a catastrophic plan as assured destruction. It is little wonder, in the circumstances, that for many years we have had alternatives to counter-city retaliation in our plans, and a posture substantial enough and responsive enough to permit the exercise of these options.

B. Objectives and Measures
I do not wish to pretend, in pointing out some of the problems with 

a strategy and a posture based on assured destruction only, that anyone has found a way of conducting a strategic nuclear exchange that remotely resembles a traditional campaign fought with conventional weapons. We are not talking here about a Schlieffen working out a great flanking attack on France, or an Eisenhower planning an assault on Germany. We are talking about successive bombardments delivered by long-range missiles and bombers with nuclear weapons— weapons that are capable of destroying targets and producing large amounts of lethal radiation, but quite incapable of holding or occupying territory, or even of blockading it.Admittedly, counterforce and damage-limiting campaigns have been put forward as the nuclear equivalents of traditional warfare. But their proponents find it difficult to tell us what objectives an enemy would seek in launching such campaigns, how these campaigns
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would end, or how any resulting asymmetries could be made meaningful. We are left instead with large uncertainties about the amounts of damage that would result from such exchanges, about escalation, and about when and how the exchanges would terminate.

These uncertainties, combined with the heavy responsibilities that have fallen on the United States, leave us with a dilemma. We now recognize that the strategic nuclear forces can deter only a relatively narrow range of contingencies, much smaller in range than was fore
seen only 20 or 30 years ago. We also acknowledge that a strategy and a force structure designed only for assured destruction is not sufficient for our purposes. At the same time, we have to admit that we have not developed a plausible picture of the conflict we are trying to deter.

One way of escaping the dilemma would be to design our forces on the basis of essential equivalence, assuming we know what is meant 
by the term. By one definition, U.S. capabilities could be made roughly comparable to those of the Soviet Union in each of such static measures as numbers of delivery systems, throw-weight, and equivalent megatonnage. A more reasonable interpretation demands that judgments be made and would require us to be ahead by some measures if behind in others. However, even that approach mixes together our deterrent strategy with our arms control criteria.The Soviets have made a great deal of requiring equality with the United States in strategic nuclear forces, and we do not disagree. But since precise equality is impossible to define when the forces of the two sides differ in so many respects, we have adopted the principle of essential equivalence as a surrogate for equality. Among other reasons, that is why the issue of the BACKFIRE bomber has loomed so large in SALT. But to plan our forces, and measure their adequacy, simply on the basis of essential equivalence would give no assurance that the forces would perform their essential deterrent functions. We must insist on essential equivalence with the Soviet Union to symbolize the equality that both sides accept in this realm. But we must 
not mistake the symbols, however important, for the substance. We may be able to obtain deterrence, and can achieve assured destruction or more, without equivalence; it is by no means certain that equivalence alone will give us deterrence.There is no obvious solution to our dilemma at this juncture. As a reasonable minimum (but this may also be the best we can do), we can make sure that, whatever the nature of the attacks we foresee, we have the capability to respond in such a way that the enemy could have no expectation of achieving any rational objective, no illusion of making any gain without offsetting losses. This countervailing strategy has a number of implications. We must have forces in sufficient numbers and quality so that they can: (1) survive a well-executed surprise attack; (2) react with the timing needed, both as to promptness and endurance, to assure the deliberation and control deemed necessary by the National Command Authorities (NCA); (3) penetrate any enemy defenses; and (4) destroy their designated targets.
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We must also have the redundancy and diversity built into these forces to ensure against the failure of any one component of the capability, to permit the cross-targeting of key enemy facilities, and to complicate the enemy’s defenses as well as his attack. Survivable command-control-communications are equally essential if we are to respond appropriately to an enemy attack and have some chance of limiting the exchange. High accuracy and reduced nuclear yields can be equally important in minimizing collateral damage and the escalation that could follow from it. Even some measure of civil defense evacuation can be desirable, if only to reduce the effects produced by attacks on targets other than population centers.To have a true countervailing strategy, our forces must be capable of covering, and being withheld from, a substantial list of targets. Cities cannot be excluded from such a list, not only because cities, population, and industry are closely linked, but also because it is essential at all times to retain the option to attack urban-industrial targets — both as a deterrent to attacks on our own cities and as the final retaliation if that particular deterrent should fail. The necessary forces should be included in whatever requirements we set for a strategic nuclear reserve following initial exchanges.The degree to which hard targets such as missile silos, command bunkers, and nuclear weapons storage sites need to be completely covered as part of the list is a more difficult issue. As the growing Soviet threat to our ICBM force indicates, this kind of targeting, by forcing the other side to respond with redesigned capabilities, is bound to affect long-term stability, in what could be (but need not be) a negative way. On the other hand, attacks on these targets would not disarm an enemy in a first-strike (because of his survivable non- ICBM forces), but on a second-strike could suppress his withheld missiles and recycling bombers that could otherwise be used against crucial targets.
One resolution of this issue, in light of the conflicting pressures, would lie, first, in being able to cover hard targets with at least one reliable warhead with substantial capability to destroy the target and, second, in having the retargeting capability necessary to permit reallocation of these warheads either to a smaller number of crucial hard targets, or to other targets on the list. Even with slow-reacting capabilities such as cruise missiles, this would ensure that an enemy’s silos are not a kind of sanctuary from which he can shoot with impunity. Uncertainties on the part of each side about the other’s capabilities make it likely, I should add, that fixed ICBMs will have to be regarded by both as having, at best, uncertain survivability as we reach the late 1980s (although these uncertainties will affect the U.S. ICBMs earlier).A variety of other targets warrant inclusion on the list. No enemy should be left with the illusion that he could disable portions of our nuclear forces —CONUS-based or overseas—as a preliminary to attacks in specific theaters with his general purpose forces. The latter can and should be targeted. Under many conditions, moreover, they
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may be more time-urgent targets than residual missiles. So might the command-control, war reserve stocks, and lines of communication necessary to the conduct of theater campaigns. In some circumstances, we might also wish to take war-related industries under attack, especially those decoupled from cities.I realize that such a list of targets, military and non-military, could be long. It is quite finite, however, and not all the targets on the list would necessarily have to be covered by the strategic forces. I also recognize that the strategy behind such a list is essentially defensive in nature, designed primarily to prevent an enemy from achieving any meaningful objective. Nonetheless, the times and the uncertainties surrounding nuclear deterrence warrant such an approach. With careful design, it ensures that we cover targets of concern to our friends as well as ourselves; and it permits us to respond credibly to threats or actions by a nuclear opponent. No matter what the nature of the attack, we would have the option to reply in a controlled and deliberate way, and to proportion our response to the nature and scale of the provocation.Equally important, this approach gives a concrete basis on which to assess the adequacy of our strategic forces. It would be inefficient to base those forces on such a conservative definition of the assured- destruction mission that it would provide us with a surplus of warheads in most circumstances (but perhaps of the wrong types) for use against non-urban targets. It would be an equally questionable measure of success to have, after an exchange, a residual capability — whether measured in throw-weight or warheads —that is equal to or larger than the residual capability of the Soviet Union, especially if both nations had been reduced to radioactive rubble in the meantime. The U.S. interest appears to me to lie in a countervailing strategy, the targets that go with such a strategy, and the forces to cover those targets under second-strike conditions.If our forces are able, with high confidence, to destroy those targets, our deterrent should be adequate to cope with a wide variety of contingencies in as credible a fashion as nuclear weapons permit. Such a deterrent should also retain the confidence of our friends, help to minimize pressures for nuclear proliferation and permit us, with confidence, to resist coercion short of attack.

C. Assessment
In my judgment, we currently have an adequate strategic deterrent by these standards. I believe, moreover, that we can maintain the deterrent for the foreseeable future with the resources we have 

requested in the FY 1980 defense budget, and in the Long-Range Defense Projection we have developed.At the present time, our alert bombers, SLBMs on patrol, and a large percentage of our ICBMs are survivable, even in the face of a 
well-executed Soviet surprise attack, and most of them could penetrate Soviet defenses and destroy their designated targets. The force has the capability to carry out a variety of attacks, and respond
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at the appropriate level to varied provocations. In particular, we can cover targets of special concern to our allies. Furthermore, the number of surviving warheads would be sufficient in a full retaliation 
to cover a comprehensive set of targets in the Soviet Union. I do not wish to pretend, however, that current capabilities would give us high confidence of destroying a large percentage of Soviet missile silos and other very hard targets on a time-urgent basis, that is, with ballistic missiles. Nor do I mean to suggest that our retaliatory capability is not effectively matched by that of the Soviet Union. Even after a hypothetical U.S. first strike, the Soviets could retaliate with approximately equal force, although they could not cover an 
equally comprehensive target list in the United States because of their smaller inventory of warheads. In that sense, a situation of mutual nuclear deterrence prevails at the present time. A reasonable degree of nuclear stability in a crisis is probably assured as well.

Unfortunately, longer-term stability is not fully assured, and the future competition in strategic capabilities is likely to become more dynamic than need be the case. As I pointed out last year, the main impulse for this dynamism comes from the Soviet Union in the form of a large ICBM force with an expanding hard-target-kill capability, a much publicized civil defense effort, and the likelihood of significantly upgraded air defense capabilities.These programs make it clear that the Soviets are concerned about the failure of deterrence as well as its maintenance, just as we need 
to be and are; and that the / reject the concept of minimum deterrence and assured destruction only, just as we should and do. That much is understandable. More troublesome is the degree of emphasis in 
Soviet military doctrine on a war-winning nuclear capability, and the extent to which current Soviet programs are related to the doctrine (which sounds like World War II refought with nuclear weapons).To say this is not to suggest that the Soviets have any serious prospect of succeeding in this kind of an enterprise. They do not. But if they 
persist in their efforts, and we do not, they will —at least hypothetically—make our strategic retaliatory capability less fully effective than we want it to be. Short of a U.S. response, moreover, they will achieve that result without paying any penalty in resources or in political terms, for causing instability. They might even see opportunities in that case for political intimidation. That cannot be permitted to happen.There is no prospect that the Soviet Union, any more than the United States, can develop a disarming first strike in the decade ahead —if the United States reacts to modify its forces appropriately. Similarly, there is no prospect that the Soviet Union, any more than the United States, can —over the next 10 years —design a serious damage-limiting capability, if we react. This is simply not in the cards.What is in prospect is this: the Soviets will have at least the hypothetical capability, in the early to mid-1980s, to destroy a large per
centage of our ICBM silos, non-alert bombers, and SSBNs that might
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be in port; they may also be able to give as much as 10 to 20 percent of 
their population at least some kind of temporary protection against 
our retaliation. Even so, we would still have the capability, with our 
SLBMs on patrol and alert bombers armed with cruise missiles, to 
deliver thousands of warheads on target in the Soviet Union. In addi
tion, the USSR can never be sure that our ICBM force would not be 
launched under the attack, increasing the number of U.S. delivered 
warheads still further.

It is difficult to imagine any circumstances or expectations that 
would prompt Soviet leaders to undertake such a self-destructive at
tack. There are, nonetheless, several reasons why it would be unac
ceptable not to take measures to correct our impending vulnerabili
ties. Although the total number of warheads in the U.S. force will be 
increasing with the deployment of TRIDENT and ALCM, the de
struction of the ICBM force could result in a net loss of second-strike 
target coverage with our forces on day-to-day alert, decrease our 
ability to attack time-urgent targets, and reduce the flexibility with 
which we could manage our surviving forces. The threat of such a loss 
would also undermine our confidence in the strategic TRIAD, and 
quite possibly encourage the Soviets to strive for a similar success 
against our other second-strike capabilities.

I realize that, quite apart from the implausibility of a Soviet first 
strike in these circumstances, a number of questions have been raised 
about the feasibility of executing a successful attack on our ICBM 
force. In fact, I pointed out some of the difficulties in this report a 
year ago. It is equally important to acknowledge, however, that the 
coordination of a successful attack is not impossible, and that the 
“rubbish heap of history” is filled with authorities who said some
thing reckless could not or would not be done. Accordingly, we must 
take the prospective vulnerability of our ICBM force with the utmost 
seriousness for planning purposes. Even where the probability of an 
event seems low, it may (depending on how costly the effort) be worth 
reducing still further when the consequences of its occurrence are so 
great. A focus of our planning, in these circumstances, is on how to 
deal with this problem. SALT II will leave open all options.

I should note, in this connection, that a criticism of SALT is that it 
has failed to remove or postpone significantly the vulnerability of 
MINUTEMAN. That criticism is unwarranted. SALT cannot be ex
pected to solve all our strategic problems for us. But as it proceeds, 
SALT can continue to contribute to stability and ensure, where the 
problems are too knotty for the bilateral process, that we retain the 
freedom to solve them unilaterally. SALT II will permit us to do just 
that.

While I have emphasized the impending vulnerability of our ICBM 
force, it is not the only problem that will face us in the years ahead. 
We must be concerned about the aging of our bomber and SSBN 
capabilities. We must also recognize that our current civil defense 
program can do little to limit collateral damage even should the 
Soviets not attack urban areas directly. If our limited, second-strike,
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response options are to be fully credible, our friends as well as our op
ponents must understand not only that we can use our strategic 
forces in a deliberate and controlled way against meaningful targets, 
but also that people at risk in potential target areas in the United 
States can be evacuated and protected, at a minimum, from the short
term effects of nuclear weapons.

Clearly, we have a number of tasks ahead of us. I am confident that 
the FY 1980 defense budget and the Long-Range Defense Projection, 
as currently visualized, will enable us to get on with those tasks at an 
acceptable pace.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Marker) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Negative Securi
ty Assurances [Extract]ff January 25, 1979 1

The third subject to which consideration is to be given this year is the 
conclusion of effective arrangements, including an international con
vention, to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons. Apart from the recommendation in 
paragraph 59 of the special session's Final Document,2 the General 
Assembly, at its thirty-third session, adopted two resolutions on the 
subject addressed to the Committee on Disarmament.3 Both these 
resolutions — one sponsored by the Soviet Union and the other by 
Pakistan — call on the Committee to evolve “effective” measures or 
arrangements to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, including consideration of an 
international convention. The Committee is to take up examination of 
the draft conventions presented by Pakistan4 and the Soviet Union,5 
and the views expressed on this subject, as soon as possible, and to 
submit “a progress report” to the next session of the United Nations 
General Assembly. Without going into the priority to be accorded to 
various items, this topic has the advantage of having concrete texts 
available on which negotiations could be initiated forthwith.

As you have mentioned, Mr. Chairman, agreement on this question 
would enhance the climate of world peace and security. Such security 
assurances are of special significance to the non-nuclear States of the 
Third World. They are entirely helpless in the face of the nuclear 
threat which is posed not only by the nuclear Powers but also some 
other States, such as South Africa and Israel, which may be in the

1 CD/PV.3, pp. 25-27.
2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 422.
3 Printed ibid., pp. 760-762.
4 Post, Mar. 27, 1979.
6Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 558 -  560.
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process of acquiring—or have perhaps already acquired —a nuclear 
weapons capability. Action must be taken to prevent this possibility, 
and Pakistan has taken several initiatives, including one for the crea
tion of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, for this purpose. We 
shall persevere in our efforts to evolve arrangements for the denu
clearization of South Asia. Pakistan shares the hope expressed in the 
Secretary-General’s message to this Committee that the precedent of 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco “will be followed by further concerted action 
toward the establishment of other nuclear-weapon-free zones”.6 But, 
in the meantime, the world can avert a nuclear free-for-all only by 
constructing effective political and legal barriers against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. 
This will provide the time needed to succeed in halting and reversing 
the nuclear-arms race and prohibiting completely the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons.

Some of the nuclear-weapon States remain reluctant to commit 
themselves to an international convention to assure the non-nuclear 
States against the nuclear threat. Various reasons have been cited to 
justify this reluctance, but the two advanced most often are: first, 
that assurances against the use of nuclear weapons have already 
been extended to the non-nuclear-weapon States; and, second, that it 
is not possible to evolve a formula for a uniform obligation by all the 
nuclear-weapon States. Let me say, with all deference to the Govern
ments concerned, that neither of these presumptions is quite valid.

There is general agreement that the assurances provided by three 
nuclear Powers under resolution 255 of the Security Council are 
restrictive and lacking in credibility.7 Nor do the unilateral declara
tions made by the major nuclear Powers at the special session on 
disarmament provide an effective assurance to non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use, or threat of use, of nuclear weapons. Apart 
from the fact that these declarations are different from each other in 
form and content, their credibility is further diminished —in some 
cases entirely eroded — by the conditions and qualifications attached 
to them.8

A unilateral declaration, unless sanctified in a legal instrument, 
does not create binding or irrevocable commitments. It is bound to 
provoke a sense of reservation, because it is merely a statement of 
governmental policy, and policies, like Governments, are apt to 
change. Those very States which argue that the declaration of their 
Head of State regarding non-use of nuclear weapons is as binding as a 
treaty, have themselves taken the view that declarations made by 
Heads of State or Government of other nations regarding non-prolif- 
eration do not constitute a legal commitment and, therefore, urge ac
ceptance of the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty.

We are told that no uniform formulation can be evolved for securi
6 CD/PV.l, Jan. 24, 1979, p. 15.
7 The text of the res. may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 444. The 

text of the U.S. declaration is printed ibid., pp. 439-440.
8 For the U.S. declaration, see ibid., 1978, p. 384.
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ty assurances because of the different security perceptions of the 
nuclear- and non-nuclear-weapon States. Unilateral declarations were 
made by the major nuclear Powers at the special session, but the con
ditions and qualifications in the declaration of one nuclear Power 
were negated by the conditions and qualifications in the declarations 
of the o(her. The net* resuU is that these qualified unilateral declara
tions provide little practical assurance to the non-nuclear States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. A “common for
mula” is, therefore, indispensable to evolve credible security 
guarantees.

The debate which took place on this subject at the last session of 
the General Assembly has clarified the issues involved in formulating 
such a “formula". The fundamental difficulty in reaching a common 
formula is the existence of the military strategies of the rival political 
blocs, both of which envisage the use of nuclear weapons against the 
nuclear and non-nuclear members of the opposing bloc. Pakistan con
tinues to believe that the formulation for “negative” security assur
ances approved by the General Assembly in resolution 31/189 C,9 and 
reaffirmed at its thirty-second session,10 provides the most viable 
basis for evolving a “uniform obligation” to be undertaken by the 
nuclear Powers. This formula is not only supported by nearly 100 
Member States, it also equitably reflects the preoccupations of all 
countries. The Pakistan delegation would suggest that after a prelim
inary exchange of views on the draft convention submitted by my 
country on this subject, the Committee should set up an ad hoc work
ing group to take up detailed examination of the various issues 
involved.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
Committee on Disarmament, January 25, 19791

This occasion symbolizes the increasingly active role of the entire 
community of nations in the processes of arms control and disarma
ment, the success of which is so critical to the peace and security of all 
of us. I would like to join in welcoming the representatives of those 
Governments who were not at this table last year, and to say how 
much we look forward to working with you, and with all the others 
present here, in exploring our common interests and our common 
goals. The presence of so many distinguished statesmen and diplo
mats is witness to the high hopes the world places in this body.

What I propose to do this afternoon is to tell you why my Govern
ment is convinced that this forum is so essential to the pursuit of our

• Ibid., 1976; pp. 948-949. 
10Ibid., 1977, pp. 847-848.
1 CD/PV.4, pp. 20-26.
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common goals, and then to discuss the approach the United States is 
taking in pursuing those goals.

We all are becoming increasingly aware that the inhabitants of this 
small planet are more and more dependent on each other for the 
necessities of life: for our supply of foods and fibres, for our shrinking 
non-renewable energy resources, for a livable environment. In no 
other area, however, are we so entirely dependent on each other as in 
the avoidance of international conflict — conflict that always holds the 
terrible danger of escalation into thermonuclear holocaust. Conflict 
anywhere in the world can threaten all of us, and heighten the poten
tial for conflict among the nuclear-weapon Powers.

The Committee on Disarmament has a major role to play in helping 
to reduce the tensions that lead to conflict because it can articulate 
the interests of all Governments concerned, and it can help to incor
porate them into the language of workable agreements. I want to 
stress this point in contrasting the role of the Committee on Disarma
ment with the role of the other major multilateral disarmament body, 
the United Nations Disarmament Commission, which was designed as 
a deliberative, rather than a negotiating body. Both bodies provide the 
opportunity for Governments to share with each other their views 
and concerns, to test their positions in vigorous multinational debate 
and to explore mutual values in an effort to narrow differences on 
divisive issues. But the negotiating body has also to be able to meet 
the challenge of finding ways to bridge differences so that effective 
agreements can be achieved.

Our predecessor bodies have always functioned under the rule of 
consensus. We are committed to do likewise, and properly so. It may 
be useful at this time to reflect on the significance of the consensus 
principle. Clearly, in a multilateral negotiating forum, all participants 
are free to express their opinions, and any restraint on that freedom 
of expression can only serve to poison the atmosphere. But, by the 
same token, all participants must recognize two factors affecting 
decision making:

First, some participants will have a more vital interest in par
ticular agreements than other participants will. The views and con
cerns of those specially interested participants must necessarily, in 
the real world, be given greater consideration.

Second, all participants must bear in mind that the views of the 
overwhelming majority on a particular question carry special weight, 
and should lead the minority members to consider their positions 
carefully.

The rules of ordered liberty are the essence of the principle of con
sensus on which the work of this body was founded.

Let me turn now to the views of the United States on the substan
tive issues that are our common concern.

Our objective should be to strengthen the security of all peoples 
and nations. No nation can be expected to support an agreement that 
puts its security at risk. I am sure, however, that you share my con
viction that through the various mechanisms that are available to us,
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of which this negotiating forum is in the front rank, we can devise 
arms control and disarmament measures that contribute to the 
restraint of armaments and enhance the general security.

In this regard it is natural that the major, but by no means the ex
clusive, preoccupation of the United States has been with the prob
lem of controlling nuclear armaments. My country shares the view 
that has often been expressed in international disarmament discus
sions and was spelled out in the Final Document of the United Na
tions General Assembly’s special session devoted to disarmament, 
that among genuine measures of disarmament, effective measures of 
nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war have the 
highest priority.2 The obligations of the nuclear-weapon Powers in 
the effort to halt and then reverse the growth of nuclear arsenals are 
clearly expressed in Article VI of the NPT. The United States is well 
aware of these obligations and is exerting its best efforts to meet 
them, as I will outline for you in a moment. I take particular note of 
the fact that it was a predecessor of this forum —the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Committee —that was responsible for producing the 
text of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, including Article VI.3

As the nuclear-weapon States have special responsibilities with 
respect to nuclear weapons, so all States have responsibilities with 
respect to limits on non-nuclear weapons. Although these respon
sibilities bear more heavily, perhaps, on those States that are the 
principal suppliers of the non-nuclear weapons that make up 90 per 
cent of the world’s arsenals, effective limitation is not possible 
without co-operation between suppliers and recipients. In this area, 
too, my country is fully aware of its obligations and is taking action to 
meet them.

Returning to the question of bringing nuclear arsenals under con
trol, I am happy to be able to report that the United States and the 
Soviet Union are close to resolving the remaining issues that stand in 
the way of a SALT II agreement. This agreement will establish ceil
ings on all major categories of strategic nuclear delivery systems of 
the two sides. It will also initiate the process of reducing the over-all 
number of such systems. In addition, important qualitative con
straints will be imposed on the further development of the nuclear 
arsenals of the two participants.

Let me stress that this agreement not only builds —and builds very 
considerably —upon the first 1972 Agreements,4 but also commits 
both sides to a process which we firmly expect will yield further and 
more extensive agreements in the future. Indeed, in conjunction with 
this agreement, the two sides have stated their intention to pursue 
further negotiations aimed at securing significant additional reduc
tions of their strategic arsenals and at imposing further qualitative 
constraints on these arsenals. Moreover, we are aware of the military 
significance of current and potential modernized long-range theatre

2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
8 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
4 For the texts of the 1972 agreements, see ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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nuclear systems, and are examining their potential relevance and 
susceptibility to arms control.

Some may regret that the SALT II agreement is not even more far- 
reaching in its impact. Let me emphasize the importance of viewing 
SALT II as just one step, although a considerable one, in the process 
of bringing nuclear weapons under control; it is not, admittedly, the 
end of the story. However, we are convinced that the agreement we 
envisage represents not only a major step toward the effective con
trol of nuclear arms but also a landmark achievement for arms con
trol and disarmament in general. We trust it will serve as a catalyst 
for progress in other areas as well.

In parallel with the SALT effort, we and our Soviet and British 
negotiating partners are pushing ahead toward resolution of issues 
standing in the way of trilateral agreement on a comprehensive test 
ban.

As the United Kingdom representative has noted, substantial 
progress has been made in the CTB negotiations during the past 
year. The three delegations have agreed that the treaty will prohibit 
all nuclear weapons tests in all environments and will be of fixed 
duration. An integrally related protocol will impose a moratorium on 
peaceful nuclear explosions.

A fundamental issue in the negotiations has been verification of 
compliance. Although agreement in principle has been reached on a 
number of verification measures, many critical technical details re
main to be resolved.

The next round of CTB negotiations will be starting shortly. We 
will be doing our utmost to find ways to bring these negotiations to a 
successful conclusion at the earliest possible date, recognizing that 
success means laying the basis for an international convention which 
commands the widest possible international support and which is 
both comprehensive in its application and verifiable in its execution.

The international community has also displayed special interest in 
our negotiations aimed at achieving a prohibition on chemical 
weapons and munitions and the means of their production. Achieve
ment of an international convention banning chemical weapons would 
be a signal accomplishment since it would be a true disarmament 
measure eliminating completely a whole class of weapons capable of 
destroying human beings on a massive scale.

It would also be a disarmament measure that would have direct 
consequences for many countries, whether or not they possess chemi
cal weapons, since an effective world-wide agreement implies a cer
tain measure of control over chemical production capabilities wher
ever they may be located. This element makes a CW convention a 
particularly appropriate arms control measure for multilateral con
sideration.

The unique characteristics of a ban on CW, however, also make the 
negotiation of an agreement extraordinarily complicated. The 
negotiations we have had with the Soviet Union aimed at producing a 
joint initiative on CW have made progress and we will be resuming
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them shortly. But I would be less than candid if I were to minimize 
the difficulties that still remain. In this area, too, we are very con- 
scious of the impatience with which you await our long hoped-for 
initiatives.

In our efforts to achieve bilateral agreement on the elements of a 
treaty banning radiological weapons we appear to be closer to suc
cess. While the threat of radiological weapons is more potential than 
actual, such an agreement would close a gap in the application of arms 
control measures to identified weapons of mass destruction, and 
would shut off any future development of weapons in this field. Bi
lateral United States-USSR negotiations on RW, which are also of 
special interest to this body, will resume on 6 February.

The arms control agenda of the United States is heavy with nego
tiations on many other subjects which are at least of general interest 
to all who are gathered here today. On Tuesday of this week, in fact, 
in the capital city of our host country the United States and the 
Soviet Union resumed discussions of the question of anti-satellite 
systems. In deference to other speakers I will not prolong my 
remarks by treating these other activities in detail. The relatively 
glancing attention I must perforce pay them does not, however, in 
any way suggest that we relegate them to a lesser order of impor
tance. Indeed such measures as regional arms control and the preven
tion of the spread of nuclear weapons are at the forefront of our na
tional concerns.

Our regional efforts include:
Pursuit of agreement on mutually acceptable and verifiable force 
reductions in the MBFR talks in Vienna;
Exploration of ways to strengthen the system of confidence- 
building measures which was an important aspect of the confer
ence on security and co-operation in Europe and which we would 
like to see applied elsewhere; and
Bilateral discussions with the Soviet Union on mutual restraints 
on forces in the Indian Ocean.

We have also supported regional initiatives by others aimed at 
reducing force levels in specific regions and have engaged in talks 
and consultations with both supplier and recipient countries aimed at 
finding ways to limit conventional arms transfers.

We are greatly encouraged by recent progress toward full imple
mentation of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.5 We believe this far-sighted ef
fort by the Latin American States significantly contributes to the 
security of countries in the region and to international non-prolifera
tion objectives.

The subject of non-proliferation is particularly pertinent at this 
time as the more than 100 States Parties to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty begin preparations for the 1980 Review Conference. The addi
tion of several more nuclear-weapon States by the end of the century

5 Printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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would simply not be compatible with the evolution of a political and 
military environment guaranteeing the survival of human society as 
we know it. A vigorous international effort is necessary to meet this 
challenge and all States, regardless of size, can contribute to this 
endeavour.

The NPT remains the cornerstone of international non-proliferation 
efforts and the United States continues to encourage universal adher
ence. We welcomed the statements by Indonesia and Turkey during 
the special session that the NPT had been submitted to their Parlia
ments for approval. The Indonesian Parliament has since taken such 
action, and we are hopeful for similar action by Turkey in the near 
future. The steps taken by these two countries towards accession to 
the NPT represent a development of considerable importance in the 
life of the Treaty.

With respect to Article IV of the NPT, the United States remains 
committed to maintaining and strengthening its programmes for 
assisting in the peaceful nuclear development of other nations, with 
particular attention to the needs of the developing countries.

Beyond the problems relating to weapons and forces, there are 
other disarmament issues on which the United States has been 
active.

The United States is pleased that one matter left unresolved by 
the special session was given renewed impetus by the General 
Assembly at its thirty-third session when it authorized a practical 
test of a proposed standardized reporting format for nations volun
tarily to report their military expenditures.8 The United States has 
expressed its willingness to participate actively in this project, and 
we hope many other countries will take the same view. The develop
ment of reliable, standardized international reporting of military ex
penditures could have a double value: by lifting the veil of secrecy 
which shrouds much of the world’s military spending, it could dampen 
the action-reaction cycle, based on worst case estimates, which helps 
drive expenditures ever higher; it would also satisfy one of the 
preconditions for negotiated agreements to limit or reduce military 
spending.

The United States is also conscious that aspirations for economic 
development are among the most fundamental concerns of the non
industrialized nations. The contribution that disarmament might 
make to the availability of resources for development, both 
domestically and through foreign assistance, is a question in which 
many countries have a stake. The United States, therefore, supports 
and is actively participating in the expert study of the relationship 
between disarmament and development that was instituted by the 
special session devoted to disarmament.

A recital of the number and variety of arms control and disarma
ment activities in which the United States and other member States 
of this body are engaged sounds superficially impressive. Let us not

9 Ibid., 1978, pp. 736-738.
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for a moment, however, lose sight of the fact that activity does not 
equate with progress; that the issues with which we are dealing are 
complicated, sometimes imperfectly understood and usually bear im
portantly on the most sensitive aspects of national and world security.

It is no wonder then that arms control negotiations are among the 
most difficult and contentious aspects of the conduct of relations be
tween States. The difficulties, however, are not so great or the pros
pects so bleak as to merit the wry comment attributed to William of 
Orange in another circumstance, “It is not necessary to hope in order 
to attempt, nor to succeed in order to persevere.” More relevant to 
our efforts is the reminder of Arthur Clough, “If hopes are dupes, 
fears may be liars.”

Of the qualities needed for success in arms control and disarmament 
negotiations, perseverance certainly ranks near the top of the list. I 
am sure that this body will persevere in the pursuit of greater securi
ty through arms control measures. I can assure you that my Govern
ment will do the same.

Study Prepared for the Joint Committee on Defense 
Production: Economic and Social Consequences of 
Nuclear Attacks on the United States [Extract]ff 
February 19791

M a j o r  F in d i n g s

Strategic
Relatively modest nuclear attacks could produce significant 

destruction to economic assets and population centers in either the 
United States or U.S.S.R. Between 400 and 1,000 nuclear weapons 
with a total TNT explosive equivalent of between 150 and 350 mega
tons would be adequate for effective urban-industrial attacks. The 
present U.S. arsenal contains approximately 9,000 strategic weapons 
and 4,000 megaton equivalents; Soviet strategic forces number ap
proximately 3,000 weapons and about 5,000 megaton equivalents. 
Therefore, to provide a retaliatory force capable of highly destruc
tive attacks on sources of national strength, only 10 percent of cur
rent U.S. strategic force loadings, or 30 percent of equivalent Soviet 
forces, must survive an initial exchange.

Economic
The criteria conventionally used for measuring aggregate economic 

damage significantly understate the destructiveness of nuclear at
1 Economic and Social Consequences of Nuclear A ttacks on the United States: A 

Study Prepared for the Joint Committee on Defense Production, Congress of the 
United States, Published by the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
United S tates Senate (Com. prt.; 96th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. v - v i i i .  The study was pub
lished by the Banking Committee, since the Joint Committee on Production, which 
originally commissioned the study, merged with the Banking Committee in Oct. 1977.
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tacks, since they do not account for either the indirect or the long
term consequences of widespread destruction for both the society 
and the economy. Missing, therefore, from many calculations of 
nuclear attack damage is a comprehensive and dynamic analysis of 
quantitative effects (i.e., availability of productive capacity, fuel, 
labor, food and other resources), qualitative effects (i.e, political, 
social and psychological damage), and interactive effects (i.e., the im
pact on the relationships between the social and economic factors of 
production or what might be characterized as the “connective tissue” 
that knits the system together).

The complex, interdependent relationships that characterize mod
ern industrial societies make them especially vulnerable to nuclear 
attacks aimed at urban and industrial concentrations. Even compara
tively small attacks against economic targets, basic industries in par
ticular, could result in long-term economic damage and disruption 
that would be unacceptable to national leaders. Such attacks will not 
only damage the industrial base and infrastructure but also thin the 
ranks of the technical and managerial personnel required to operate a 
complex industrial economy.

The process of post-attack economic recovery is like that of economic 
development or growth; it requires the production of surpluses to 
support expansion beyond the limited, surviving economic base. In 
contrast to these needs a post-attack society will be confronted with 
extensive destruction of basic industries, damage to vital economic 
links, such as, transportation, communications, et cetera, as well as 
burdened with major relief efforts which will tax surviving assets. 
Under these circumstances it is unlikely that a nation will be able to 
generate the surpluses necessary for rapid economic growth or 
recovery for 5 years or longer. This should be true, even assuming 
that hostilities are terminated immediately after these attacks. If a 
state of war or near-war continues, the demands of defense will 
divert even more of the limited stock of capital assets away from eco
nomic recovery.

The factors that make rapid recovery from a small-scale disaster 
possible —limited damage, modest casualties, surviving leadership 
and technical skills, and the availability of external, easily mobilized 
human and material resources — will almost certainly be absent 
following a nuclear attack involving several hundred weapons 
targeted at a nation's industrial base.

The urban infrastructure in the attacked areas —transportation, 
utilities, housing, fuel and food distribution systems, sanitation sys
tems, medical care services, etc. —will be badly damaged or of very 
limited utility. Rebuilding these systems or duplicating them else
where will be a lengthy process and will also divert resources from 
the economic expansion necessary to rapidly achieve full recovery.

Psychological
The experience of nuclear war is likely to have devastating psycho

logical effects, perhaps especially for Americans, whose homes and



38 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

institutions have largely escaped the ravages of recent wars. The 
very short period required to carry out highly destructive nuclear at
tacks will increase their emotional impact, particularly those reac
tions associated with denial of the true extent of the damage and 
those fostering flight from damage areas and resistance to reentering 
these targets. If the nation's ability to provide adequate leadership 
and resources from outside the attacked areas is limited, as it is likely 
to be, the demoralization of the population will be even greater, fur
ther retarding effective relief and recovery efforts.

A high incidence of abnormal behavior, ranging from the non
functional to the antisocial, can be anticipated. Specific psychological 
effects would include disorientation, fear, doubt, apathy, and antipathy 
toward authorities.

Social
The loss of material and institutional resources in urban-industrial 

attacks will make survival in the post-attack period difficult for indi
viduals and groups alike, compounding the psychological stresses of 
the attack itself. Even the simplest requirements of survival will 
become major tasks. The loss of human resources will be severe due 
to their concentration in major urban areas.

Families will be particularly vulnerable to the effects of wide
spread nuclear attacks; they will be broken up by death, severe in
jury or disease, evacuation, or military and labor conscription. The 
young, elderly and handicapped will suffer disproportionately since 
they are most dependent for support on society's material and insti
tutional resources.

Significant interpersonal, intergroup and inter-regional conflicts 
are likely to arise. Ethnic, racial, regional and economic antipathies 
present in the pre-attack society will be heightened by the depriva
tion and the tensions of the post-attack period. New antagonisms will 
develop between hosts and evacuees or refugees over the possession 
and use of surviving resources.

Major, possibly permanent, changes in social values and institu
tions can be expected as society seeks to adjust to a radically altered 
environment dominated by the question of physical survival, both 
personal and national. If hostilities persist or there is a prolonged 
threat of renewed war, the changes in the social fabric would be even 
more profound.

Political
Economic destruction, loss of political leadership (especially at the 

local level), and the need to mobilize resources for relief and recovery 
will present extraordinary demands on weakened political institu
tions. In the interest of implementing survival programs, legal norms 
and practices will have to be suspended for prolonged periods in 
many areas. The character of political institutions and authorities is
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almost certain to change, especially if hostilities or the threat of hos
tilities persist. Both old and new political structures are likely to suf
fer from greatly reduced confidence and credibility. Decentralization 
of political power and more authoritarian methods of political, social 
and economic control are likely responses to post-attack conditions. 
Widespread disaffection may ensue. Consequences of this kind have 
as important a bearing on the “acceptability” of nuclear war as do 
simple measures of surviving industry and population.

Evacuation and preparedness
The impact on society of a major urban evacuation in expectation 

of nuclear attack will be in many ways comparable to the economic 
and social dislocation of war. Large-scale evacuations are logistically 
formidable under benign conditions and face special difficulties in the 
stress of a crisis or war, when the attacker controls timing and 
targets. Even in wartime, some individuals and groups will be reluc
tant to cooperate with the evacuation plans of authorities; many, for 
example, will be unwilling to abandon their property or familiar sur
roundings. This further complicates control of the evacuation proc
ess, especially if evacuation is to be carried out rapidly and with a 
minimum of preattack training or notification so as to prevent panic. 
Weather, spontaneous or premature migrations, and the reactions of 
residents of the host areas can be sources of additional difficulty.

Because mass evacuations disrupt the economic systems that sup
port urban centers, the ability of authorities to house, feed and other
wise support the evacuated populations would be severely strained. 
If the evacuated population must remain dispersed for a prolonged 
period of time, either because the abandoned cities are largely 
destroyed or because the crisis remains unresolved, the problem of 
satisfying basic survival needs will be substantially magnified.

Pre-attack evacuation, moreover, is not a neutral instrument of 
strategic policy. If poorly timed or badly implemented, it runs the 
risk of undermining governmental legitimacy and credibility when 
these factors are critically important. A nuclear attack during the 
evacuation process is likely to increase casualties. Evacuation can 
also impose major constraints on international flexibility, since pre
attack evacuation, like military mobilization, can be interpreted as a 
preparation for war and therefore a provocative act, if not a signal for 
the initiation of hostilities.

Evacuation and preparedness programs in World War II show that 
pre-attack planning cannot be limited solely to the short-term prob
lems of immediate physical survival but must also provide for meeting 
basic social needs and coping with long-term disruption. Plans for 
protecting the population and mitigating the effects of strategic 
bombing involve widespread changes in family, community, and 
larger social structures which should not be ignored in developing 
such plans. It may be difficult to foresee the impact of these side- 
effects on the population but they will have a significant influence on



the success of preparedness plans and on post-attack relief and 
recovery efforts.

40 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

Soviet Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Negotiations on Ending the Produc
tion of Nuclear Weapons and Reducing Their Stocks, 
February 1, 19791

It is generally recognized that the nuclear-arms race poses an ex
tremely grave danger for mankind, and that it must be halted and 
reversed to avert the risk of war involving nuclear weapons. That is 
why the task of starting negotiations on ending the production of 
nuclear weapons and destroying them is at present coming to the 
fore. The desire of States to conduct such negotiations has found its 
reflection in the recommendations of the special session of the United 
Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament and of the As
sembly’s thirty-third regular session.

Agreement on this important problem can be reached only pro
vided there is strict observance of the principle of the inviolability of 
the security of States and the interests of peace throughout the 
world. The elaboration and implementation of measures in the field of 
nuclear disarmament should be buttressed by the parallel strengthen
ing of political and international legal guarantees of the security of 
States.

Appropriate negotiations should be conducted with the participa
tion of all nuclear-weapon States as well as of a certain number of 
non-nuclear-weapon States. The Committee on Disarmament, in 
which both nuclear and non-nuclear States are represented, could be 
a suitable forum for preparing negotiations on ending the production 
of nuclear weapons and destroying them.

Subject of negotiations
The subject of negotiations should be the ending of the production 

of all types of nuclear weapons and the gradual reduction of their 
stockpiles until they have been completely destroyed. At different 
stages of the negotiations consideration could be given, for example, 
to cessation of the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons, 
cessation of the production of fissionable materials for military pur
poses, gradual reduction of the accumulated stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons and delivery vehicles, destruction of nuclear weapons and 
delivery vehicles. Agreement should also be reached on the neces
sary verification measures.

1 CD/4. The paper was also sponsored by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, 
Mongolia, and Poland.
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Stages of negotiations
The cessation of the production, the reduction and the destruction 

of nuclear weapons should be carried out by stages on a mutually ac
ceptable and agreed basis. The content of measures at each stage 
may be decided by agreement among the participants in the negotia
tions. The degree of participation of individual nuclear States in 
measures at each stage should be determined taking into account the 
quantitative and qualitative importance of the existing arsenals of 
the nuclear-weapon States and of other States concerned. The exist
ing balance in the field of nuclear strength should remain undis
turbed at all stages, with the levels of nuclear strength being con
stantly reduced.

Preparations for the negotiations
For the purpose of preparing the negotiations, consultations 

should be held in the framework of the Committee on Disarmament. 
The set of questions to be considered should be determined in the 
course of these preparatory consultations, during which matters con
nected with the organizational side of the conduct of the negotiations 
should also be settled.

Although the Committee on Disarmament is the most suitable 
forum for the preparation and conduct of the negotiations, alterna
tive methods may be considered.

Timing
The preparatory consultations should be started in the course of 

the current session of the Committee on Disarmament with a view to 
beginning the negotiations on the substance of the problem in 1979.

Other negotiations
The preparation and conduct of the negotiations on ending the pro

duction of nuclear weapons and destroying them should not be to the 
detriment of the current bilateral and multilateral negotiations on 
various aspects of the limitation of nuclear armaments, including 
strategic armaments. Nor should they impede the achievement of 
bilateral or multilateral agreements on the limitation or destruction 
of any nuclear armaments on a mutually agreed basis.

Italian Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Chemical Disarmament Negotiations, 
February 6, 19791

1. During the past decade the problem of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons has been one of the crucial topics of disarmament debates.

■ CD/5.
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Virtually all the participants in the negotiations undertaken at the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) and in the dis
cussions held at the General Assembly of the United Nations have 
repeatedly voiced their commitment to achieve, as a matter of priori
ty, comprehensive chemical disarmament. A number of constructive 
working proposals and three draft conventions have been submitted 
to this effect, over the years, to the negotiating forum by different 
countries.

In a communiqufe of 3 July 1974, the Governments of the United 
States of America and the USSR announced that they had agreed to 
consider a joint initiative “with respect to the conclusion, as a first 
step, of an international convention dealing with the most dangerous, 
lethal means of chemical warfare”.2 Such an initiative however, 
despite protracted bilateral negotiations, has failed up to now to 
materialize.

More recently, the special session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations devoted to disarmament solemnly reaffirmed that the 
complete and effective prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their destruction repre
sents one of the most urgent measures of disarmament.3

Finally, the General Assembly of the United Nations, at its thirty- 
third session, recalling its previous pertinent resolutions, formally 
requested the Committee on Disarmament, to undertake, as a matter 
of high priority, at the beginning of its 1979 session, negotiations with 
a view to elaborating an agreement on effective measures for the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemi
cal weapons and their destruction, taking into account all existing 
proposals and future initiatives.4

2. Bearing in mind the recommendations of the General Assembly, 
and in the light of the growing concern of public opinion at the ac
cumulation of large stockpiles of chemical weapons and the danger of 
possible development of new generations of such weapons, Italy 
believes that new and concrete efforts should be promptly pursued 
within the Committee on Disarmament with a view to the early con
clusion of a multilateral convention on the prohibition of chemical 
warfare.

The multilateral negotiations within the Committee on Disarma
ment, without hindering current bilateral consultations between the 
United States of America and the USSR, should, as a first step, 
review existing proposals and options in order to recognize areas of 
agreement and disagreement and to identify issues and problems re
quiring further investigation and clarification, both from a technical 
and from a legal point of view.

The “Compilation of material on chemical weapons from CCD work
ing papers and statements 1972-76” circulated by the Secretariat of

2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1974, p. 236.
3 Ibid., 1978, p. 425.
* Ibid., pp. 719-721.



ITALIAN WORKING PAPER, FEBRUARY 6 43

CCD on 11 March 1977 would provide a useful starting point for such 
negotiations, which should begin, without delay, immediately after 
the adoption of the agenda and the rules of procedure of the Commit
tee on Disarmament.

Later during the current session —i.e. during the week following 
the “workshops” on the verification of a chemical convention which 
are to be held in the Federal Republic of Germany and in the United 
Kingdom —a series of informal meetings with the participation of ex
perts might also be of some value for the purpose of evaluating the 
outcome of the “workshops”.

The results of these negotiations could be reflected in a position 
paper to be prepared by the Committee, with the assistance of the 
Secretariat, before the end of the first session.

3. Not later than the beginning of the summer session the Commit
tee should establish an Ad hoc Working Group, open to the participa
tion of all Member States and, upon invitation, of other interested 
States for an in-depth consideration of the unresolved problems 
standing in the way of an agreement.

The terms of reference of the Ad hoc Working Group, which would 
be assisted by experts whenever appropriate, should be established 
by the Committee.

In the opinion of the Italian delegation the following controversial 
issues might be included in the terms of reference:

(a) Format and scope of the agreement;
(b) Destruction, under adequate control, of chemical weapons 

stockpiles and possible redeployment of research, production 
and storage facilities.

(c) Verification:
— organizational structure and functions of an international 

verification system.
— co-ordination and interaction between international and na

tional verification techniques.
(d) Possibility of international co-operative measures, with a view 

to early detection of potential CW agents.
4. At a further stage, and taking into consideration all the ele

ments resulting from multilateral as well as, hopefully, bilateral 
negotiations, the Ad hoc Working Group should be entrusted with 
the task of developing a common understanding of substantive provi
sions to be agreed upon and then preparing a draft convention univer
sally acceptable.

5. In the view of the Italian delegation, the plan of action outlined 
above, without hampering progress in discussions proceeding on a 
bilateral basis, could provide a useful background for such discus
sions, could contribute to earlier achievement of an effective com
prehensive agreement, and give to the international community 
evidence of specific and fresh activity within the new Committee on 
Disarmament.
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Letter From ACDA Director Seignious to the Congress 
Submitting Fiscal Year 1980 Arms Control Impact 
Statements, February 13, 19791

H o n . W a l t e r  F . M o n d a l e ,
President, U.S. Senate.
H o n . T h o m a s  P . O 'N e i l l , J r .,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

On behalf of the President, I am submitting the administration's 
fiscal year 1980 arms control impact statements pursuant to the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended.2 Those statements 
which are classified are enclosed at Tab A. Unclassified versions of 
classified ACIS are also submitted, enclosed at Tab B, in compliance 
with Public Law 95-338.8 Included with Tab B are unclassified ab
breviated statements for those programs that meet the statutory 
criteria for arms control impact statements but which have not 
received in-depth analysis for the reasons indicated.

Authorized by law, and where appropriate, many of the arms con
trol impact statements analyze aggregations of several programs; as 
a result, fewer statements are submitted this year than last. Never
theless, there has been an increase as compared to fiscal year 1979 in 
the number of individual programs subjected to in-depth analysis.

The analysis of possible arms control impacts of weapon programs 
is far from an exact science; necessarily, subjective judgments and 
speculative assessments based on very uncertain and incomplete in
formation, must be included. Thus, in some cases, the statements 
describe alternative points of view about arms control effects, rather 
than reaching hard and fast positions. In such assessments, we have 
sought to reflect all reasonable points of view; the inclusion of a par
ticular viewpoint, therefore, should not be understood to imply en
dorsement.

On the basis of these analyses of the potential arms control impact 
of programs in the fiscal year 1980 budget, the administration has 
concluded that all of the 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 1980 
are not inconsistent with U.S. arms control policy or with U.S. posi
tions in ongoing arms control negotiations.

In analyzing the arms control impact of various programs, the ad
ministration has made every effort to fulfill the letter and the spirit 
of the law. I am confident the Congress will agree.

1Fiscal Year 1980 Arms Control Impact Statements: Statem ents Subm itted to the 
Congress by the President Pursuant to Section 86 of the Arm s Control and Disarma
ment A ct (Jt. Com. prt.; 96th Cong., 1st sess.), Mar. 1979, p. v. The statements are not 
printed here.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 708.
*IbicL, 1978, pp. 488-489.
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Joint Communique by the United States and Mexico: 
Latin American Nuclear-Free Zone and Arms Trans
fers [Extract], February 16, 1979 4

The Heads of State committed themselves to use their best efforts 
toward the execution of the goals set by the Tenth U.N. Special Ses
sion on Disarmament, and, within this context, they also recognized 
the importance of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America (the Treaty of Tlatelolco).5 President L6pez Portillo 
expressed his appreciation to President Carter for having signed Pro
tocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, and he also expressed his firm 
hopes that it will be ratified soon. President Lopez Portillo recognized 
the importance of reaching an agreement on strategic arms limita
tions as a solid base for further agreements in this field.

The Presidents exchanged opinions on the possible measures to 
limit the transfer of conventional weapons, both at a worldwide and 
regional level, and, in this context, President Carter reiterated the 
support of his Administration for self-restraint in the transfer of con
ventional weapons — efforts initiated by the nations of Latin America 
and the Caribbean during a meeting held in Mexico, in August of
1978.® He also reiterated his Administration’s policy to respect the 
decisions undertaken by the countries interested in this matter. The 
Presidents also recognized the importance of the U.N. Conference on 
Conventional Weapons to be held later this year.

Letter From ACDA Deputy Director Keeny to Senator 
Proxmire: Soviet Fatalities in Nuclear War, 
February 23, 1979 1

Thank you very much for permitting me to respond to Mr. T. K. 
Jones’ letter to you dated January 22,1979, concerning my testimony 
before your Committee on January 8, 1979.2 The material contained 
in Mr. Jones’ letter does not in any way cause me to modify the state
ments I made before your Committee concerning his study or the

4Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 19, 1979, pp. 288-289. The 
communique was issued in Washington by Presidents Carter and Lopez Portillo at the 
conclusion of the latter’s two-day visit.

5Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
•/fet'd, 1978, pp. 533-538.
1 Civil Defense: Hearing Before the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban A f

fairs, United S tates Senate, Ninety-fifth Congress, Second Session on Oversight on the 
Role of Civil Defense in the United S ta tes—Soviet Strategic Balance, the Effectiveness 
of Existing Soviet and United States Programs, the Feasibility of Passive Defenses for 
the Survival of the Population and the Economy, pp. 269-276.

Tor the letter referred to here, see ib id , pp. 263-268. Mr. Keeny’s testimony has 
been printed ante.
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ACDA study on Soviet fatalities in nuclear war. In my reply, I will 
first address, in more detail than I did during the hearings in 
response to your questions, the central theme of Mr. Jones’ study — 
e.g., that an all-out nuclear war would cause no more than about 10 
million Soviet fatalities. Then I will examine the specific points 
Mr. Jones raised in his letter to you.

In his testimony before your Committee on November 17, 1976, 
Mr. Jones actually stated that 44 . . .  98 percent of the Soviet popula
tion would survive . . . ” or 5 million would be fatalities in an all-out 
nuclear war. Although he did not explain the methodology by which 
he arrived at this remarkable conclusion, we have been able to eval
uate the methodology in his subsequent study, Effect of Evacuation and Sheltering on Potential Fatalities from a Nuclear Exchange, 
August 15, 1977, which asserts, “Full evacuation using Soviet civil 
defense guidelines coupled with expedient shelters reduces fatalities 
to about 10 million.” It is this report which is apparently the 
analytical basis for the widely repeated assertion that there would be 
only 10 million Soviet fatalities in a nuclear war.

The methodology by which Mr. Jones arrives at his result ap
parently is as follows. Taking the Soviet population at 280 million and 
the area of the Soviet Union at 8.6 million square miles, he then 
makes the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. 61 million people are estimated to be uniformly 
scattered over the 6.3 million square miles of the least inhabited 
rural part of the Soviet Union. These 61 million people are simply 
left out of his calculations.Assumption 2. 87 percent of the 139 million people living in the 
cities are evacuated and they as well as the remaining 80 million 
rural people are all uniformly scattered over the remaining 2.3 
million square miles of the Soviet Union. The 17.4 million people 
that remain in the cities are uniformly sheltered in the 14,100 
square miles of urban area.Assumption 8. All the people that remain in the cities are protected 
by 150 psi shelters with fallout protection, PF of 6,000. All the peo
ple in the evacuated areas are protected by 7 psi shelters with fall
out protection, PF of 200.Assumption 4. The entire U.S. retaliatory attack with the weapons 
that survive a Soviet first strike are used in a barrage attack on 
the Soviet Union. This attack could cover an area of 2,900 square 
miles with 150 psi overpressure and an area of 92,000 square miles 
with 7 psi overpressure.

Based on these assumptions, Mr. Jones makes the following 
calculations:

1. The total urban fatalities in the urban areas are computed by 
taking the ratio of the 150 psi lethal area to the total urban area 
(2,900/14,100) and then multiplying it by the number of persons re
maining in the cities after 87 percent have evacuated (139 x .13 =
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17.4 million). The total number of urban fatalities obtained by this 
procedure is 3.58 million.
2. Rural fatalities are computed in a similar manner. The lethal 
area in the rural area is 92,000 square miles minus the 14,100 
square miles of city area or 77,900 square miles. This is divided by 
the total rural area of 2.3 million square miles and multiplied by the 
total number of persons (280 minus 61 that are excluded by assump
tion #1 minus 17.4 that remain in the cities for a total of 201.6 
million). This procedure leads to a total of 6.68 million rural 
fatalities.
3. The number of fatalities obtained from the procedure then are 
3.58 million urban plus 6.68 million rural for a total of 10.3 million.

The problem with this procedure is simply that the four basic 
assumptions are invalid. In particular, the first two assumptions that 
drive the results need to be examined. Mr. Jones does not cite a data 
source for assumption #1, an assumption which is incorrect as there 
are not 61 million people scattered over the 6.3 million square miles 
that are located outside the 2.3 million square miles of the rural and 
urban areas of the Soviet Union. This 6.3 million square miles is in 
fact essentially uninhabited. The second assumption that people are 
uniformly spread over the urban and rural areas is totally unrealistic 
since it completely disregards the fact that population is distributed 
in a highly non-uniform manner. No evacuation plan can distribute 
the population uniformly over the entire area.

With regard to assumption #3, Mr. Jones in his study grossly exag
gerates the number of shelter spaces, the hardness of the shelters 
and the fallout protection in both the urban and the rural areas. He ig
nores the intelligence data on numbers and hardnesses of shelters; 
and, with respect to fallout protection, he ignores human behavior 
and the habitability of the shelters. Finally, assumption #4 represents 
a very inefficient way to apply weapons in an attack. A barrage at
tack implies little or no knowledge of the targets under attack. This 
would not, of course, be the case in a U.S. retaliation against the 
Soviet Union.

Nevertheless, if we accept Mr. Jones’ invalid third and fourth 
assumptions and redo his calculations taking into account the actual 
distributions of urban and rural populations, we obtain a totally dif
ferent answer which indicates that the consequences of nuclear war 
are far more serious than Mr. Jones suggests.

From our knowledge of the non-uniformity of the urban population, 
we know that the densest 2,900 square miles of the total urban area 
contains 80 percent of the urban population as opposed to 21 percent 
when it is assumed that persons are spread out uniformly over the en
tire area. Therefore, the number of urban fatalities from this one 
change would increase to almost 14 million compared to less than 4 
million in the Jones calculations.

With respect to rural fatalities, a realistic calculation would first of 
all include the 61 million persons excluded in Mr. Jones’ calculation to
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give a total of 262.6 million rural residents and evacuees. Again on 
the basis of how the rural population is actually distributed and 
assuming that the hosting of evacuees will keep the distribution pro
portionately unchanged, our data shows that 77,900 square miles of 
rural area contains 18 percent of the ex-urban population. Lethal 
overpressure placed over this most densely populated area by U.S. 
retaliatory weapons would produce about 47 million fatalities as com
pared to less than 7 million under Mr. Jones’ assumptions.

Thus with changes only in the distribution of population Mr. Jones’ 
10 million fatalities become 61 million.

The fallacy of assuming a uniform density throughout the Soviet 
Union of 86 persons per square mile after evacuation has taken place 
can be further illustrated by the following example. The table below 
presents the population in the 10 most populated areas of the 
U.S.S.R. The table shows that the densities stay far above the 86 per 
square mile of the Jones study for this large segment of the Soviet 
population.

Population Density to 57.5 statute miles (50 nautical miles)
Radius Circle Around Each of the 10 Most Populated Soviet Areas

Cumulative

City
Persons per 
Square Mile

Population
(millions)

Cumulative 
Area (sq. miles)

Moscow 1,263 13 10,446
Leningrad 497 18 20,892
Tashkent 378 22 31,337
Kiev 371 26 41,783
Kharkov 296 29 52,229
Tbilisi 266 32 62,675
Gorky 242 35 73,121
Kuibyshev 236 37 83,567
Minsk 227 39 94,012
Sverdlovsk 208 42 104,458

The data in this table is by itself sufficient to disprove the 10 
million fatalities from the Jones study. Of the 42 million people in 
these ten areas, 25 million live in the cities, a total area less than 1,500 
square miles, and the other 17 million live in the surrounding areas 
around these cities. If we now make Mr. Jones’ assumption that 87 
percent evacuate and the remaining 13 percent are sheltered to 150 
psi, we find 3 million sheltered in the cities and 39 million in the rural 
areas. If we now do Mr. Jones’ simplistic barrage attack calculations 
with only one-half of the U.S. retaliatory capability, we would have a 
150 psi overpressure coverage of 2,900/2 = 1,450 square miles and a 7 
psi overpressure of 92,000/2-1,450 = 44,550 square miles. These 
overpressures would then result in 3 million urban fatalities plus 
44,550/104,000 x 39 million or 17 million rural fatalities for a total of 20 
million fatalities. This simple example illustrates that with only 1/2 of 
the U.S. forces targeted against the 10 largest cities, 20 million per
sons can be killed even if Mr. Jones’ methodology is used.
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Through these two illustrations— the 20 million fatalities by merely 
barraging the area around 10 of the largest cities or the 61 million 
fatalities by taking into account where the people actually live —I 
hope to have shed some light on the quality of Mr. Jones’ estimates.

While I have used Mr. Jones’ methodology in these examples to il
luminate the issue, simplistic methods such as his cannot adequately 
simulate the cataclysmic losses that nuclear war would bring to the 
Soviet Union. There are, of course, recognized uncertainties in our 
own simulations and gaps in our own knowledge of Soviet civil 
defense. We continue to believe, however, that our estimate of 25 to 
35 million Soviet fatalities in the first few weeks following a nuclear 
exchange is a reasonable lower bound from the short-term effects 
assuming no efforts were made by the U.S. to target population per 
se. There is no doubt in my mind that the actual fatalities would be 
much higher even in this case. As I explained in my testimony the 
short-term fatalities could be made much higher if we were to ground 
burst our weapons or actually target population.

The letter from Mr. T. K. Jones contains several incorrect state
ments to which I will take this opportunity to respond:

— Mr. Jones incorrectly describes the degree of sophistication of 
his analysis. The calculations by Mr. Jones are simple aggregations in 
every respect. He combines all U.S. retaliatory weapons into a single 
figure of merit, lethal square miles, and he characterizes the Soviet 
population as being uniformly distributed either within the urban 
area or over the rural area. He then multiplies the area of lethality by 
the persons per square mile to obtain the number of fatalities. Calcu
lations made on this basis belie his assertion that “rigorous system 
engineering functional analysis techniques” were used to derive the 
10 million fatality result or that he analytically duplicated the Soviet 
civil defense program.

— Mr. Jones is incorrect when he says that he was falsely ac
cused of assuming there would be no casualties from fallout. I stand 
on my previous remarks which addressed the much publicized 10 
million fatalities. The most recent Jones study, to our knowledge, Effect of Evacuation and Sheltering on Potential Fatalities from a Nuclear Exchange, August 15, 1977, contains the minimum estimate 
of 10.3 million Soviet fatalities. All of these fatalities were caused by 
blast in his calculations. It is true that other cases considered fallout 
but in none of those cases were the fatalities as low as 10 million.

— Mr. Jones misrepresents the ACDA analysis. He confuses the 
protection factor of a structure with the effective protection factor of 
a person. ACDA, as the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency recom
mends, took population behavior into account. When variables that 
influence human behavior, such as time spent outside each day and 
total shelter stay, are factored in, the effective protection factors are 
found to be much smaller.

— Mr. Jones’ statement concerning Soviet blast protection is in
accurate. I know of no source which states that Soviet industrial
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shelters are at least 150 psi and that basement shelters are at least 60 
psi. Moreover, the structural components he mentioned did not in
clude blast doors and ventilation systems. At issue is the protection 
afforded the people inside the shelters not how well parts of the 
shelters survive.

— Mr. Jones evades the inaccuracy of his population distribution 
methodology. The evacuation area around each city cannot merely be 
enlarged to the point where the population is uniformly distributed 
at less than 100 persons per square mile. To do this would cause over
lap of the people from different cities. Thus it is entirely unreason
able to assume a uniform distribution of rural and urban evacuees.

— Mr. Jones’ statement about the “missing” 61 million persons is 
incorrect. He did put aside 61 million persons in his calculations. Of 
course, one would not attempt to barrage an area of 6.3 million square 
miles if 61 million persons were uniformly distributed over that area 
at 10 persons per square mile. However, our data source, the DOD 
population data base, says that more than 6 million square miles are 
essentially uninhabited and, therefore, the 61 million persons should 
not have been subtracted from the total rural population and set 
aside by Mr. Jones. If he has a better data source, it should be iden
tified.

— Mr. Jones’ statement about ACDA study assumptions is in
correct. The most recent ACDA study, of which Mr. Jones has a copy, 
assumed that 80 percent of the Soviet urban population evacuated. Of 
the remaining 20 percent half were assumed to be in hardened 
shelters and the other half in basements. The assumptions are clearly 
stated in the study.

— Mr. Jones incorrectly implies that the ACDA results were 
driven by the assumed blast protection of evacuees. The 25 to 35 
million fatalities in the ACDA study did not include any rural or 
evacuee fatalities from blast. All ex-urban deaths were caused by 
fallout.

— Mr. Jones believes we should give the Soviets credit for a fully 
protected economy despite the lack of supporting evidence. The 
results of a few tests in the United States on isolated pieces of equip
ment cannot be extrapolated to the entire Soviet economy. Such tests 
also ignore the radioactivity that would be present. It is one thing to 
protect as much as one shop by wrapping, cushioning, and burying 
the equipment and another matter to protect thousands of complex 
and interdependent economic facilities.

— Mr. Jones would have us believe that industrial dispersal is 
taking place right before our eyes by virtue of their hardening efforts 
which according to Mr. Jones would allow facilities to be in close 
proximity. This is pure conjecture, unsupported by evidence.

— Mr. Jones claims that the difference in results is due to our 
assumption that the Soviets will incompetently plan and badly ex
ecute their civil defenses. This is an incorrect observation. Our range 
of outcomes takes into account different levels of protection and 
reflect reasonable assumptions.



BENSON STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 28 51

In summary, I stand behind my original testimony before your 
Committee and the findings of the ACDA study. If anything, the 
ACDA study has leaned towards overestimating the capabilities of 
the Soviet civil defense posture in an effort to describe the lower 
bound on Soviet fatalities in the event a massive urban evacuation 
was carried out. Similar studies performed by the Department of 
Defense result in much larger Soviet losses than those presented in 
the ACDA study. For example, in Table 2 of Dr. Huntington’s 
testimony he notes Soviet fatalities in the evacuated case to range 
from 25 to 55 million. The 25 million lower limit came from the ACDA 
study while the upper limit of 55 million came from the Department 
of Defense study. This is a clear indication of the conservative 
assumptions made in the ACDA study and a further repudiation of 
the estimate presented by Mr. Jones.

White House Stotement on Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks, February 24f 19793

The President expects that a verifiable agreement on strategic 
arms limitations which protects American strategic interests can be 
negotiated and will be ratified.

The President’s position is that this agreement will be submitted 
for Senate ratification as a treaty. If the Soviet Union, in the absence 
of a SALT treaty, were to engage in a significant arms buildup, the 
President would, of course, match it appropriately. By the same 
token, it is the President’s intention not to escalate the arms race 
unilaterally in the absence of a treaty, if comparable and verifiable 
restraint is shown by the Soviet Union.

Statement by the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance, Science and Technology (Benson) Before 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: U.S. 
Arms Transfer Policy [Extract], February 28, 1979 1

Arms Transfer Policy
The President’s arms transfer policy is almost 2 years old.2 It has 

been successful in both policy and procedural terms.
We have met the twin objectives of: (1) achieving demonstrable 

qualitative and quantitative restraint in transfers to the developing 
world while continuing to meet the legitimate needs of our allies and

3 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 5, 1979, p. 329.
1 Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 1979, p. 42.
2 For the President’s enunciation of the policy, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, 

pp. 328-329.
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friends and (2) developing a decisionmaking and management process 
that includes better forecasting and determination of priorities, 
thorough policy analysis of major sales cases, and more accurate 
bookkeeping.

Let me briefly review the six qualitative controls which are the 
heart of the policy.

• The United States will not be the first supplier to introduce into 
a region newly developed advanced weapons which would create a 
new or significantly higher combat capability.

• The United States will not sell such weapons until they are 
operationally deployed with U.S. forces.

• The United States will not permit development of advanced 
weapons solely for export.

• The United States will not permit coproduction by other coun
tries of significant weapons, equipment, or major components.

• The United States will not allow U.S. weapons or equipment to 
be transferred to third countries without U.S. Government consent.

• The United States will not permit U.S. Embassy, military, or in
dustrial representatives abroad to promote the sale of arms.

Virtually all of the turnoffs or turndowns of sales as a result of the 
policy were based on these controls. However, because the policy ex
plicitly provides for Presidential exception to the controls in extraor
dinary circumstances or to offset quantitative or other disadvantages 
to friendly countries where there is a threat to a regional balance, the 
controls have proved sufficiently flexible to permit sales considered 
important to our national security interests.

There is a great preoccupation with the arms transfer ceiling. 
Some allege that the 8% reduction in FY 1978 was achieved only by 
creative bookkeeping. Others claim that the ceiling is an arbitrary 
restraint, unrelated to U.S. national interests, that has prevented 
sales that ought to have been made.

In fact the ceiling is not a shibboleth but a tool to be used. It has 
been a valuable management tool which supplements the more sub
stantive qualitative controls. It forces the decisionmaking machinery 
to think and act in new ways, reflecting the shift in the burden of 
proof from the opposers to the proposers of an arms transfer.

Moreover, by exempting NATO, Japan, Australia, and New Zea
land from the ceiling, ample attention was paid to security needs, and 
the President provided the safety valve of an exception if cir
cumstances warrant.

Obviously the ceiling cannot be reduced indefinitely in the absence 
of fundamental political changes or multilateral cooperation. The 
President has stated that a key factor in the determination of arms 
transfer levels for FY 1980 will be the extent of cooperation we 
received from others.

For FY 1978 the President set the ceiling at $8,551 billion —an 8% 
reduction from the relevant arms sales total of the preceding year.
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The final year-end total of ceiling-related transfers was $8,538 billion. 
Thus there was a decline in sales of over three quarters of a billion 
dollars from 1977 to 1978 adjusted for inflation. For the current fiscal 
year the President has established another 8% cut, which, when ad
justed for inflation, provides for an FY 1979 ceiling of $8.43 billion.

Stotement by the ACDA Assistant Director for Weapons 
Evaluation and Control (Blechman) Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: U.S. Arms 
Transfer Policy, February 28, 1979 1

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I appreciate this oppor
tunity to discuss with you certain aspects of the administration's 
security assistance and arms transfer policies.

It is useful to remind ourselves that the roots of President Carter’s 
policies lie in the attitudes of the American public toward arms sales, 
and in the legislation which has resulted from these attitudes. Public 
opinion polls have indicated time and again that the American people 
strongly favor restraint in arms transfers. The largest portion of 
respondents to these polls state consistently that, as a general policy, 
the United States should not sell weapons to other countries. For ex
ample, an NBC/AP poll taken this past December showed that 57 per
cent opposed all arms sales; the last time NBC/AP asked that same 
question, in March 1978, 47 percent opposed arms sales. Similar 
results have been obtained by other national polling organizations, 
consistently, for several years. These findings are particularly note
worthy in view of the broad public opinion trend in recent years 
favoring military instruments of policy; apparently, attitudes toward 
arms sales stem from different perceptions.

Attitudes favoring restraint in arms sales seem to reflect basic 
ethical judgment that arms sales are simply wrong. The public also 
seems to believe, broadly, that arms transfers potentially can increase 
the likelihood of war, needlessly involve the United States in con
flicts, and in other ways adversely affect U.S. security and other na
tional interests.

These public attitudes have led to substantial legislation calling for 
restraint, even prior to adoption of the present administration's 
policy. For example, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1976, enacted at the end of 1975, made ACDA a full part
ner in the arms transfer decision-making process, requiring for the 
first time that decisions to transfer arms be made in coordination 
with the director of ACDA.2 As you are well aware, the Arms Export

1 Fiscal Year 1980 International Security Assistance Authorization: Hearings Before 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-sixth Congress, 
First Session, on S. 584, To Amend the Foreign Assistance A ct of 1961 and the Arms 
Export Control Act, and for Other Purposes, pp. 23-27.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 710.
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Control Act of 1976 and its subsequent amendments both placed addi
tional restrictions on U.S. weapon transfers and expanded ACDA’s 
role in the policy process.8

In evaluating the administration’s security assistance and arms 
transfer policies, we also should keep clearly in mind the purposes 
they are intended to serve. Within the latitude permitted under the 
law, these policies seek to balance the public's basic disposition 
toward restraint against the demands posed by the international en
vironment. Our policies recognize that arms transfers sometimes 
serve important military and political purposes. Many of these pur
poses are reflected in the FY 1980 Congressional presentation docu
ment on security assistance. Our purpose is not to end all arms 
transfers; we cannot realistically seek such an objective. For exam
ple, as the President has made clear, transfers to our major security 
partners —the NATO allies, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand — 
cannot be subject to the same controls as are applied to our transfers 
elsewhere. And other weapon transfers necessary for our own securi
ty and the security of our friends and allies, must go ahead as well. In 
short, the administration's arms transfer policy has been, and must 
be designed to reduce the risks of transfers without jeopardizing the 
security of our friends and allies.

Our policy represents a first step toward restraining those arms 
transfers which can affect regional stability adversely, stimulate or 
aggravate local arms races, lead us into confrontations with other 
powers, or unduly hamper the economic and social development of 
poor nations. The policy recognizes that in many cases, for the U.S. as 
well as for other suppliers, the political influence gained through 
arms transfers is short-lived and tightly constrained. In some in
stances, when a recipient believes its vital interests to be at stake, or 
when there is a change of regime, we and other suppliers find that 
our arms may be used in unexpected and unwanted ways.

Thus, central to the policy are a series of qualitative controls in
tended to reduce those sales most likely to have adverse effects. We 
will not be the first supplier to introduce into a region newly devel
oped advanced weapon systems. We do not permit the production of 
advanced weapons solely for export. We do not sell a weapons system 
until it is operationally deployed with U.S. forces. These controls are 
buttressed by a prohibition on corporation agreements for significant 
weapons, restrictions on sales promotion.

We also have established a ceiling on the dollar volume of U.S. 
government transfers of weapons and weapon-related items to na
tions other than our major security partners. As a result, in fiscal 
year 1978, the value of such new transfer agreements was reduced by 
eight percent from the fiscal year 1977 total, adjusted for inflation. 
We plan an additional eight percent reduction in new transfer 
agreements for fiscal year 1979. These reductions are a clear signal to 
other countries of our determination to bring about a reduction in the

3 Extracts of the Act are printed ibid., 1976, pp. 386-430.
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world arms trade. Future reductions, however, will depend upon the 
cooperation of other nations.

ACDA recently conducted an examination of our first year of expe
rience with the ceiling. We found that, apart from the impact of the 
ceiling on the volume of U.S. arms sales to non-exempt countries, it 
was a useful management tool. It has had the salutary effect of com
pelling consideration of prospective demands for U.S. arms as a 
whole, and determining relative priorities among them.

On balance, I believe we made substantial progress toward 
restraint during the past year. While it is not possible to put a dollar 
value on sales we have turned off or turned down, they represent a 
significant amount. However, I know of no case where we were not 
able to meet a legitimate request. In my judgment, our new manage
ment procedures make possible the careful and effective scrutiny of 
the risks and benefits of proposed sales, and the relative priority 
which should be given to particular transfers.

I might add that the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has 
played an important role in the formulation and implementation of 
this arms transfer policy. By statute, ACDA advises the Secretary of 
State, the National Security Council, and the President on the arms 
control implications of prospective transfers —the extent to which a 
proposed transfer will (1) contribute to an arms race, or (2) increase 
the possibility of outbreak or escalation of conflict, or (3) prejudice the 
development of bilateral or multilateral arms control arrangements. 
In order to apply these legislated arms control criteria, ACDA has 
developed a set of procedures and guidelines, which I have attached 
to my written testimony for the record.

In essence, our review takes into account two major types of fac
tors. First, we assess the likely effect of a prospective sale on 
regional stability. We ask whether the character or the quantity of 
the weapons involved could contribute to instabilities in a regional 
balance of power, thus increasing the risk of war or reactive pur
chases. Secondly, we determine whether a proposed sale is fully con
sistent with the President’s arms transfer restraint policy.

In 1978, ACDA reviewed 1,070 prospective arms transfer cases 
(about 10 percent of the total number). These included 713 applica
tions for commercial export licenses, 251 requests from foreign gov
ernments for military equipment, and 106 proposed notifications to 
the Congress required by the Arms Export Control Act. We raised 
some objection to 166 of those cases, about 15 percent of those we 
reviewed. Our objections prevailed in more than 90 percent of these 
cases. In some instances these objections were partial, involving the 
number of weapons, a particular feature of the weapon, or only cer
tain of the proposed recipients, rather than the proposal as a whole. 
In other cases, we voiced an objection to the transfer altogether.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I believe that the President’s arms 
transfer restraint policy has worked relatively well during this past 
year. On the one hand, responding to the mandate of the Congress 
and the American public, we have begun to restrain the heretofore
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uncontrolled proliferation of conventional weaponry in the develop
ing world. On the other hand, we have continued, when necessary, to 
transfer arms to help friends and allies, as an element of our national 
security policy. This is the kind of balanced policy which I believe is 
necessary, and clearly in the nation's interest.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

A n a l y z i n g  A r m s  T r a n s f e r  C a s e s : P r o c e d u r e s  a n d  G u i d e l i n e s

1. Basis for ACDA role in arms transfer policymaking
(a) Public Law 94-141, Section 150, Foreign Relations Authoriza

tion Act, Fiscal Year 1976, November 29,1975, amended then existing 
statutes to provide for coordination with ACDA on transfers under 
MAP grant aid, FMS sales and transfers requiring export licenses.(b) Public Law 94-329, International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976, incorporated the FMS and commer
cial export coordination provisions while the MAP transfer provi
sions remained in the amended Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

(c) Standard Operating Procedure for Interdepartmental Clearance 
of Arms Transfers, memo, Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance, January 24,1978. This memorandum delineates ACDA’s 
role in commercial exports, FMS, MAP, Congressional notifications 
(36(b), (c) and (d) cases), ship transfers, excess defense articles, 
coproduction and third party transfers of U.S. origin.4

2. General approaches to cases
(а) A full analysis of a proposed transfer takes place as early in the 

process as possible. For Munitions List (commercial export) cases, 
this would be when a company is requesting an advisory opinion or 
permission to make a proposal designed to constitute a basis for a 
decision to purchase. If a specific number of an item is listed in the re
quest, the analysis would be based on the assumption that this 
amount would be transferred. If no specific number is listed, and a 
large amount of the item might have adverse arms control implica
tions, ACDA would advise that the transfer approval be tentative, 
subject to more definite information.

In FMS cases, a full analysis is made not later than the request for 
P and B data. ACDA would not approve P and B data if the equip
ment itself would be denied for arms control reasons. There may be 
cases in which an earlier opportunity exists for full analysis (e.g., 
shopping lists, general expression of interest reported by embassy, 
etc.). In the instances, analysts use their best judgment as to whether 
the request contains enough information to judge the arms control 
impact of the transfer.

(б) ACDA may partially object to an arms transfer in two ways. 
First, in an MC case requesting transfer of technical data and prices

•Ibid., 1978, pp. 40-44.
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to multiple recipient countries, ACDA may object to specific coun
tries receiving the data or equipment. Second, ACDA may object to 
specific items of equipment or portions of data being transferred. In 
either case, that portion of the case to which ACDA objects would be 
listed first in the ACDA opinion which is forwarded.

(c) Analysts apply the same criteria to both approvals and denials,
i.e., the impact of denying a request is evaluated as well as the effect 
of approval.

(d) The criteria listed below are in the form of questions, the 
answers to which must be weighed in terms of factors for or against 
the transfer. A brief summary of the pros and cons and the analysts’ 
decision accompany each case.

3. Criteria for analysis
(a) Arms Races and Reactive Acquisitions

1. Would the transfer introduce a new or significantly higher com
bat capability into a region which may pressure rivals to acquire a 
new system or additional quantities of other systems to restore the 
military balance?

2. Would the transfer constitute a newly-developed or advanced 
weapon system (for that region) which may pressure regional rivals 
to acquire a similar system for reasons of prestige or technological 
parity?

3. Would the transfer contribute to the development of an indepen
dent nuclear delivery capability?

4. Would the transfer involve technology which could lead to 1, 2 
or 3 above?

5. Is there evidence that such reactions have occurred in the past?
(b) Encouragement or Exacerbation of Conflict

1. Would the transfer create such an imbalance that it would give 
the recipient the needed impetus to engage regional rivals militarily?

2. Would the transfer create such an imbalance that it would give 
regional rivals cause for alarm and increase the probability of pre
emptive attack?

3. Would the transfer occur in a period of crisis or high tensions in 
the recipient’s region?

4. Is there a high risk that due to internal conflict and instability 
the proposed weapons systems would fall into the hands of sub
national groups?

5. Is the weapons system clearly offensive in nature, taking into 
account the number to be acquired, other weapon systems on hand, 
and the environment in which the system would be employed?

6. Would the transfer increase the probability of U.S. involvement 
in a regional conflict, either by requiring the presence of large 
numbers of U.S. personnel for long periods of time or by increasing 
the risk that advanced technology would be transferred to countries 
in conflict with the U.S.?
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7. Is the weapon of a type which is particularly susceptible to 
misuse against population centers, commercial aircraft or shipping, 
or other misuse which could cause special humanitarian concerns?

8. Is the transfer likely to undermine prospective or ongoing peace 
negotiations?

(c) Reduction of Danger of Conflict
1. Does the transfer reduce a regional imbalance?
2. Does the transfer emphasize defensive capability?
3. Does the transfer support peace negotiations?
4. Does the transfer reduce the probability of U.S. involvement in 

conflict by improving a friendly recipient's capability to maintain 
regional stability?

(d) Prejudice Development of Arms Control Arrangements
1. Would the transfer undermine regional conventional arms 

restraints initiatives or agreements?
2. Is the weapon likely to be a candidate for restraint in arms 

transfer negotiations?
3. Would the transfer increase the difficulty of obtaining the co

operation of West European or other suppliers in conventional arms 
transfer restraint?

4. Would the transfer undermine other types of arms control ini
tiatives or agreements?

(e) President's Conventional Arms Transfer Policy,May 19, 1977, Statement5
1. Would the transfer be the first introduction of an advanced 

weapons system which creates a new or significantly higher combat 
capability?

“Advanced weapons systems” means weapon systems which by 
technological innovation could significantly improve the combat 
capability of a foreign country's armed forces. “Significantly higher 
combat capability” is for the analyst to determine, based on current 
inventories and capabilities of the recipient and the region.

2. Does the transfer involve the sale or coproduction of a newly- 
developed advanced system prior to its operational deployment with 
U.S. forces?

“Newly-developed” means a weapon system which has not yet been 
deployed operationally with U.S. forces. “Operationally deployed” 
means that a production model of a weapons system has been 
distributed to a unit of the U.S. Armed Forces for its use, other than 
for testing purposes.

3. Does the transfer involve a unique advanced system developed 
or significantly modified solely for export?

“Development or significant modification of advanced weapons 
systems solely for export” means that an advanced weapons system 
was not developed for the U.S. Armed Forces and would not be pro-

*Ibidf 1977; pp. 328- 329.



BLECHMAN STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 28 59

duced if it could not be exported, except that degradation of the 
capability of weapons developed for the U.S. forces need not be con
sidered “significant modification solely for export.”

This definition would not in itself prevent the production for ex
port of a U.S. weapons system which has been modified, and thereby 
degraded in capability, primarily in order to prevent transfer of 
classified security information or critical U.S. technology. However, 
approval of such production and of each proposed transfer of such ex
port model would be subject to established clearance and approval 
procedures.

Proposals for the production for export of modified U.S. weapons 
systems which have been degraded for reasons other than security or 
technology will be subject to case-by-case review to determine 
whether transfers of such degraded weapons systems would be con
sistent with the President’s policy of restraint, including avoidance of 
incentives for foreign sales.

Proposals for the production for export of weapons systems which 
were developed for U.S. forces but which have not been produced for 
U.S. forces will be subject to case-by-case review to determine 
whether transfers of such weapons systems would be consistent with 
the President’s policy of restraint.

4. Does the sale involve an agreement for coproduction of signifi
cant weapons, equipment or major components?

“Significant” weapons are those defense articles on the Munitions 
List designated as significant combat equipment in the ITAR.

5. In the case of other types of coproduction, would such coproduc
tion provide equipment in excess of local needs?

(f) Other Factors Affecting Decision
1. Has a U.S. military survey or analysis been made which ad

dresses the need for the requested weapons system?
2. Has the LDC asked for the equipment or data being transferred?
3. Is there a competing foreign company for this transfer? How 

likely is it that the transfer would be made by the competitor in the 
event of U.S. denial?

4. If the transfer is approved, would it require Congressional noti
fication under Section 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act?

5. Does the case involve a retransfer requiring Congressional 
notification under Section 3 of AECA?

6. Is this a “first-time” export of the equipment by the company 
concerned?

7. Does the technical data presentation mention or encourage the 
use of weapons systems which for arms control reasons would not be 
approved?

8. Has another U.S. company been issued a license for export of 
similar data/equpment?

9. Can the recipient absorb the equipment in terms of operator 
skills, maintenance ability and cost? If not, will these problems have 
arms control implications?
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10. Are less-advanced existing systems with roughly comparable 
capabilities available from the United States?

Statement by the Department off State Bureau of 
Politico-Military Affairs Director (Gelb) Before a 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs: Multilateral Cooperation on Restraining 
Conventional Arms Transfers, February 28, 1979 1

In mid-1977, the President directed us to make a major effort to 
develop multilateral cooperation in the restraint of conventional 
arms transfers. We pursued this on three basic fronts: with the 
Soviets, with recipients, and with the major European suppliers. To
day I would like to give you a status report on where we are and 
where we hope to go.

Arms transfers are an important instrument of U.S. foreign and na
tional security policy. We make arms transfers on a substantial scale. 
At the same time, we have begun to exercise self-restraint. We have 
taken modest steps to cut back sales to the developing countries both 
qualitatively and quantitatively. The U.S. is prepared to go further if 
international conditions will allow. Unfortunately, the situation is not 
propitious at this time, with the Soviets, with recipients, or with our 
allies.

We have been discussing various restraint possibilities with the 
Soviets for over a year. In general, we have moved along at a 
reasonable pace and have had some serious exchanges. We have 
discussed political/legal and military/technical criteria which would 
govern arms transfers globally, and we have discussed certain 
regions. However, we did not make much headway during the last 
round of talks in Mexico City in December.

The restraint picture with regard to recipients is mixed. Some 
countries are interested in exploring restraint possibilities, while 
others have yet to come to grips with the issue. Still others are fear
ful that the Soviets might use our bilateral talks as a vehicle for mak
ing U.S. arms transfers more difficult. A number are skeptical that 
restraint can work but are willing to examine the issue in various in
ternational organizations and fora such as the U.N. In general, we 
have found that most recipient countries do not have the array of ex
pertise necessary to develop a concerted policy initiative on conven
tional arms restraint.

In all candor I must say that the enthusiasm for restraint among 
our Western European Allies— the major European suppliers —is 
restrained. The Allies are basically skeptical about the possibility of 
achieving multilateral restraint. They are waiting to see what prog
ress we are able to make with the Soviets. At the same time, we are 
monitoring to see if they or other suppliers are taking advantage of

’ACDA files. The testimony was given before the Subcommittee on International 
Security and Scientific Affairs.
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our policy of restraint. There may be some signs of this. How these 
circumstances will or should affect future U.S. unilateral cuts re
mains to be seen.

Where do we go from here?
We shall try to continue all of these efforts toward multilateral 

restraint in spite of the mixed results we have achieved so far. 
However, it is clear that, while some basis for multilateral restraint 
has been developed over the past year, tangible results will require 
time. Therefore, we should be thinking about a longer-term perspec
tive. Taking the longer-term perspective might include the following:

— A regularized exchange of views with the Soviets. If formal 
negotiations do not prove fruitful, this would not mean the end of 
bilateral discussions on the subject. The U.S.-Soviet relationship has 
been troubled by the problem of competitive arms transfers in the 
past, and will continue to be so in the future. There is too much at 
stake. A regular exchange of views would be useful if only to reduce 
the risks of miscalculation and misinformation.

— A broader program of spade-work with recipients. This would in
volve discussing their security problems and defense requirements, 
as well as soliciting more methodically their views on cooperative 
restraint measures and the possibilities for developing regional ef
forts. We have to find some way to mesh their security needs with 
their desire to devote more resources to economic development.

— A new look at the opportunities for progress in international in
stitutions. The Program of Action of the U.N. Special Session on 
Disarmament called for discussions between suppliers and recipients 
on arms transfer restraint. Many good ideas that have been advanced 
in the past deserve re-examination in light of today's circumstances. 
For example, we might re-examine the idea of a U.N. arms transfer 
registry or other confidence-building measures; we might take a new 
look at how the issue could be dealt with in an upcoming U.N. study of 
regional disarmament.

Rules of Procedure Adopted by the Committee on 
Disarmament, February 28, 19791

In t r o d u c t io n

These rules of procedure have been adopted taking into account 
the relevant provisions of the Final Document of the first special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, including 
the agreement reached following appropriate consultations among 
the Member States during that Session which the General Assembly 
welcomed in the Final Document.2

1 CD/8/Rev. 1, Mar. 1, 1979. The rules were adopted at the 15th plenary meeting on 
Feb. 28.

8 For the Final Document, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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I. Functions and Membership
1. The Committee on Disarmament (hereinafter referred to as the 

Committee) is a disarmament negotiating forum open to the nuclear 
weapon States and thirty-five other States (Annex I).

2. The membership of the Committee will be reviewed at regular 
intervals.

3. All Member States of the Committee shall take part in its work 
in conditions of full equality as independent States, in accordance 
with the principle of sovereign equality enshrined in the Charter of 
the United Nations.

II. Representation and Accreditation
4. The delegation of a Member State of the Committee shall con

sist of a head of delegation and other representatives, advisers, and 
experts, as may be required.

5. Each delegation shall be accredited by a letter on the authority 
of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Member State, addressed to 
the Chairman of the Committee.

6. The Delegations shall be seated following the English alphabet
ical list of membership.

III. Sessions
7. The Committee shall have an annual session divided into two 

parts. The first part shall begin on the first Tuesday in February. The 
Committee shall decide, as soon as practically possible, the opening 
date of the second part and the closing dates of both parts of its an
nual session, taking into account the requirements of its work.

8. The Chairman of the Committee, in full consultation with and 
with the agreement of all its Members, may convene the Committee 
in special session.

IV. Chairmanship
9. When the Committee is in session, the Chairmanship of the Com

mittee shall rotate among all its members on the first day of the 
calendar month, a rotation which began in January 1979 following the 
English alphabetical list of membership.

10. If the head of the delegation which performs the function of 
Chairman cannot be present, he may be replaced by a member of his 
delegation. If no member of the delegation holding the chair is able to 
perform the function of Chairman the delegation next in order of 
rotation shall temporarily assume this function.

11. Apart from exercising the normal functions of a presiding of
ficer and in addition to the powers conferred upon him elsewhere by 
these rules, the Chairman shall, in full consultation with the Commit
tee and under its authority, represent it in its relations with States, 
with the General Assembly and other organs of the United Nations 
and with other international organizations.
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12. During the period when the Committee is not in session the 
functions of the Chairman shall be carried out by the representative 
of the Member State which chaired the last plenary meeting of the 
Committee.

V. Secretariat
13. At the request of the Committee the Secretary-General of the 

United Nations, following consultations with the Committee, will ap
point the Secretary of the Committee, who shall also act as his per
sonal representative, to assist the Committee and its Chairman in 
organizing the business and time-tables of the Committee.

14. Under the authority of the Committee and its Chairman, the 
Secretary shall, inter alia, assist in the preparation of both the provi
sional agenda of the Committee and the first draft of the reports of 
the Committee to the General Assembly of the United Nations.

15. At the request of the Committee the Secretary shall provide 
professional assistance to the Committee by preparing background 
papers and bibliographies on issues which are the subject of negotia
tions in the Committee as well as by compiling data and information 
relevant to the conduct of negotiations.

16. The Secretary shall also perform such other functions as are 
entrusted to him by these rules or by the Committee.

17. The Secretary-General of the United Nations will be requested 
to provide the staff as well as the necessary assistance and services 
needed by the Committee and any subsidiary bodies which it may 
establish.

VI. Conduct of Work and Adoption of Decisions
18. The Committee shall conduct its work and adopt its decisions 

by consensus.

VII. Organization of Work
19. The work of the Committee shall be conducted in plenary meet

ings, as well as under any additional arrangements agreed by the 
Committee, such as informal meetings with or without experts.

20. The Committee shall convene in plenary meetings in accordance 
with a schedule to be agreed upon. These meetings shall be held in 
public unless the Committee decides otherwise. In the event that it is 
decided to hold a private meeting, the Committee shall also decide 
whether to issue a communique of the meeting. The communiqufe 
shall adequately reflect the substance of the proceedings and deci
sions taken by the Committee.

21. If the Committee is unable to take a decision on the substance 
of an item under negotiation, it will consider the subsequent examina
tion of that item.

22. The Committee may hold informal meetings, with or without 
experts, to consider as appropriate substantive matters as well as
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questions concerning its organization of work. When requested by 
the Committee, the Secretariat shall provide unofficial summaries of 
those meetings in the working languages.

23. Whenever the Committee deems it advisable for the effective 
performance of its functions, including when it appears that there is a 
basis to negotiate a draft treaty or other draft texts, the Committee 
may establish subsidiary bodies, such as ad hoc sub-committees, 
working groups, technical groups or groups of governmental experts, 
open to all Member States of the Committee unless the Committee 
decides otherwise. The Committee shall define the mandate for each 
of such subsidiary bodies and provide appropriate support for their 
work.

24. The Committee shall decide if its own rules of procedure may 
be adapted to the specific requirements of its subsidiary bodies. The 
meetings of the subsidiary bodies shall be informal unless the Com
mittee decides otherwise. The Secretariat shall provide assistance to 
the subsidiary bodies, as requested, including the preparation of 
unofficial summaries of the subsidiary bodies’ proceedings in the 
working languages of the Committee.

25. The approval by consensus of reports shall not be interpreted 
as affecting in any manner the essential requirement that such 
reports must reflect faithfully the positions of all the members of the 
respective organs.

26. The Committee and its subsidiary bodies shall normally meet 
at the Office of the United Nations at Geneva.

VIII. Agenda and Programme of Work
27. At the beginning of each annual session, the Committee shall 

adopt its agenda for the year. In doing so, the Committee shall take 
into account the recommendations made to it by the General Assem
bly, the proposals presented by Member States of the Committee and 
the decisions of the Committee.

28. On the basis of its agenda, the Committee, at the beginning of 
each part of its annual session, shall establish its programme of work, 
which will include a schedule of its activities for that part of the ses
sion, taking also into account the recommendations, proposals and 
decisions referred to in rule 27.

29. The provisional agenda and the programme of work shall be 
drawn up by the Chairman of the Committee with the assistance of 
the Secretary and presented to the Committee for consideration and 
adoption.

30. The subject of statements made in plenary meetings will nor
mally correspond to the topic then under discussion in accordance 
with the agreed programme of work. However, it is the right of any 
Member State of the Committee to raise any subject relevant to the 
work of the Committee at a plenary meeting and to have full oppor
tunity of presenting its views on any subject which it may consider to 
merit attention.
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31. While the work of the Committee is in progress Member States 
may request the inclusion of an urgent item in the agenda. The Com
mittee shall decide whether and when it should be considered.

IX. Participation by States not members of the Committee
32. Representatives of non-member States shall have reserved 

seats in the conference room during plenary meetings and, if the 
Committee so decides, at other meetings.

33. Interested States not members of the Committee may submit 
to the Committee written proposals or working documents on 
measures of disarmament that are the subject of negotiation in the 
Committee and may participate in the discussion of the subject- 
matter of such proposals or working documents.

34. The Committee will invite States not members of the Commit
tee, upon their request, to express views in the Committee when the 
particular concerns of those States are under discussion. Having con
sidered such a request, the Committee will, through its Chairman, 
transmit an invitation to that effect to the State or States concerned.

35. The Committee may also decide to invite the States referred to 
in rules 33 and 34 to participate in informal meetings and in meetings 
of its subsidiary bodies, in which case the procedure of rule 34 is ap
plicable.

36. The provisions of rules 4 and 5 shall also apply to delegations of 
non-member States participating in the work of the Committee.

X. Languages, Records and Documents
37. Simultaneous interpretation, verbatim records of public 

plenary meetings and documents shall be provided in the languages 
used within the United Nations system by Member States of the 
Committee participating in its work. Any representative may speak 
in his own language provided he makes available simultaneous inter
pretation into a working language.

38. Numbers shall be given in the order in which documents are 
received by the Secretariat. Check lists of all documents reproduced 
by the Secretariat shall be available from time to time.

39. Documents of the Eighteen Nations Disarmament Committee 
(ENDC) and Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) 
series may be referred to without their re-submission.

40. Verbatim records and formal and other relevant documents of 
the Committee shall be distributed to States Members of the United 
Nations normally within two weeks. Official documents of the Com
mittee will be made available for public use.

XI. Invitations to organs of the United Nations System
41. The Committee may decide to invite specialized agencies, the 

IAEA and other organs of the United Nations system to provide in
formation as appropriate if the Committee decides that doing so 
would advance its work.
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XII. Non-Governmental Organizations
42. All communications from non-governmental organizations to 

the Committee, to the Chairman or to the Secretariat, shall be re
tained by the Secretariat and be made available to delegations upon 
request. A list of all such communications shall be circulated to the 
Committee.

XIII. Reports to the United Nations General Assembly
43. The Committee shall submit, through the Chairman, reports to 

the United Nations General Assembly annually or more frequently as 
appropriate.

44. The drafts of such reports shall be prepared by the Chairman 
of the Committee with the assistance of the Secretary and shall be 
made available to all Member States of the Committee for considera
tion at least two weeks before the scheduled date for their adoption.

45. The reports of the Committee shall be factual and reflect the 
negotiations and work of the Committee. Unless the Committee 
decides otherwise, the drafts shall contain:

(a) The agenda;
(b) A summary of specific requests addressed to the Committee 

by the United Nations General Assembly at its preceding 
regular session;

(c) Sectional headings in accordance with items comprised in (a) 
and (b) above and other matters raised in the Committee dur
ing the year;

(d) Conclusions and decisions;
(e) A table of contents and an index of verbatim records, by 

country and subject, of the period covered by the reports;
(f) Working papers and proposals submitted during the year;
(g) Verbatim records of the meetings held during the year, dis

tributed as a separate annex;
(h) Other relevant documents.

46. The Committee shall adopt the annual report at the end of its 
session. This report shall be made available to all Member States of 
the United Nations before the opening of the regular sessions of the 
United Nations General Assembly. All other reports shall be cir
culated without delay.

XIV. Amendments
47. These rules of procedure may be amended by decision of the 

Committee.

A n n e x  I

Algeria
Argentina
Australia

Belgium
Brazil
Bulgaria
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Burma Mexico
Canada Mongolia
China Morocco
Cuba Netherlands
Czechoslovakia Nigeria
Egypt Pakistan
Ethiopia Peru
France Poland
German Democratic Romania

Republic Sri Lanka
Germany, Federal Sweden

Republic of Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Hungary United Kingdom of Great Britain
India and Northern Ireland
Indonesia United States of America
Iran Venezuela
Italy Yugoslavia
Japan Zaire
Kenya

Address by President Brezhnev [Extract], 
March 2f 19791

The ending of the arms race, the prevention of the danger of a 
world nuclear war has now become the most pressing, the most burn
ing task for mankind. The Soviet Union, just as the other countries of 
socialism, do not stint efforts in the struggle for these aims.

A tremendous importance in contemporary international life has 
been acquired by the collective initiatives of our countries directed at 
strengthening peace. This applies, in particular, also [to] the declara
tion adopted at the recent meeting of the Political Consultative 
Committee of the Warsaw Treaty Organization in Moscow.2 It con
tains a number of new major ideas directed at improving the inter
national climate, at disarmament.

One of the biggest tasks in this respect is undoubtedly the drafting 
of the new Soviet-American agreement on the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms. It appears that the work of more than six years is 
now close to completion; of course, in some things the treaty, from 
our point of view, could have been better. Not everything in it fully 
accords with our wishes. But that is a reasonable compromise, which

1 Tass in English, Mar. 2,1979; FBIS, Daily Report, Mar. 5,1979, vol. Ill, pp. R6-R9; 
Current D igest of the Soviet P ress , vol. XXXI, no. 9 (Mar. 28,1979), pp. 4 -5 , 12. The 
speech was made in the Kremlin Palace of Congresses before the electorate of Moscow’s 
Bauman Electoral District.

2 Extracts of the declaration are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 
657-665.
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takes into consideration the interests of both sides. On the whole, 
however, this is an important and good endeavour.

Firstly, the new agreement, if it is signed, ratified and enters into 
force, will create for several years —concerning a number of 
important points till 1985—a definite barrier in the way of the 
further stockpiling of the most destructive and costly types of arms. 
The principle of the equality and equal security of the sides will find 
expression in this agreement.

It can be said definitely that its implementation will not inflict any 
damage to the security of the Soviet Union, or to the security of the 
United States, for that matter. On the whole, I would say, it will be 
advantageous to both countries.

Secondly, the entry of the agreement into force will mean that the 
process of curbing the arms race, started on the initiative of the 
USSR, is continuing. The SALT-I agreement was followed by SALT-
II. After the latter's entry into force work will begin on the SALT-III 
agreement. It should go still further, put a brake on the creation of 
new types of weapons, provide this time not only for a limitation on 
the growth of arms but also for their reduction by both sides.

The present agreement will probably help revive also the other 
currently conducted talks, for instance, on the full prohibition of 
nuclear tests, on restricting the sale of conventional arms and, we 
hope, also the talks on the reduction of armed forces and armaments 
in central Europe.

Then, thirdly, the conclusion of the SALT-IV agreement will 
undoubtedly have a beneficial effect on the international climate in 
general. When its drafting is completed the new agreement will prob
ably be signed during my meeting with President Carter, hopefully in 
the near future. We intend to discuss also a number of questions of 
the further development of Soviet-American relations, of con
solidating the relaxation of international tension and strengthening 
universal peace.

There are also other changes in the field of restricting the arms 
race. Conventions prohibiting bacteriological weapons3 and banning 
the modification of the natural environment for military purposes4 
have entered into force.

There is taking place a certain strengthening of the regime of 
nuclear non-proliferation. This is facilitated also by the creation of 
the world’s first nuclear-free zone which encompasses most coun
tries of Latin America. The United Nations General Assembly ap
proved our proposals on guarantees of the security of nonnuclear 
states,5 on the non-deployment of nuclear weapons on the territory of 
countries where there are no nuclear arms at present6 and, what is 
especially important, called on the nuclear powers to start talks on 
fully stopping the production of nuclear weapons and reducing their



BREZHNEV ADDRESS, MARCH 2 69

stockpiles.7 We regard this as an exceptionally important matter and 
are prepared to start such talks.

The political climate in Europe has changed noticeably in the past 
years, and again, to a great extent, under the influence of the policy 
of the USSR and other countries of socialism. The European confer
ence and its Final Act, signed during the meeting in Helsinki, became 
an important landmark. The main routes of advance toward detente 
were correctly defined there.8

The changes in Europe can be seen in many things. There is a new 
aspect to the political interrelationships between the countries of 
Eastern and Western Europe. Contacts and consultations between 
governments, mutual visits by leaders —missions of goodwill —have 
become a matter of routine. The geography of peaceful cooperation 
has expanded. For the Soviet Union it now includes also Portugal and 
Spain. Our relations with Turkey are developing quite well.

The economic ties between European countries are becoming more 
stable. For example, we concluded lately long-term economic 
agreements with Finland, France, the FRG and a number of other 
countries.

Our relations with Italy can also well be placed on a similar basis. 
Such agreements are a sort of joint East-West capital investment in a 
very necessary and mutually advantageous business —the preserva
tion and consolidation of international peace.

Of course, we are not playing down the difficulties standing in the 
way of strengthening peace and the security of peoples. To spread 
detente to the military sphere is today’s priority task. This is par
ticularly necessary because the NATO bloc is feverishly building up 
its armaments, complicating the situation in Europe. On our part, we 
are striving for agreement on real measures to lessen the level of 
military confrontation on the continent, which would strengthen the 
foundations of European peace. Unfortunately, there are so far no 
changes in this respect.

Take the negotiations in Vienna. At present they have bogged 
down in the quagmire of dispute over the methods of counting the 
personnel of the sides’ armed forces —right to the last cook or 
medical orderly. Frankly speaking, this is simply the Western coun
tries* tactics, an attempt to evade agreement right at the time when 
the positions of the sides on the substance of the matter came con
siderably closer. After all, it is a fact that a general military equilib
rium does exist in Europe, even if there are differences in the struc
ture of the armed forces of each side. And it is from this fact that one 
should proceed.

The proposals of the socialist countries are known. I shall remind 
you that within the framework of these proposals the Soviet Union is 
prepared, to start with, to withdraw from central Europe within a 
year 30,000 servicemen and a considerable amount of military equip

7Ibid., pp. 774-775.
'For the arms control portions, see ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.
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ment, including one thousand tanks, on condition that the United 
States reduces, and on a lesser scale at that, its armed forces in this 
area. We are still waiting for a constructive reply to these proposals.

Reports are appearing ever more frequently lately, that the Pen
tagon is pressuring the FRG in order to secure its consent to the sta
tioning in that country, in addition to the American forward-based 
weapons already present there, also of medium-range nuclear missile 
weapons aimed at the Soviet Union. It appears that voices of protest 
against this can be heard in the FRG.

This is quite understandable: For the implementation of these 
plans, just as of the plans of the American military in respect of 
neutron weapons, would result only in a new growth of tension in 
Europe, in a new upsurge of the arms race and also in a drastic growth 
of the danger to the FRG itself.

As to the Soviet Union, it has already stated more than once that it 
stands not for building up, but for reducing nuclear missile or other 
weapons through agreement of the sides on the basis of complete 
reciprocity. This concerns also medium-range weapons in Europe, but 
with due account, of course, for the existence there of American 
military bases as well. Our common stand with the fraternal socialist 
states on this matter again found recently reflection in the Moscow 
declaration of the Warsaw Treaty member-countries.

Another question. With the aim of strengthening mutual trust, par
ticipants in the European conference have started to inform one 
another about military exercises conducted in the respective area, 
and to invite foreign observers to them.

Perhaps, we could now expand this practice and give advance 
notice not only about exercises, but also about all considerable troop 
movements in the framework of the area concerned, and also about 
major naval exercises when held near the waters of other participat
ing countries of the European conference.

We are prepared, of course, to study also other proposals directed 
at strengthening mutual trust.

In 1976, Warsaw Treaty member states proposed that all partici
pating countries of the European conference undertake not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons against one another.' In response, the 
West began to maintain that this would allegedly increase the prob
ability of wars with the use of conventional weapons. If so, let us then 
reach agreement on not being the first to use either nuclear or con
ventional weapons. In other words, let us conclude something like a 
non-aggression pact between the participants in the European con
ference. This, I believe, would fully conform to the spirit of Helsinki.

’ Ibid., 1976, pp. 855 -  856.



Administration Bill To Authorize Appropriations Under 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act for Fiscal 
Year 1980f March 6, 1979 10

A BILL To authorize appropriations under the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act for the fiscal year 1980, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That 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 autho
rized to be appropriated and to remain available until expended —

(1) for fiscal year 1979 the sum of $18,395,000 (and such addi
tional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, 
retirement, other employee benefits authorized by law, and 
other nondiscretionary costs) of which $1,000,000 shall be avail
able 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 Janu
ary 31, 1979;

(2) for fiscal year 1980 the sum of $18,876,000 (and such addi
tional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, 
retirement, other employee benefits authorized by law, foreign 
currency exchange rates, and other nondiscretionary costs); and

(3) for fiscal year 1981 such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this Act."

Statement by the ACDA Assistant Director for Non
proliferation (Van Doren) Before Subcommittees of 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Alternative 
Nuclear Technologies to Minimize Weapons Prolif
eration, March 12, 1979
Mr. Van Doren. Mr. Chairman, it is an honor for me to appear 

before this committee to discuss the role of alternative nuclear tech
10 Appropriation Authorization for the U.S. Arm s Control and Disarmament Agency: 

Communication From the President of the United States Transmitting a Draft of Pro
posed Legislation To Authorize Appropriations Under the Arm s Control and Disarma
ment A ct for the Fiscal Year 1980, ana for Other Purposes (H. Doc. 96-69; 96th Cong., 
1st sess.), Mar. 7,1979. The bill was introduced as H.R. 2774 in the House on Mar. 9 by 
Congressman Zablocki and in the Senate on Mar. 14 by Senator Church. The bill passed 
the House on Mar. 22 and the Senate on May 1 and was reported by the committee of 
conference on Aug. 3 (see below). It was enacted into law on Sept. 21 (see below).

1 Progress in US and International Nonproliferation Efforts: Hearing Before the Sub
committees on International Security arid Scientific Affairs and on International Eco
nomic Policy and Trade of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Ninety-sixth Congress, 
F irst Session, pp. 21-27.
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nologies in minimizing the proliferation dangers of the nuclear fuel 
cycle, and it is of particular pleasure to note that one of the greatest 
satisfactions of working on this subject in this current administration 
is that the three departments represented here are working in such 
close coordination, all in the same direction. That is a very construc
tive development.Chairman Zablocki You don’t have any obstruction from OMB in 
the process, do you?Mr. Van Doren. Each of us has our own responsibilities. One of 
theirs is to keep the budget down.

ACDA considers the investigation of such alternatives to be an im
portant aspect of U.S. domestic and international policy. In that 
regard, the United States has been successful in launching the inter
national nuclear fuel cycle evaluation [INFCE],2 an unprecedented ef
fort by the international community to investigate the nuclear fuel 
cycle and its proliferation implications.8 Domestically, a major effort 
to investigate alternative fuel cycles is currently being undertaken 
by the Department of Energy, under the nonproliferation alternative 
systems assessment program [NASAP]. Because of our strong in
terest, ACDA has also undertaken a modest but productive research 
program in this field.

But first, let me try to put this effort in perspective. The nuclear 
proliferation problem is an enormously complex one, to which no 
single approach is adequate. Local, political, and institutional ap
proaches are of enormous importance, and every case has unique 
features. Thus we are under no illusion that any technical fix can 
solve the proliferation problem by itself.

We are also aware that there are routes to weapons capability that 
do not involve the commercial fuel cycle. But we are convinced that 
minimizing the proliferation risks and subnational threat involved in 
such cycles is essential to effective management of the overall prob
lem.

Your committees have been in the forefront of those calling for ef
forts to insure that the United States will have timely warning of any 
diversion of nuclear materials well in advance of the time at which a 
State could transform the diverted material into a nuclear explosive 
device.

IMPROVING SAFEGUARDS

We have approached this problem from two angles: Improvement 
of safeguards against diversion and examination of ways of increas
ing proliferation resistance while still meeting nuclear energy needs. 
While the latter approach is the focus of these hearings, I would like 
to note the relevance of some current ACDA research to the first ap

2 All brackets in this document are in the original document.
3 For the address by President Carter to the organizing conference for this evalua

tion, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 645-648. The communique of the con
ference is printed ibid., p. 654.
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proach: Our largest safeguards research project is the design, devel
opment, and demonstration of a system to provide nearly instan
taneous information to the International Atomic Energy Agency on 
the status of sensors at safeguard facilities. For example, it should 
enable the IAEA to check at any time on the status of seals placed on 
equipment or on stocks of nuclear material and thus materially help 
provide timely warning of any diversion.

Our efforts on the other approach have been focused on support for 
the international fuel cycle evaluation and the search for prolifera
tion resistant fuel cycles.

Let me first describe briefly the resources that ACDA is devoting 
to this aspect of the problem, which is one of the major respon
sibilities of ACDA’s Nonproliferation Bureau. My deputy, Dr. 
Rochlin, devotes virtually all of his time to this subject, and is a 
member of the U.S. INFCE Management Committee. The eight pro
fessionals in our Nuclear Energy Division, headed by Dr. Sheaks, are 
also engaged full-time in support of this effort, through in-house 
research and analysis, supervision of relevant external research proj
ects, and active participation both in the eight INFCE working 
groups and in preparation of U.S. input to those groups. Our external 
research on this aspect of the problem, which complements that of 
the Department of Energy, is at a level of about $1 million per year, 
and we have also been able to call on outstanding consultants to aid in 
these studies.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request permission to insert in the 
record at this point a paper describing some ACDA initiatives related 
to nonproliferation assessments and providing more specific details 
as to the relevant portion of our external research program for fiscal 
years 1978,1979, and 1980.

Mr. Zablocki Without objection, it is so ordered.
[The material referred to follows:]

S o m e  ACDA I n i t ia t i v e s  R e l a t in g  to  
N o n p r o l if e r a t io n  A l t e r n a t i v e  A s s e s s m e n t

[Supplied by the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency]

ACDA was among the first to identify the need to take due account 
of proliferation resistance in making nuclear fuel cycle decisions and 
the need for intensive examination of alternative fuel cycles.

Its first initiative was suggestion of the so-called “tandem” fuel 
cycle, designed to recover the residual fuel value from the spent fuel 
from light water reactors through its use —without reprocessing—in 
CANDU (i.e., heavy water) reactors. Further examination of this fuel 
cycle was later included in the Department of Energy NASAP pro
gram. While the prognosis for adoption of this particular system does 
not currently look bright, it catalyzed investigation of other ideas 
having similar goals.
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A second area in which an ACDA initiative was subsequently pur
sued by the Department of Energy was the development of densified 
lower enriched substitutes for the weapons grade uranium currently 
being used in many research reactors. We also instituted work on the 
conversion of research reactors using natural uranium to the use of 
fuels of medium enrichment, to reduce the amount of plutonium 
produced.

More recently, we have initiated a number of studies of improved 
once-through systems —which conserve uranium resources (and en
richment) without reprocessing. One example is a contract study 
being done on a modification of the light water breeder reactor to 
permit enhanced fuel savings in a once-through mode. This modifica
tion would entail neither the use of highly enriched uranium nor the 
separation of plutonium. Similarly, we have sponsored projects on 
the use of uranium fuel of lower enrichments in high temperature gas 
cooled reactors, on which the United States plans to do cooperative 
studies with the Federal Republic of Germany.

ACDA has also initiated studies on the use of thorium as fuel in 
light water reactors —and as blanket material in fast breeder reac
tors, with a view to reducing the quantities of plutonium produced 
and fostering the use of denatured fuel (that could not be used for 
weapons without isotopic separation).

ACDA has also been in the forefront of those seeking to develop 
and apply proliferation resistance criteria for use in INFCE and in 
subsequent fuel cycle decisions; stimulated studies on by-product and 
low grade uranium resources; promoted comparative economic 
analysis of alternative fuel cycles; and begun investigation of incen
tives needed to prompt industry to adopt alternative fuel cycles.

With respect to fuel cycles involving heavy water reactors, ACDA 
initiated a study of how to safeguard heavy water production 
facilities.

Attached is more specific information on ACDA’s external re
search program on alternative systems assessments. With three 
exceptions (fiscal year 1978 projects Is, 3s and 6s) this list does not 
include our research on international safeguards techniques, instru
mentation and implementation, which is addressed in other 
questions. [See list on following page.]

Mr. Van Doren. Let me now briefly describe three lines of research 
in this field that we consider especially promising.

First, improved once-through cycles. The principal argument used 
for the recycle of reprocessed fuel in light-water reactors was that it 
would result in saving uranium and enrichment services. If similar 
fuel savings can be achieved without reprocessing, the cost of reproc
essing and the incremental cost of mixed oxide fuel fabrication could 
be saved. And we would reap the significant nonproliferation advan
tage of avoiding the separation and widespread circulation of pluto
nium. Moreover, the longer we can rely on sufficient uranium, the 
longer we have to find the optimum solution to choosing the next 
generation of nuclear reactors.
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Fiscal year 1978 (including supplemental)

Program
amount

1. Evaluation of methods of improving fuel. 1A. Utilization for once-
through fuel cycles......................................................................................... $66,899

2. A concept for optimizing thorium utilization in LWR’s in a once-
through fuel cycle........................................................................................... 50,000

3. NASAP-INFCE summer study group .......................................................... 35,000
5. Study on unproliferation features of HTGR's and GCFR’s ......................... 80,000
6. Alternative nuclear technologies....................................................................  75,000
7. Cost analysis of proliferation............................................................................  75,000
8. Economic and evaluation comparison of proliferation-related tech

nologies ...........................................................................................................  80,000
9. Nonproliferation verification of laser isotope separation........................... 100,000

10. Utility/fuel vendor incentives for denatured fueled cores........................... 40,000
12. A characterization of the international reactor deployment schedule. . . .  10,000
14. Depletion benchmark and irradiation performance evaluation for PWR

thoria urania fuels ........................................................................................  40,000
15. Low-grade uranium resources..........................................................................  50,000
17. Cost analysis of alternative breeder fuel c y c le s ...........................................  70,000
Is. An evaluation of the international safeguards for alternative nuclear

fuel cycles .......................................................................................................  150,000
3s. Impact of proliferation resistant fuel forms on international

safeguards....................................................................................................... 12,000
6s. The design of heavy water production plants to facilitate the application

of international safeguards..........................................................................  170,000

Total.................................................................................................................  1,103,899

Fiscal year 1979

Program
amount

5. Improvements in once-through fuel cycles ...................................................  $210,000
6. Utility/fuel vendor incentives for denatured fuel cores phase I I ..............  65,000
7. Thorium-based fuel c y c le s ................................................................................  170,000
8. Economic and evaluative analysis for nonproliferation............................... 362,000
9. Quick response analysis that relates to breeder and once-through

sy s te m s ...........................................................................................................  113,000
10. An analysis of international nuclear fuel cycle facility materials

inventories ..................................................................................................... 80,000
11. Quick response studies on alternate nuclear fuel c y c le ............................... 10,000
12. International nuclear fuel cycle data and an a lysis.......................................  10,000

T otal.................................................................................................................  1,020,000

Fiscal year 1980 program

Funding
level

A. Improvements in once-through fuel cycles.....................................................  $300,000
B. Thorium fuel c y c le s ............................................................................................. 120,000
C. Economics and proliferation resistance assessm ent.....................................  300,000
D. Nuclear fuel cycle data and inventories.........................................................  80,000

T otal........ ........................................................................................................  800,000
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Dr. Deutch has described the Department of Energy programs on 
improved uranium utilization, which we strongly support. The DOE 
research has developed near-term fuel improvements which can lead 
to uranium savings in the neighborhood of 15 percent. We have been 
investigating along with DOE possible longer term improvements in 
LWR fuel use that might result in an additional 25-percent saving. (I 
note that Dr. Deutch cites the figure 10 to 15 percent additional sav
ings; I think we need a lot more work before we can fix percentages.) 
We are also examining modification of the light water breeder reac
tor design that could result in even more dramatic resource savings 
operating in a once-through mode.

While we respect the reasons why DOE has not concentrated its 
efforts on heavy water reactors, it must be recognized that a number 
of other countries have purchased such reactors. We have seen utility 
in exploring the possibilities of improvements in such reactors from 
proliferation-resistance and resource points of view. One such possi
bility would be the use of 1 percent enriched uranium in such reac
tors, which would greatly decrease their uranium requirements and 
make reprocessing for recycle in such reactors even less attractive 
than it now is. We have also done considerable work with Canada and 
the International Atomic Energy Agency on improved safeguards for 
such reactors.

THORIUM-BASED FUEL CYCLES

The second of the three fuel cycle alternatives that I would like to 
address briefly is the thorium-based fuel cycle. The substitution of 
thorium for fertile isotope uranium-238 in nuclear reactors — both 
thermal and breeder reactors —could have nonproliferation advan
tages if combined with new institutional arrangements, such as 
secure multinational energy centers and enhanced IAEA safeguards. 
The primary advantage stems from the fact that the fissile material 
produced in the reactor is the isotope uranium-233 which can be 
denatured —mixed with U288—and thus rendered unusable for 
nuclear weapons without isotopic separation. Such enrichment tech
nologies are likely to remain beyond the capacity of terrorist and sub
national groups forever, and beyond the capacity of many nations for 
decades. We consider this advantage significant even though it is not 
a complete technological fix. In the second place, the production of 
U288 is always associated with another uranium isotope, U282, a contam
inant whose decay involves very strong gamma radiation, which com
plicates the separation and handling of the fissile material. This is an 
industrial disadvantage of the thorium cycle, but a valuable nonprolif
eration advantage. Finally, although irradiation of “denatured 
uranium-thorium” fuels does not eliminate the production of pluto
nium, it does greatly reduce it.

We believe these denatured fuel cycles may be of particular inter
national interest with respect to the development of symbolic rela
tionships between breeder and thermal converter reactors. And we 
have been promoting this in INFCE. (We have not gotten widespread
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endorsement from the world community on this idea, but we have not 
given up hope of doing so.)

It is well known that thermal reactors using U293 as a fuel have sig
nificantly improved conversion ratios, approaching unity for some ad
vanced converter types. Those national programs which include 
plans for thermal reactors could, at least for the balance of this cen
tury, benefit from reduced uranium fuel requirements.

The DOE is developing technical information on LWR’s, HTGR’s, 
and HWR’s operating on the thorium fuel cycle and has a substantial 
program of fast reactor thorium utilization. ACDA research in this 
area includes examination of incentives for the development of ad
vanced converters operating on the denatured thorium cycle and for 
the implementation of thorium blanketed breeders.

REDUCED ENRICHMENTS

The third and last development I would like to touch on today as a 
highlight is the use of reduced enrichments in research reactors, of 
which Dr. Deutch has already spoken.

There has already been major progress in the investigation, devel
opment, and commercialization of fuels of lower enrichment for 
research and test reactors. There are many such reactors operating 
worldwide which now operate on weapons-grade uranium. Such 
highly enriched uranium —HEU—poses potential nonproliferation 
and nuclear terrorist dangers at least as great, or greater, than those 
posed by plutonium. Although this problem can be mitigated by safe
guards and enhanced physical security, with substantial quantities of 
HEU moving in international commerce, drastic measures were 
needed, including a search for alternatives to HEU.

In April of 1977 the President announced plans to minimize HEU 
uses by requiring, among other things, a careful economic and tech
nical justification for its use, by minimizing HEU inventories, and by 
seeking to convert existing research reactors to the use of lower en
richments as quickly as possible.4

CONVERTING TO LOWER ENRICHMENTS

The Department of Energy has an excellent program, which 
Dr. Deutch described, underway at the Argonne National Laboratory 
to develop and test new high-density fuels which will permit a signifi
cant reduction of enrichment level in both new and existing reactors. 
This program is receiving considerable international interest and co
operation at the IAEA, at INFCE, and at a special meeting hosted 
late last year by the United States at Argonne National Laboratory. 
We are obtaining the active cooperation of foreign governments and* 
fuel fabricators.

In addition, the General Atomic Co., working in conjunction with 
the Department of Energy, has already developed and begun 
marketing alternative low-enriched—20-percent enrichment—fuels

•Ibid., p. 277.
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[LEU] for its line of TRIGA reactors, and has announced that it is 
discontinuing HEU fuel fabrication for research reactors. We also 
expect that European fuel fabricators will begin making LEU and 
reduced-enrichment fuels —45 percent—commercially available 
within the next 2 years. Even further reductions may be possible 
through the research program that Dr. Deutch described.

As a result of these efforts, we are confident a substantial number 
of the world’s research reactors can be converted to lower enrich
ments within the next few years. We consider this to be very benefi
cial from a nonproliferation perspective, and a highly cost-effective 
and timely payoff of investigating alternative technologies.

Of course, encouraging countries to actually convert their reactors 
will require suitable incentives. The executive branch has proposed 
to the Congress that the United States provide incentives to coun
tries which wish to convert research reactors to lower enrichments. 
Such countries will necessarily face additional costs, which could pose 
a problem, particularly for developing countries. To offset these 
costs, the executive branch has proposed a program that would pro
vide uranium enriched to 20 percent primarily to developing coun
tries, with preference given to NPT parties. A companion program 
would offset incremental costs of fuel fabrication and would be 
offered to countries using HEU fuel in research reactors with special 
emphasis on developing countries. By making these offers, we would 
be complementing our technical program of reduced enrichments 
with programs that would provide real incentives to countries which 
possess HEU fuel and research reactors using HEU to return such 
fuel and to convert the reactors to lower enrichments.

ACDA has been involved in all aspects of this effort to reduce the 
HEU problem.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, while it is still too early to judge how these 
developments may be reflected in the final outcome of INFCE, we 
believe they are making an important contribution to that study, and 
helping to focus the attention of other nations on more proliferation- 
resistant alternatives to the fuel cycles that were long assumed to be 
the inevitable next step in nuclear power development.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Letter From the Chairman off the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs (Zablocki) to the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget (McIntyre): Con
gressional Oversight of ACDA Authorization Request, 
March 12, 1979 1

As you know, the Committee on Foreign Affairs has been consider
ing several proposed legislative measures authorizing appropriations

1 A rm s Control and Disarmament Agency Authorization for Fiscal Years 1980- 81: 
Hearings and Markup Before the Committee on Foreign Affairs and Its Subcommittee 
on International Security and Scientific Affairs, House of Representatives, Ninety- 
sixth Congress, F irst Session, on H R . 2774, pp. 113-114.
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for fiscal year 1980 and fiscal year 1981 for the Department of State, 
the Export Administration, the Department of Energy, the entire 
foreign assistance program, and the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. While the Committee has, as a matter of practice, attempted 
to stay within the broad budget parameters established by the Presi
dent’s budget request, the Committee has done so within the context 
of its Constitutional right and responsibility to recommend funding 
levels and policy guidance to the Congress as a whole independently 
from the President.

While the Committee has generally been able to discharge its Con
stitutional responsibilities for independently assessing the proposed 
budget and general policies proposed by the President, I very much 
regret a recent development which seriously inhibits our capacity to 
satisfy our Constitutional rights and responsibilities cited above.

As you know, the Subcommittee on International Security and 
Scientific Affairs recently completed its drafting of a bill to authorize 
appropriations for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for 
fiscal years 1980 and 1981. This legislation was drafted by the subcom
mittee since the executive branch request was not received. Further
more, this bill was drafted without the full, complete, and especially 
timely sharing of information between the executive branch and the 
Congress with respect to the budgetary and general authority re
quirements of the Agency. The failure of the Committee to obtain the 
information it needed was not the fault of ACDA; rather, the Commit
tee learned through its own resources that the Office of Management 
and Budget had required the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
witness to submit answers to additional questions asked for the 
record to OMB for approval, thereby delaying transmission of the 
vital information beyond the point in time where it could be used.

Furthermore, it was noted that a representative of the Office of 
Management and Budget had cautioned the representative of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency to make sure that his state
ment and his answers to questions by members of the subcommittee 
reflect vigorous support of the President’s budget.

I respectfully and most strongly submit that the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs needs factual information so that it can properly 
carry out its Constitutional and statutory responsibilities for legisla
tive oversight over all phases of the operation and management of 
executive branch agencies and departments. The Committee on 
Foreign Affairs cannot allow your office or any other agency or de
partment within the executive branch to interfere with its oversight 
responsibilities. Furthermore, the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
questions in principle the right of OMB to screen information to be 
provided by an agency over which the Committee has oversight juris
diction in direct response to a question posed by the Committee.

In view of our concern in this matter, I would respectfully request 
that you inform the Committee as to the steps you will take in the
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future to ensure that the Committee on Foreign Affairs has timely 
and complete information held by various agencies relating to the 
authorizing work of the Committee.

Report by the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Authoriza
tion for Fiscal Years 1980 and 1981 [Extract], March 
16, 19791

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 2774)* to authorize appropriations for fiscal years 1980 and 1981 
under the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, and for other pur
poses, having considered the same, report favorably thereon without 
amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE

The principal purpose of this legislation is to authorize appropria
tions for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for fiscal year 
1980 and fiscal year 1981. The sum authorized for fiscal year 1980 is 
$19,276,000 plus such additional amounts as necessary for increases 
in salary, pay, retirement, other employee benefits authorized by 
law, foreign currency exchange rates, and other nondiscretionary 
costs. The sum authorized in fiscal year 1981 is based on the explicit 
amount authorized in fiscal year 1980 times the gross national prod
uct deflator for fiscal year 1981 over fiscal year 1980 as calculated by 
the Director of the Congressional Budget Office on September 30, 
1979, plus such additional amounts as may be necessary to cover in
creases in nondiscretionary costs.

COMMITTEE ACTION

On March 6,1979, the Subcommittee on International Security and 
Scientific Affairs held oversight hearings on the programs and activ
ities of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) in antici
pation of receiving from the administration a request for an authori
zation for fiscal year 1980 and fiscal year 1981. In testimony before 
the subcommittee, Mr. Thomas Graham, Jr., General Counsel of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, described the activities of 
ACDA and reported the administration’s intention of requesting a 
fiscal year 1980 authorization of $18,876,000 and such additional 
amounts as might be necessary to cover increases in nondiscre
tionary costs, and a fiscal year 1981 authorization for such sums as 
might be necessary without any upper limit.

On March 7, 1979, the President forwarded to the Speaker of the 
House executive communication 860 transmitting draft legislation

1 Arms Control and Disarmament A ct Authorizations: Report [To accompany 
H.R. 2774], Mar. 16, 1979 (H. Rept. 96-47; 96th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 1 -5 .

2 H.R. 2774 was introduced in the House on Mar. 9.
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providing for the authorization of appropriations for ACDA for fiscal 
years 1980 and 1981. The communication was referred to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs that same day.

On March 7,1979, the Subcommittee on International Security and 
Scientific Affairs heard testimony from the Honorable Paul Simon of 
Illinois on the need for additional legislation to implement possible 
actions in support of arms control education and training outlined in a 
report transmitted to Congress by the Director of ACDA on 
January 30, 1979, as required under Public Law 95-338.3 Following 
Representative Simon’s testimony the subcommittee met in open 
session and voted to introduce a clean bill for consideration by the full 
committee.

On March 9, 1978, Chairman Clement J. Zablocki introduced the 
draft bill for himself, Mr. Broomfield, Mr. Hamilton, Mr. Wolff, 
Mr. Bingham, and Mr. Winn. The bill, H.R. 2774, was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs that same day. On March 13,1979, the 
committee met in open session to mark up H.R. 2774, and ordered the 
bill favorably reported by unanimous voice vote without amendment, 
a quorum being present.

BACKGROUND

ACDA was created by the Congress in 1961 to coordinate U.S. 
arms control policy, to negotiate arms control agreements with other 
governments, to conduct and coordinate U.S. Government sponsored 
research related to problems of arms control and disarmament, and 
to coordinate and disseminate public information on arms control and 
disarmament m atters/ Subsequent changes in law required that 
ACDA participate in U.S. Government decisions on arms transfers 
and on the export of nuclear materials and related technology.6 As re
quired by Public Law 95-141,* ACDA plays a major role in the prepa
ration of statements submitted to Congress which analyze the arms 
control implications of defense, nuclear weapons, and nonweapon 
technology programs which have an impact on arms control policy 
and negotiations.

AUTHORIZATION

H.R. 2774 authorizes to carry out the purposes of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act, an appropriation of $19,276,000 and such addi
tional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, re
tirement, other employee benefits authorized by law, foreign cur
rency exchange rates, and other nondiscretionary costs for fiscal 
year 1980, and an amount for fiscal year 1981 based on the explicit 
fiscal year 1980 authorization multiplied by the gross national prod
uct deflator for fiscal year 1981 over fiscal year 1980 as calculated by

3Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 488-491.
4 Ibid., 1961, pp. 482-485.
*IbicL, 1975, p. 710; ibid., 1976, p. 409.
9 Ibid., 1975, p. 707.
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the Director of the Congressional Budget Office on September 30,
1979, and such additional amounts as may be necessary for increases 
in nondiscretionary costs. The effect of this language is to give ACDA 
a fiscal year 1981 authorization equal to that authorized in fiscal year 
1980 in constant fiscal year 1980 terms.

A u t h o r i z a t i o n s  a n d  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  ACDA, F i s c a l  Y e a r s  1979-81  

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year 
1979

President's 
fiscal year 

1980 request

Committee 
fiscal year 

1980
Recommendation, 

fiscal year 1981

Authorization............................... 18,395 118,876 19,276 (*)
Appropriation:

In itia l..................................... 16,395 218,876
Pay A c t ................................. ........  MOO.
Other supplemental............ ........  31,010.

1 “And such additional amounts as may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, 
retirement, other benefits authorized by law, foreign currency exchange rates, and 
other nondiscretionary costs, and for fiscal year 1981, such sums as may be necessary."

2 Amount to be determined by multiplying the explicit amount authorized for fiscal 
year 1980 by the gross national product deflator for fiscal year 1981 over fiscal year 1980 
as determined by the Director of the Congressional Budget Office on Sept. 30,1979.

8 Requested by the administration and pending before the Congress.

The authorization approved by the committee for fiscal year 1980 
represents a 4-percent increase over the level authorized for fiscal 
year 1979. Included in this increase are $400,000 requested by the 
administration to cover increased costs of ACDA's programs and 
activities particularly the negotiation of SALT, activities of the 
Standing Consultative Commission, and negotiations at the Commit
tee on Disarmament. It should be noted that these and other negotia
tions take place in Geneva, Switzerland where the dollar has depreci
ated some 40 percent against the Swiss franc in fiscal year 1979. Also 
included in this increase is $400,000 added by the committee primar
ily intended to be used in making grants under the discretionary 
authority given ACDA in section 3 of the bill to support arms control 
education and training programs at institutions of higher education 
or carried out by nonprofit organizations or public agencies.

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY OPERATIONS

In recent years ACDA’s dominant activity has been to lead or sup
port a wide variety of arms control negotiations. President Carter 
has undertaken a number of new arms control initiatives during the 
past 2 years; additionally, the United Nations has become more active 
in the field of arms control and disarmament in this past year than 
ever before. The major responsibilities of ACDA are the following:

(1) SALT. —ACDA plays a central role in the negotiation of a new 
strategic arms limitation agreement with the Soviet Union. An 
ACDA official serves as the Chief of the U.S. SALT delegation. The
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U.S. Commissioner to the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Standing Consultative Com
mission, a bilateral organization that monitors the parties’ compli
ance with SALT agreements and attempts to clarify ambiguous ac
tions, is also an ACDA official. ACDA officials play key roles at all 
levels of the interagency decisionmaking process that develops nego
tiating instructions for the SALT delegation. Finally, ACDA pays all 
administrative costs attributable to the SALT operations in Geneva 
including the rental of office space, transportation of U.S. Govern
ment employees, per diem expenses, translators, and secretarial 
support.

(2) United States-Soviet joint working groups. — During his trip to 
Moscow in March 1977, Secretary of State Cyrus Vance and his 
Soviet counterpart, Foreign Minister Gromyko, established several 
working groups on a number of arms control issues. These included 
stabilization of military activity by the two countries in the Indian 
Ocean, limitations on chemical weapons, limitations on antisatellite 
weapons, limitations on the development of radiological weapons, 
development of further limitations on the testing of nuclear weapons, 
restrictions on each nation’s civil defense programs, conventional 
arms transfer restraint, and prior notification of missile test flights. 
Several of these working group discussions have now been elevated 
to full fledged negotiations, including trilateral discussions on a Com
prehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty involving the United Kingdom, 
the United States, and the U.S.S.R., U.S.-U.S.S.R negotiations to 
ban antisatellite weapons, limitations on chemical weapons produc
tion and stockpiling, and bilateral discussions on conventional arms 
transfers limitations.

(3) Nuclear nonproliferation. — President Carter and the Congress 
have established the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons as a major national security objective of the U.S. Government. 
ACDA plays a major role in the total Federal effort by providing 
technical and personnel support to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency’s nuclear safeguards program, the international nuclear fuel 
cycle evaluation (INFCE), a vigorous program of research on nuclear 
fuel cycle and nuclear reactor safeguards, by actively participating in 
the U.S. Government’s nuclear export licensing process, and by lead
ing efforts of the U.S. Government to gain additional adherents to the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.7 ACDA also participates in the 
renegotiation of the bilateral agreements for nuclear cooperation 
between the United States and some 15 to 20 nations which must be 
renegotiated by March 20,1980, pursuant to the requirements of the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Act of 1978.8

(4) Conventional arms transfers decisions. — ACDA plays a major 
role in the formulation and implementation of the U.S. Government’s 
policies and programs relating to conventional arms sales and grant 
programs. ACDA also plays a major role in developing U.S. policy 
and negotiating agreements on conventional arms transfer restraint.

7 The text of the treaty may be found ibid., 1 9 6 8 pp. 461-465.
'Ibid., 1978, pp. 118ff.
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(5) Multilateral arms control negotiations and discussions. — There 
are several ongoing multilateral arms control negotiations and dis
cussions in which ACDA participates as the leader or a member of 
the U.S. delegation. Among these are the 38-nation Committee on 
Disarmament, the reactivated United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion, the Conference on Revision of Humanitarian Laws of War, the 
United Nations conference to limit use of indiscriminate or inhumane 
weapons, the Nonproliferation Treaty Review Conference, the Bio
logical Weapons Preparatory Review Conference, and the negotia
tions for mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe.

(6) Technology transfer.—As the result of recent Presidential 
decisions made public in August 1978, ACDA participates in reviews 
of technology exports which have significant arms control implica
tions. It also participates in executive branch decisions with respect 
to arms and nuclear technology exports. ACDA has undertaken ex
ternal research projects to assess the implications of technology 
transfers on U.S. arms control objectives.

(7) Public information. — ACDA has statutory responsibility for 
“the dissemination and coordination of public information concerning 
arms control and disarmament.” ACDA has significantly increased 
its public information activities as a result of Congressional initia
tives taken in the last 2 years.

(8) Arms control impact statements.— In response to legislative 
directive, ACDA has primary responsibility for developing analyses 
of the arms control implications of various defense, nuclear weapon, 
and other nonweapon technology programs which may significantly 
affect arms control and disarmament policies and negotiations of the 
U.S. Government. ACDA chairs an interagency working group to 
prepare the arms control impact statements which are submitted to 
the Congress on behalf of the administration.

(9) Administrative and other support.— The balance of the 
ACDA’s personnel funds are used for administrative support, liaison 
with other Government entities, and external research in support of 
ACDA programs and activities.

Letter From President Carter to Senator McGovern: 
Strategic Arms Limitation Agreement, March 21 f 
19791

I want to assure you that I fully appreciate the concerns expressed 
in the letter which you and Senators Hatfield and Proxmire sent me 
on the impact of the emerging SALT agreement. I agree that if this 
agreement were to simply redirect the strategic arms competition to 
a more vigorous technological competition, then it will have been a 
failure. However, I am confident that this will not be the result.

1 ACDA files. The letter was also sent to Senators Hatfield and Proxmire.
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First, this agreement provides much more restrictive limitations, 
both quantitative and qualitative, on strategic offensive weapons 
than were agreed to under the SALT I Interim Agreement. This tes
tifies to the viability of the SALT process, a process which I believe 
will lead to even more restrictive limitations in the future. I, too, 
would have preferred to see even more restrictive limitations in this 
agreement, but that did not prove feasible. However, we will never 
achieve those more restrictive limitations if we abandon this agree
ment simply because it did not do enough.

Second, there are a number of important qualitative limitations in 
this agreement that close off avenues for the type of technological 
competition for which you express concern. I would call your atten
tion, in particular, to the limitations on new types of ICBMs, missile 
throw weight, number of RVs permitted on a MIRVed missile, and 
the number of ALCMs per heavy bomber. The limitations on 
numbers of MIRVed missiles and MIRVed ICBMs are also important 
qualitative limitations in that they reduce the incentive to modernize 
unMIRVed missiles. The agreement also prohibits new types of stra
tegic systems not yet deployed by either side, such as ballistic missile 
ships, missiles on the seabeds, and fractional orbital systems. These 
important limitations, which we hope to make more restrictive in 
future agreements, dramatically limit the avenues now for new stra
tegic arms competition.

At the same time, it is important to recognize that SALT cannot 
solve all of our strategic problems. In particular, we may find it desir
able in the future to deploy ICBMs such as the M -  X in a new basing 
mode to replace the increasingly vulnerable silo-based ICBM force. 
This critically important and difficult decision for the United States 
must be made outside the context of SALT. It is not an issue of redi
recting the arms competition, but rather a critical issue with respect 
to maintaining the clear advantages of a Triad of independent strate
gic systems which protect against both evolutionary threats and 
technological breakthroughs. I can assure you that I will be consult
ing closely with the Congress on this issue, and that I will not be influ
enced by factors relating to SALT ratification in making my deci
sions on this or any other defense issue.

Finally, I believe that completion and ratification of a comprehen
sive and restrictive SALT agreement, like the one which has been 
negotiated, will inject badly needed momentum into the arms control 
process. It is likely to generate not only needed momentum for addi
tional SALT agreements, but should also give impetus to completion 
of a comprehensive test ban treaty, to progress in the negotiations on 
force reductions in Europe, and to the creation of new arms control 
undertakings in areas such as long-range theater nuclear systems.

I continue to value and appreciate your views on such important 
national issues as this one. I sincerely believe that the emerging 
SALT agreement is in the national security interest of the United 
States. I look forward to bringing this case to you and your colleagues 
in the Senate. For my part, I assure you that, if the agreement is
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ratified—as I expect it will be—I will not permit the result to be a 
new strategic arms competition. Rather I will move with increased 
energy to seek even more restrictive limitations in all those weapons 
areas in which we and other nations carry on needless and wasteful 
competition.

Italian Memorandum Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Additional Protocol to the Outer 
Space Treaty, March 26, 19791

I. Paragraph 80 of the “Programme of Action” contained in the 
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assem
bly of the United Nations devoted to disarmament states:

In order to prevent an arms race in outer space, further mea
sures 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 Use of 
Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.2

Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty, which is of particular impor
tance to the pursuit of peace and disarmament, provides that:

States Parties to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit 
around the Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any 
other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, install such weapons 
on celestial bodies, or station such weapons in outer space in any 
other manner. The moon and other celestial bodies shall be used 
by all States Parties to the Treaty exclusively for peaceful pur
poses. The establishment of military bases, installations and for
tifications, the testing of any type of weapons and the conduct of 
military manoeuvres on celestial bodies shall be forbidden. The 
use of military personnel for scientific research or for any other 
peaceful purposes shall not be prohibited. The use of any equip
ment or facility necessary for peaceful exploration of the moon 
and other celestial bodies shall also not be prohibited.'

The obligation assumed in conformity with the first paragraph of 
Article IV by States Parties to the Treaty is in the common interest 
of mankind and, in particular, represents a common defence against 
nuclear proliferation. Furthermore, it establishes a link with the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water, which was signed in Moscow on 5 August
1963.4

The second paragraph of Article IV clarifies the scope of the words 
“exclusively for peaceful purposes”. It establishes a dual legal 
regime: the first one provides for complete demilitarization of celes

1 CD/9.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 426. 
‘ Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
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tial bodies (without prejudice to peaceful uses), the second one im
poses a ban, limited only to nuclear and other weapons of mass de
struction, on military activities in orbits around the earth and in 
outer space, although it could be argued that the combined provisions 
of Articles I and IV imply a commitment to the total ban of an arms 
race in outer space. Furthermore, the text of the Treaty does not 
state clearly that the moon is a celestial body.

II. The 1967 Treaty explicitly calls for international co-operation 
and scientific exploration of outer space. Indeed, its main purpose is 
to promote the exclusively peaceful use of outer space in the common 
interest of all mankind. For more than a decade the implementation 
of the Treaty has contributed to prevent the introduction in outer 
space of nuclear arms race. Recent developments in space 
technology, in particular the development of interceptor/destructor 
satellites, and the possible use in outer space of weapons not specif
ically prohibited by Article IV suggest the need to supplement the 
existing legal system with specific provisions. Indeed, it seems advis
able, in the interest of international security, to impose a total ban on 
military activities, other than peaceful, in outer space because of the 
danger of the development of offensive outer space weapons, such as 
the so-called hunter-killer satellites, which would add a new, more 
serious dimension to the arms race. Needless to say, the use of recon
naissance, surveillance and communications satellites, and indeed, of 
any space system which would reinforce the strategic stability by 
ensuring, inter alia, the verification of disarmament and other arms 
limitation agreements will not be prejudiced. Therefore it would be 
advisable to review, even on a limited basis, the regime established 
by the Treaty of 1967 in order to prohibit, inter alia, the development 
and use of earth or space-based systems designed to damage, destroy 
or interfere with the operations of other States’ satellites. Such a ban 
could be embodied in an Additional Protocol to the Treaty of 1967, 
extending the prohibition contained in Article IV thereof explicitly to 
the launching and the stationing in orbit or elsewhere in outer space 
of all weapons, and not merely of nuclear and mass destruction weap
ons. Were this not to be done, the protection accorded to all space 
systems could, paradoxically, permit the introduction of offensive 
space devices other than those prohibited by Article IV of the Outer 
Space Treaty.

At the same time we should strengthen existing technical means of 
verification and lay the basis for a wider involvement of the interna
tional community in such verification. A first step was taken in this 
direction at the Thirty-third Session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations by the adoption of a proposal, introduced by France 
and which Italy was happy to co-sponsor, for the establishment of an 
International Satellite Monitoring Agency.6

In the view of the Italian Government the problem of military uses 
and of the prevention of the arms race in outer space falls within the

5I.e., G.A. res. 33/71 J. See ibid., 1978, pp. 755-756.
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competence of the negotiating multilateral disarmament forum estab
lished in Geneva. Such a problem should therefore be dealt with by 
the Committee on Disarmament at the earliest appropriate time.

The danger of an arms race in outer space and the importance of 
satellites for the verification of arms control agreements justify its 
consideration under the terms of reference of the Committee on Dis
armament in Geneva.

III. Italy has always been in favour of the use of outer space exclu
sively for peaceful purposes.

Since 9 September 1968, the Italian delegation proposed to the 
United Nations to review Article IV of the Treaty of 1967 (doc. 
A/7221). On 1 February 1978, both in New York and Geneva, Italy pro
posed the adoption of further measures to prevent the extension of 
the arms race (Working Paper A/AC.187/97). This suggestion is re
flected in paragraph 80 of the Programme of Action of the Final Act 
of the Special Session on Disarmament.'

The Italian Government, in submitting this Memorandum to the 
Committee on Disarmament, hopes that it will be favourably received 
and make an effective contribution to the elaboration, at an appropri
ate stage, of timely measures to ensure the practical application of 
paragraph 80.

In supplementing the rules of the 1967 Treaty, pertinent provi
sions of the Convention on the prohibition of military and any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques should—in the 
view of the Italian delegation —be also kept in mind.1

Attached to this Memorandum is a draft Additional Protocol to the 
Outer Space Treaty which Italy has elaborated with the aim to pro
vide a concrete basis of discussion in the proceedings of the Commit
tee on Disarmament.

A n n e x  I

A d d i t i o n a l  P r o t o c o l  t o  t h e  T r e a t y  o n  P r i n c i p l e s

GOVERNING THE ACTIVITIES OF STATES IN THE
E x p l o r a t io n  a n d  U s e  o f  O u t e r  S p a c e  in c l u d i n g  

t h e  M o o n  a n d  O t h e r  C e l e s t i a l  B o d ie s

The high contracting Parties
— recalling the need to facilitate, in the interest of all mankind, 

the exploration and use of Outer Space for exclusively peaceful 
purposes;

— considering the urgent need of adopting further effective 
measures aimed at preventing an arms race in outer space;

— noting the necessity to supplement the provisions of the 
Treaty on principles governing the Activities of States in the Explo
ration and Use of Outer Space including the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies of 27 January 1967;

— stressing the importance of the latest technological develop
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ments for the effective implementation of the principles mentioned in 
article 1 of the Treaty;

— convinced of the opportunity to prevent any development that 
might jeopardize the achievement of the aims of the Treaty;

— taking note of paragraph 80 of the Final Document adopted by 
consensus at the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations devoted to Disarmament;
have agreed on the following:

ARTICLE I

1. Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall 
be used for peaceful purposes only. States Parties to this Protocol 
undertake to refrain from engaging in, encouraging or authorizing, 
directly or indirectly, or in any way participating in any measures of 
a military or other hostile nature, such as the establishment of 
military bases, installations and fortifications, the stationing of 
devices having the same effect, the launching into earth orbit or 
beyond of objects carrying weapons of mass destruction or any other 
types of devices designed for offensive purposes, the conduct of mili
tary manoeuvres, as well as the testing of any type of weapons.

2. The provisions of this Protocol shall not prevent the use of 
military personnel or equipment for scientific research or for any 
other peaceful purposes as well as the use of such personnel or equip
ment for the purpose of participating in any control system to be 
established in order to ensure compliance with disarmament and 
security agreements.

ARTICLE II

Each State Party to this Protocol undertakes to adopt any mea
sures it considers necessary in accordance with its constitutional 
processes to prohibit and prevent any activity in violation of the pro
visions of the Protocol anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.

ARTICLE III

1. Any State Party to this Protocol which has reason to believe 
that any other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving 
from the provisions of the Protocol may lodge a complaint with the 
Security Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should in
clude all relevant informations as well as all possible evidence sup
porting its validity.

2. Each State Party to this Protocol undertakes to co-operate in 
carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may initi
ate, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The 
Security Council shall inform the States Parties of the result of the 
investigation.

3. Each State Party to this Protocol undertakes to provide or sup
port assistance, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of
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the United Nations, to any State Party which so requests, if the Secu
rity Council decides that such Party has been harmed or is likely to 
be harmed as a result of violation of the Protocol.

ARTICLE IV

This Protocol shall be of unlimited duration.

ARTICLE V

1. This Protocol shall be open for signature to all the Parties of the 
Treaty on principles governing the Activities of States in the Explo
ration and Use of Outer Space including the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies. Any State which does not sign it before its entry into force 
may accede to it at any time;

2. This Protocol shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification or accession shall be deposited 
with the Governments of the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics in their capacity of Depositaries of the 
Treaty;

3. This Protocol shall enter into force upon the deposit of instru
ments of ratification by . . . Governments;

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification or accession 
are deposited after the entry into force of this Protocol, it shall enter 
into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of ratifica
tion or accession;

5. The Depositaries shall promptly inform all signatory and acced
ing States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each 
instument of ratification or accession and the date of the entry into 
force of this Protocol, as well as of the receipt of other notices;

6. This Protocol shall be registered by the Depositaries in accord
ance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

ARTICLE VI

This Protocol of which the English, Arabic, Chinese, French, Rus
sian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the 
archives of the Depositary Governments, who shall send duly certi
fied copies thereof to the Governments of the signatory and acceding 
States.

Pakistani Paper Submitted to the Committee on Dis
armament: Conclusion of an International Conven
tion To Assure Non-Nudear-Weapon States Against 
the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, March 
27f 19791

The first special session of the United Nations General Assembly 
devoted to Disarmament recognized that steps should be taken by

1 CD/10.



PAKISTANI PAPER, MARCH 27 91

the nuclear powers to assure non-nuclear States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons. While noting the unilateral declara
tions made by some nuclear powers at the special session in this con
nexion, the General Assembly called upon them to urgently “con
clude effective arrangements, as appropriate, to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”.

2. Pakistan has consistently expressed the view that, to be cred
ible and effective, assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons should be extended in a 
multilateral context and in legally binding form. Therefore, Pakistan 
welcomed the initiative of the Soviet Union at the thirty-third session 
of the United Nations General Assembly, proposing the “Conclusion 
of an International Convention on the Strengthening of Guarantees 
of the Security of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States”.

3. During the consideration of this item in the General Assembly, 
separate draft Conventions were presented by the Soviet Union and 
Pakistan. These differed in certain respects, but both had the same 
objective, i.e. to obtain, at the international level, legal and credible 
assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons.

4. The General Assembly adopted two resolutions on this item, 
which have called on the Committee on Disarmament to evolve “ef
fective arrangements” or “appropriate international arrangements” 
on this subject. To this end, the Committee is to consider the draft 
Conventions submitted by Pakistan and the Soviet Union and to 
report to the thirty-fourth session of the General Assembly.2

5. In pursuance of the above-mentioned decisions, Pakistan pro
poses that the Committee on Disarmament give early consideration 
during its 1979 session to the conclusion of an International Conven
tion to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons. The draft Convention circulated on 
this subject by Pakistan at the thirty-third session of the United 
Nations General Assembly provides a sound basis for initiating 
negotiations on this item and is hereby submitted to the Committee 
on Disarmament.

6. The conclusion of an International Convention to assure non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons will be of special significance to those states, which are not 
parties to the opposing global military alliances. Its adoption will 
greatly enhance the climate of world peace and security.

7. It is suggested that the Committee on Disarmament should hold 
discussions on this draft Convention, and such other proposals and 
suggestions as may be submitted on the subject, at an early date. 
Suitable working arrangements should be also established under the 
aegis of the Committee to enable concrete negotiations to begin on 
the draft Convention as soon as possible this year.

2 Res. 33/72 A and B. For texts, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 760-762.
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A n n e x

D r a f t  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  C o n v e n t io n  to  A s s u r e  
N o n -N u c l e a r -W e a p o n  S t a t e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  U s e  o r  

T h r e a t  o f  U s e  o f  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s

The States Parties to this Convention,Convinced that nuclear weapons pose the greatest threat to man
kind and to the survival of civilization,Deeply concerned at the continuation of the arms race, in particu
lar the nuclear arms race and the threat to mankind due to the possi
bility of the use of nuclear weapons,Convinced that only nuclear disarmament and prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons leading to the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons, will assure complete security in the nuclear era,Desirous of safeguarding the independence, territorial integrity 
and sovereignty of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons,Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a uni
versal basis, it is imperative for the international community to 
devise effective measures to ensure the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
from any quarter,Bearing in mind the resolutions of the United Nations General 
Assembly and the Security Council on the question of strengthening 
the security of non-nuclear-weapon States,Also bearing in mind that the non-nuclear-weapon States have 
called for legally binding and credible assurances from nuclear- 
weapon States that they will not use or threaten to use nuclear weap
ons against them,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

The nuclear-weapon States Parties to this Convention, as a first 
step towards the complete ban on the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons, pledge themselves not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States not parties to the 
nuclear security arrangements of some nuclear-weapon States.

This undertaking is without prejudice to the obligations of States 
Parties to this Convention arising from treaties establishing nuclear- 
weapon-free zones.

ARTICLE II

The nuclear-weapon States Parties to this Convention also under
take to avoid the possibility of the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons in any contingency and to achieve nuclear disarmament, 
resulting in the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, in the 
shortest possible time.
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ARTICLE III

Any State Party to this Convention which has reason to believe 
that there has been or is likely to be a breach of the obligations of the 
States Parties arising from articles I and II of this Convention may 
request an urgent meeting of the Security Council, under Chap
ter VII of the Charter of the United Nations, with a view to prevent
ing such a breach or redressing the situation arising therefrom.

ARTICLE IV

This Convention shall be concluded for an indefinite period of time. 
It shall lapse once nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination 
of nuclear weapons has been achieved.

ARTICLE 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.

ARTICLE VI

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 con
cerning 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 including the two lead
ing nuclear-weapon States, i.e. the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States of America.

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 Parties to 
this Convention of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of 
each instrument of ratification or document concerning accession, the 
date of the entry into force of this Convention or of any amendments 
thereto, and also of the receipt by him of other notifications.
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6. This Convention shall be registered by the depositary in accord
ance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

ARTICLE 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 for
ward 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 . . .  .

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Disarmament 
[Extract], March 29, 19791

The purpose of my intervention this morning is to state the views 
of the United States on the proposal made by a group of delegations 
and entitled “Negotiations on ending the production of all types of 
nuclear weapons and gradually reducing their stockpiles until they 
have been completely destroyed,”—that is, the proposal which has 
been given the designation CD/4.2 On 13 March, the distinguished rep
resentative of Bulgaria, in addressing himself to this proposal, noted 
that no delegation had spoken against it. I would like to remind the 
Committee that so far only one State possessing nuclear weapons has 
spoken in favour of it. The United States cannot accept this proposal 
and I will give the reasons why.

Let me first say that CD/4 does have some superficial attractions. 
Every Government represented in this room is on record as favour
ing elimination of nuclear weapons. The President of the United 
States, as noted by our Bulgarian colleague, is among those favouring 
a massive reduction of nuclear weapons. United Nations General 
Assembly resolution A/RES/33/91C includes a verbatim quotation of 
this statement by President Carter:

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.8

1 CD/PV.23, pp. 13-16.
* I.e., the Soviet working paper submitted on Feb. 1, printed above.
3 The text of the res. may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 767-769.

The President made this statement before the 32d G.A. on Oct. 4,1977 (see ibid., 1977,
p. 605).
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It is not, then, the objective of CD/4 with which we disagree, but 
the method by which it seeks to eliminate nuclear weapons. Is it real
istic to expect that a blueprint can now be agreed upon and a negoti
ating forum established for the eradication of all nuclear weapons 
from the face of the earth, when we have not yet agreed how to get 
rid of the delivery vehicles whose destruction can be most easily veri
fied? In effect, this proposal starts at the end instead of the begin
ning. Whether we like it or not, the prevention of a nuclear holocaust 
has depended on the confidence of the States possessing nuclear 
weapons that their own and their allies’ security would not be threat
ened in such a way as to compel them to resort to these terrible 
weapons in their defence. A rough equilibrium now exists and has 
formed the basis for the negotiation of limitations on strategic arms 
between the two major nuclear-weapon Powers in the form of the 
SALT II agreement, which we now fervently hope is about to 
emerge.

The experience of the SALT II negotiations demonstrates vividly 
the difficulty and the delicacy of the process of devising arms control 
agreements that will preserve the equilibrium in nuclear power while 
bringing the build-up in nuclear armaments under control. What is 
true for strategic nuclear arms limitation is equally true for efforts to * 
limit any other types of nuclear armaments. For nuclear arsenals can
not be separated from the integrated defence posture of the nuclear- 
weapon States and those who depend on them for their security. Any 
changes in the structure of one element of that posture will have an 
impact on the entire defence structure. And this impact must be 
taken into account when judging whether a particular measure of 
nuclear disarmament will contribute to a more stable structure for 
peace or will, in fact, have a destabilizing effect. The necessity to 
preserve the security of all nations when devising disarmament 
measures has been specifically recognized by the international 
disarmament community. In this regard, let me quote from the Final 
Document of the tenth special session. Paragraph 29 states:

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.4

Another element of disarmament agreements which has been uni
versally recognized is the need to proceed in careful stages toward 
the ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament.

A third is that disarmament measures must be accompanied by 
effective verification arrangements.

The proposal put forward in CD/4 is deficient in each of these 
respects.

4 Ibid., 1978, p. 418.
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It addresses the problem of nuclear disarmament with no evident 
consideration given to what effect the elimination of this class of 
weapons alone would have on the security of States. General and com
plete disarmament would require elimination of all kinds of 
weapons — nuclear, other weapons of mass destruction and conven
tional. Elimination of one class alone, as CD/4 envisages, cannot take 
place without compensating reductions in other classes; otherwise, it 
will give considerable advantage to States that possess large 
arsenals of other classes of weapons, and thereby seriously jeopar
dize the security of those States that do not.

CD/4, although it speaks of carrying out the reduction and destruc
tion of nuclear weapons in agreed stages, takes no account of the 
stages that have already been recognized —SALT II, SALT III, CTB 
and subsequent appropriate measures. Indeed, it seems to envisage 
the development of a timetable for complete nuclear disarmament 
without reference to the consequences of earlier steps. The need for a 
review of the implementation of measures in preceding stages before 
moving to subsequent stages was clearly set forth in the joint state
ment of agreed principles for disarmament negotiations made by the 
United States and the USSR in the General Assembly on 20 Septem
ber 1961. Here I will quote the relevant portions of that statement:

The disarmament programme should be implemented in an 
agreed sequence, by stages until it is completed, with each 
measure and stage carried out within specified time-limits. Tran
sition to a subsequent stage in the process of disarmament 
should take place upon a review of the implementation of mea
sures included in the preceding stage and upon a decision that all 
such measures have been implemented and verified and that any 
additional verification arrangements required for measures in 
the next stage are, when appropriate, ready to operate.

All measures of general and complete disarmament should be 
balanced so that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty 
could any State or group of States gain military advantage and 
that security is ensured equally for all.6

The United States finds that statement as valid today as it was 
then. The sponsors of CD/4 evidently do not.

Finally, there is little evidence that the sponsors of CD/4 have 
given much thought to the verifiability of their proposal. The cessa
tion of production and the elimination of even the smallest nuclear 
weapons implies a pervasive verification mechanism which would far 
surpass anything contemplated so far in arms control agreements. 
Experience thus far does not lead us to believe that the world commu
nity would be ready to accept the kind of verification regime that full 
nuclear disarmament would entail unless the ground had been 
carefully prepared by the implementation of a series of agreements 
for staged reductions with appropriate verification regimes applied 
at each stage.

'Ibid., 1961, pp. 439-442.
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There is yet another major flaw in the proposal in CD/4. The spon
sors have contradicted themselves in regard to the necessity for 
Chinese participation in the proposed negotiations on the cessation of 
production and elimination of nuclear weapons. On the one hand, the 
sponsors state that nuclear disarmament cannot take place without 
the co-operation of all the nuclear-weapon States. On the other, they 
say that we should now make plans for negotiations on such disarma
ment without the participation of China. Even if the other nuclear- 
weapon States participating in this body were able to agree on some 
conceptual framework for initiating new nuclear disarmament negoti
ations, they would hardly embark on such a radical restructuring of 
the international security system —and the Soviet proposal involves 
just that —if one nuclear-weapon State were not participating in the 
plan. It is clear that, to safeguard the security of all States the full im
plementation of such a plan would require participation of all nuclear- 
weapon States. It is equally clear that drawing up a scenario to begin 
negotiations designed to produce such a radical restructuring with
out the participation of a nuclear-weapon State is not the appropriate 
way to bring that State into the negotiations.

The process of reducing reliance on nuclear weapons is a long, diffi
cult and serious task. A staged process has begun with SALT II, to be 
followed soon, we hope, by a comprehensive test ban treaty, SALT 
III and then by other appropriate measures that will ensure a stable 
and verifiable nuclear arms control regime at all stages. Such a pro
gramme was delineated in paragraphs 50, 51 and 52 of the Final 
Document of the tenth special session devoted to disarmament.6 Why, 
then, should we turn away from this serious approach to halting and 
then reversing the build-up of nuclear weapons which was included in 
the consensus document adopted by the tenth special session, in 
favour of a proposal whose concept is too diffuse to be workable.

In short, the United States finds CD/4 an unrealistic proposal 
having as its objective something other than actual progress in dis
armament. Inclusion of this item in the Committee’s agenda would 
turn this negotiating body into a forum for political polemics. Would 
such a development be consistent with the serious task this Commit
tee is to perform? Clearly it would not, and the United States will 
oppose any steps leading in that direction.

Statements by President Carter During an Interview: 
Sale of Nuclear Fuel to India and U.S. Arms Transfers 
[Extracts], March 30, 19791

Q. Mr. Carter, last year you broke a tie vote in the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission by giving your approval to a shipment of nuclear

* Ibid., 1978, pp. 420-421.
1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 9, 1979, pp. 559-560, 

563 -  564.
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fuel to India. Last week, another shipment of fuel for India was ap
proved by the Commission. In the light of India’s continuing refusal 
to abide by safeguard provisions of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty,2 do you think that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission took 
the right action last week in approving the shipment of fuel? And 
does the U.S. have any future plans to bring back from India used 
nuclear fuel for restorage and reprocessing in the United States?The President I do think the NRC took the right action. We con
sidered the assurances of the Indian Government at this point to be 
adequate. We would like for them and many other governments in 
the future to join in more and more stringent requirements for the 
handling of spent nuclear fuel and disposal of waste. We have no au
thority now and no plan for the shipment of those waste products 
back to our own country.

I might say that —to abbreviate my answer —that there are two 
crucial issues that our country must pursue in order to encourage 
countries like India —and I won’t name 11 or 12 others who have 
nuclear weapon capability —to refrain from developing those weap
ons; and that is how we act on the SALT treaty, whether we can con
summate and ratify an agreement with the Soviet Union to restrain 
atomic weapons, and how we act on the control of nuclear explosive 
tests and our general attitude on nonproliferation issues.

If, for instance, our own Nation should reject a SALT treaty once 
it’s signed, it would be extremely difficult for me, as President, or for 
some future President to restrain nations like India or Pakistan or 
South Africa or, perhaps, other countries that I won’t name at this 
point from turning to the nuclear option.

So, this is a very complicated subject. I think our Nation has taken 
a leadership role in constraint of nuclear proliferation. But our own 
actions have not yet been adequate to encourage other countries like 
India to meet those very high standards that we hope to make more 
stringent in the future.

It’s a little bit difficult for me to talk to Prime Minister Desai, who 
has publicly sworn that their government will never again turn to a 
nuclear explosive and never turn to nuclear weapons,8 when we our
selves have not yet restrained the spread of nuclear weapons.

U.S. ARMS SALES OVERSEAS

Q. Mr. Carter, in May of 1977 you pledged to strictly limit U.S. 
arms sales abroad.4 But according to the Defense Department statis
tics released recently, government to government arms sales rose

2 The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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from $11.3 billion to $13.5 billion by the end of fiscal year 1978, and 
Defense Department figures project that fiscal 1979 arms sales will 
reach $14 billion. How does this increase square with your promise to 
reduce the U.S. role as an arms supplier overseas?The President. I have absolutely kept my promise. I’d like for you 
to read it. The promise that I made was, outside of our NATO com
mitments, where we have defense alliances, that we would cut down 
unilaterally, whether or not other nations did the same, our total 
defense sales at least 8 percent per year.

Last year, we cut back in excess of 8 percent—I think a reduction 
of about $700 million. And this year, we’ll do the same. And we have 
also begun working with other countries, including the Soviet Union 
and our own military allies who can produce weapons, to join us in 
this effort. But I have met my standard very accurately, even 
exceeded those reductions, and I’m very proud of that achievement.

Report Prepared for the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations: Arms Transfers [Extract], April 19791

E x e c u t i v e  S u m m a r y  a n d  C o n c l u s io n s

1. THE DATA

The statistical record for arms sales is spotty and provides a 
blurred picture. Conclusions can vary dramatically depending upon 
the data used. Therefore, compilation of agreed data is a prerequisite 
for serious efforts at arms export control.

Between 1974 and 1977, Third World countries signed contracts for 
the transfer of $90 billion worth of military equipment and services 
(in 1976 dollars). About half of this total was with the United States. 
Arms deliveries to the Third World during these four years are esti
mated at $47 billion, with the United States providing 43 percent of 
the total. The United States delivered four dollars worth of arms for 
every three dollars worth delivered by the Soviets. Global sales and 
deliveries to the Third World both increased in 1977, but the U.S. por
tion of new sales declined from 52 percent in 1976 to 45 percent in 
1977.

The apparent U.S. dominance in arms sales is modified by several 
factors. First, the Soviet Union concentrates on the delivery of major 
combat equipment and between 1972-1978 led in worldwide deliv
eries of tanks, artillery, supersonic aircraft and surface-to-air 
missiles. The Soviets also lead in deliveries of these key weapons to

1 Prospects for Multilateral Arm s Export Restraint: A S taff Report Prepared for the 
Use of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate (Com. prt.; 96th 
Cong., 1st sess.), Apr. 1979, pp. 1 -5 .
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the Middle East. By contrast 60 percent of U.S. arms sales are for ser
vices and support. Second, the Soviet Union is able to deliver equip
ment rapidly. Most of the U.S. sales ulead” remains in the pipeline. 
Therefore, relatively higher Soviet delivery statistics are more rele
vant than contract data. Third, the Soviets lead the United States in 
sales to Latin America and dominate the market in Africa. And, 
finally, other Western arms suppliers sold almost $22 billion worth of 
arms to the Third World between 1974-77 and dominate the market 
in Latin America.

Arms sales thus continue to be a major global problem. The flow of 
arms to the Third World has not been reduced. Although the United 
States continues to bear a major responsibility for stemming this 
flow of arms, it is clearly not the sole responsibility of the United 
States.

2. U.S. POLICY

The President’s arms transfer restraint policy is under fire from 
both critics and supporters. It is criticized on the one hand for lack of 
vigorous implementation and on the other for placing the United 
States at a competitive disadvantage in the world’s arms markets. 
Both criticisms are partially accurate. Until recently, there were few 
signs that the Executive Branch was seriously implementing the 
President’s policy. During the past few months, however, the Presi
dent has rejected or delayed three controversial sales (F-4G’s for 
Iran, F -5G ’s for Taiwan, and F -1 6 ’s for South Korea). A review of 
twelve rejected sales shows that unilateral arms export restraint 
appears to work only if for technical or political reasons the United 
States is the sole supplier of the weapon in question. In other cases, 
restraint usually fails and similar sales are made by other countries.

An Executive Branch review of the policy is likely in the spring of 
1979. The result of the review could be modification or dismantle
ment of various parts of the policy, including the arms sales ceiling. 
In 1979, the ceiling may be meaningless because of sales reductions 
due to turmoil in Iran and a one-year hiatus in new arms sales com
mitments for Taiwan. The 1979 arms sales ceiling is instead likely to 
become a target. The final outcome of the policy review will depend 
largely upon progress in the multilateral Conventional Arms 
Transfer Talks.

3. THE CONVENTIONAL ARMS TRANSFER (CAT) TALKS

Of all the arms control negotiations that the United States is in
volved in, perhaps none is more politically complex than the Conven
tional Arms Transfer Talks. They involve the national security inter
ests of virtually every developing country as well as a multitude of 
potential suppliers with strong economic interests.

The preliminary results of the Conventional Arms Transfer Talks 
with the Soviets are mixed. The Soviets initially were not enthusias
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tic but by mid-1978 had changed their minds and were negotiating 
actively. The Soviet motives for participating in the talks are unclear 
but probably include legitimizing their transfers while limiting U.S. 
transfers to countries neighboring the Soviet Union. Arms transfers 
remain a principal Soviet foreign policy instrument, but the Soviets 
do recognize the limitations and dangers of these transfers.

According to press reports, the United States has recently placed 
new limitations on the scope of the United States-Soviet negotiations 
by refusing during the Mexico City talks to discuss arms restraint to 
Iran, China, and Korea. The new limits, according to the press, ap
pear to modify the previous U.S. effort at regional arms export re
straint. The result was a setback for the negotiations. Some aspects 
of the negotiations, such as discussion of broad arms transfer prin
ciples, are reportedly proceeding more smoothly. Agreement upon 
broad principles alone, however, may have only a minimal effect on 
the arms traffic. If the talks are to have any lasting effect, a diplo
matic forum must be established to implement broad principles in 
specific instances. The nature of U.S. negotiating instructions for the 
next round in Helsinki could, therefore, prove critical for the ultimate 
success of the United States-Soviet Conventional Arms Transfer 
Talks.

4. WEST EUROPEAN SUPPLIERS

Although individual West European suppliers contribute in a rela
tively smaller way to global arms traffic, the major European suppli
ers together sell nearly as many arms as the Soviet Union. They have 
overcome the technology gap in most weapons categories and excel 
in several, including helicopters, tanks, missiles and communication 
equipment. While direct United States-Soviet competition for partic
ular weapons markets is limited because of ideology, European sup
pliers compete directly and vigorously with both superpowers. As a 
result, the U.S.-inspired Conventional Arms Transfer Talks cannot 
completely succeed without full West European participation.

Unlike their United States and Soviet counterparts, European 
arms industries must export to survive. Survival of these firms is 
seen as a principal factor in the national security of most European 
countries. The French Air Force, for example, flies Mirage fighters 
and Daussault-Breguet must export three Mirage fighters for every 
one sold to the French Air Force. This economic dependency is com
plicated by consolidation of industry in order to make it more compet
itive, and European coproduction which enables them to circumvent 
national arms export control measures.

All major European arms suppliers have government controls to 
regulate exports. Most have broad guidelines to aid decision-makers. 
The general trend, however, is toward circumventing these guide
lines and increasing government efforts to promote arms sales. The 
trend is against support for multilateral arms export restraint 
measures.
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United States arms transfer restraint efforts are met in European 
government circles with skepticism and some resentment. Europeans 
are almost unanimously skeptical about U.S. performance thus far 
and some are resentful at what they consider to be another U.S. 
crusade. Others support the moral principle behind the U.S. effort. 
Few officials in Europe fully understand the goals of the United 
States-Soviet Conventional Arms Transfer Talks. Many are con
cerned about superpower collusion. Several smaller exporters ex
pressed an interest in participating but the two largest arms sup
pliers—France and Britain—are very reluctant to become involved. 
The French present a barrage of arguments against the effort, in
cluding the impact on recipients of what might appear to be a suppli
ers cartel. Several European officials discussed attracting Europeans 
to the talks with promises of U.S. “offset payments” which could com
pensate for lost Third World markets by providing larger European 
markets in the United States.

5. EMERGING ARMS PRODUCERS

The emergence of significant weapons production capability in sev
eral developing countries is a complicating factor in efforts to control 
the spread of conventional arms in the Third World. About 29 devel
oping countries produce some major weapons and at least eight pro
duce military aircraft, guided missiles, armored fighting vehicles and 
warships.

Of these emerging producers, Israel and Brazil are perhaps the 
most important. Both governments strongly promote arms exports 
and look forward to large sales increases in the near future.

Israeli defense industry officials are still upset about the U.S. veto 
over the sale of Kfir aircraft to Ecuador and hope to produce equip
ment in the future that is not dependent upon U.S. component parts. 
Israel also has a surplus of less-advanced fighter aircraft which will 
increase as additional U.S.-built F -15 ’s and F -16’s are delivered. 
The Israelis reportedly will try to sell these surplus aircraft on the 
Third World market.

Brazil’s domestic defense production is rapidly expanding through 
licensing agreements and coproduction with European firms. Half of 
Brazil’s Air Force planes are locally produced. Brazil reportedly 
hopes to export four domestically-produced weapons for each one 
purchased by the Brazilian Armed Forces.

The emergence of developing country arms production capability 
creates time pressure for CAT negotiators and makes less likely the 
possibility that arms export control measures can be extended to all 
major arms suppliers.

6. THE RECIPIENTS OF ARMS

Conventional arms transfer restraints require some degree of con
sumer cooperation. U.N. delegates representing the nonaligned coun
tries suggest that there was a new climate established during the
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1978 U.N. Special Session on Disarmament (SSOD) which is more con
ducive to conventional arms controls. Paragraph 85 of the SSOD final 
document provides for consultations among arms suppliers and recip
ients,2 but the provision remains heavily caveated in favor of the 
recipients. All Third World representatives interviewed are particu
larly concerned that a new suppliers cartel will be formed similar to 
the London Nuclear Suppliers Group.

Latin America appears to many officials to be a logical place to 
begin regional discussions on arms transfer limitations due to exist
ing regional efforts. The effort in Latin America, however, will be 
long and difficult. Brazil shows no signs of willingness to cooperate 
and Argentina requires Brazilian participation. Several areas in 
Africa might also reach arms limitation agreements if the Soviets 
cooperate, but such agreements in southern Africa and the Horn of 
Africa are unlikely.

During the next few years, the military requirements of the Middle 
East confrontation states may increase even if an Israeli-Egyptian 
peace treaty is signed. Israeli officials believe a treaty will bring new 
security problems while the Egyptian military wishes to replace 
Soviet-made equipment for contingencies in Africa. There are likely 
to be major reductions in arms expenditures in the Persian Gulf 
region depending upon the outcome of Iran’s domestic political situa
tion. If a leftist regime takes over in Iran, Saudi Arabia will likely ask 
the United States for offensive weapons. Thus, serious arms limita
tion negotiations for the Middle East still appear premature.

Arms sales to Asia are likely to increase in the near future due to 
new People’s Republic of China (PRC) interest in Western weapons 
and to the military imbalance on the Korean peninsula. There are 
minor prospects for regional limitations on the subcontinent if India 
can be convinced to participate and in Southeast Asia if the Viet
namese refrain from threatening Thailand.

Given the size of reductions in arms sales to Iran, it is quite prob
able that overall worldwide arms sales figures will decline during the 
next few years.

7. CONCLUSIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

The policy of unilateral U.S. restraint has now been in existence for 
20 months. Its future depends on progress in the multilateral Conven
tional Arms Transfer Talks. Those talks are beginning to run out of 
time. Pressure is building from industry as sales are lost to European 
firms. In the spring of 1979, the Executive Branch may begin consid
ering modifications to the current policy. A Presidential report to the 
Congress on the progress of the multilateral initiative is due on 
December 31, 1979.

The multilateral arms export restraint effort must overcome four 
obstacles if it is to be effective: a United States-Soviet agreement,

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 427.
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cooperation by European suppliers, inclusion of new emerging arms 
producers, and regional cooperation with recipients. Each obstacle 
will be difficult and time consuming to overcome. Thus far, the 
United States has concentrated only on negotiations with the 
Soviets, and there has been a setback even in those talks.

Despite the difficult prospects and the setback in United States- 
Soviet negotiations, there appears to have been some progress in the 
talks. Thus, it is still premature to declare the effort a failure. But 
significant progress will be needed during the next few negotiating 
rounds with the Soviets to keep the effort alive. That progress may 
depend upon whether the U.S. delegation is given adequate flexibil
ity in its negotiating instructions for the next Helsinki round. The 
Senate may wish to schedule hearings prior to the Helsinki talks to 
investigate the negotiating alternatives.

The Congress remains on record in support of the President’s cur
rent arms transfer policy and the multilateral negotiations. But if 
obstacles to the effort continue to mount, Congress may have to con
sider other policy alternatives in consultation with the Executive 
Branch. Those alternatives vary from designing an arms sales re
straint policy which can be implemented unilaterally to mounting an 
arms export promotion campaign.

NOTE ON CANCELLATION OF IRANIAN SALES

After final preparation of this report, the United States negotiated 
the cancellation of some $7 -10 billion worth of arms sales with Iran 
due to the political situation there. This includes cancellation of con
tracts for 160 F-16*s, 7 AWACS aircraft, and 2 Spruance class de
stroyers. Cancellation of these sales reinforces several conclusions 
already drawn by the report, including the following:

The large U.S. lead over the Soviet Union in arms transfer 
may be exaggerated if only new contracts are considered. Sales 
in the pipeline may never be delivered. When deliveries are con
sidered, the United States and Soviets are nearer parity.

The cancellations will provide the Administration with further 
evidence that it is reducing worldwide arms transfers.

New sales to Iran in fiscal year 1979 will be negligible, making 
the current fiscal year 1979 arms sales ceiling meaningless as an 
arms control mechanism because it assumed several billion dol
lars worth of sales to Iran.

The cancellations will place greater economic pressures on 
U.S. industry to oppose the President’s arms transfer policy.

Probable Iranian cancellation of billions of dollars worth of 
arms sales from Britain and West Germany could create in
creased economic pressures in those countries and make their 
active cooperation on the President’s policy less likely.

Other conservative countries in the Persian Gulf may feel less 
secure and may desire increased U.S. arms sales.
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Statement by the Indian Representative (Gharekhan) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: South Asian 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone and Nuclear Policy [Ex
tract], April 3, 19791

I would like to make a few observations with reference to the re
marks of the distinguished Ambassador of Pakistan on 8 March 1979 
regarding the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in south 
Asia.2 My delegation has consistently maintained that the creation of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone cannot be properly regarded as a disar
mament measure. A treaty whereby the States of a particular region 
undertake not to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons does not 
lead to any dismantling of nuclear weapons or their delivery systems 
unless, of course, the zone is set up in a region which already has 
nuclear weapons. Consequently, a nuclear-weapon-free zone treaty 
should be more appropriately described as a non-armament or a non
proliferation measure. My delegation has serious doubts whether the 
subject of nuclear-weapon-free zone should be discussed at all in this 
Committee. It has already been studied in great detail by an expert 
group of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 1975,3 
and the report of the expert group was taken note of by the General 
Assembly the same year.4 As regards the establishment of such zones 
in different parts of the world, the position of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations has always been that such proposals should be 
initiated by the States of the appropriate regions concerned, taking 
into account their special features and geographical extent. Partici
pation by the States of the regions in such zones is to be voluntary 
and on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at and negotiated 
among themselves. This is the right and only procedure to follow. It is 
not for this Committee or the United Nations to impose such negotia
tions on any State or States. While my delegation believes that the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone does not guarantee 
lasting security and immunity from nuclear attack or threat of such 
attack for the States concerned, we would not wish to go against the 
desire of the States of a well-defined region, provided all the States 
concerned agreed on its establishment. If such agreement is lacking, 
then any attempt to bring in outside agencies, be it the United Na
tions General Assembly or any other body, would only be counter
productive. Indeed, persistent efforts to raise the matter in the 
United Nations or elsewhere in the absence of a prior common agree
ment among all States of the region concerned must give rise to 
doubts about the motivation behind such efforts. As far as the pro

1 CD/PV.24, pp. 6 -8 .
* CD/PV.17, p. 10.
•Annex I to the Comprehensive Study of the Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free 

Zones in A ll Its Aspects, Special Report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarm
ament (A/10027/Add. 1), (U.N. Sales No. E. 76.1.7).

'Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 780-784.
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posal for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the so- 
called region of south Asia is concerned, the position of my delega
tion, which is one of total unacceptability, has been repeatedly stated 
in the General Assembly and does not need to be repeated here. As 
far as India is concerned, we have consistently and steadfastly stood 
for the policy of not producing or acquiring nuclear weapons. The 
Prime Minister of India reaffirmed our policy at the special session of 
the United Nations devoted to disarmament, when he said “We are 
the only country which has pledged not to manufacture or acquire 
nuclear weapons even if the rest of the world did so. We solemnly 
reiterate that pledge before this august Assembly”6 This has been 
the consistent policy of the Government of India ever since we em
barked upon our programme for the utilization of nuclear energy 
exclusively for peaceful purposes. We strongly believe in the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. However, non-proliferation, as 
stated in paragraph 65 of the Final Document,8 involves obligations 
and responsibilities on the part of both the nuclear-weapon States 
and non-nuclear-weapon States, the former undertaking to stop the 
nuclear arms race and to achieve disarmament by urgent application 
of the measures outlined in the Final Document, and all States under
taking to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. We would strongly 
support all non-proliferation measures based on this approach. So far, 
non-proliferation measures have attempted to tackle only the prob
lem of horizontal proliferation. We would like to see the uuclear- 
weapon States which are ceaselessly carrying on vertical prolifera
tion put an end, an immediate end, to their nuclear arms race and 
begin to reduce their nuclear arsenals.

As regards the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, my delegation fully 
subscribes to the principles mentioned in paragraph 68 of the Final 
Document,7 namely, that non-proliferation measures should not jeop
ardize the full exercise of the inalienable rights of all States to apply 
their programmes for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy for eco
nomic and social development in conformity with their priorities, 
interests and needs. On the question of safeguards also, the Final 
Document has stated quite clearly that “international co-operation in 
this field should be under agreed and appropriate international 
safeguards applied through the International Atomic Energy Agency 
on a non-discriminatory basis in order to prevent effectively the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons”. We would not accept a system of 
safeguards which is not applicable equally, on a non-discriminatory 
basis, to the nuclear activities of both the nuclear-weapon and non- 
nuclear-weapon States. The position of India on all these questions of 
safeguards, accession to NPT, etc., is based on principle and is not 
dependent on the attitude of some other country.

6 Ibid., 1978, p. 382.
6 I b i d p. 424.
7 Ibid., p. 425.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Disar
mament, April 5, 19791

Today the Soviet delegation intends to dwell once again on the pro
posal of the socialist States concerning negotiations on ending the 
production of all types of nuclear weapons and gradually reducing 
their stockpiles until they have been completely destroyed (document 
CD/4 of 1 February 1979).* There is no need to repeat that this is a 
problem of the highest priority in the contemporary world. We are 
therefore satisfied that it has taken the place which befits it on the 
Committee’s agenda and hope that it will also be suitably reflected in 
the Committee’s programme of work.

Even at this point there is every reason to affirm that document 
CD/4 submitted by the Soviet delegation jointly with the delegations 
of other socialist States has met with considerable interest in the 
Committee.

A number of delegations have welcomed our proposal, rightly 
pointing out that it represents the practical implementation of deci
sions of both the special session devoted to disarmament and the 
thirty-third regular session of the General Assembly.

We thank the delegations of Cuba, Romania, Ethiopia, India, 
Sweden, Pakistan and other countries for supporting our proposals.

Unfortunately, however, not all delegations have adopted a posi
tive attitude to document CD/4. At one of the Committee’s previous 
meetings on 29 March, the delegation of the United States made a 
statement2 whose meaning boils down to a complete denial of the 
necessity for negotiations on nuclear disarmament. It also contains a 
series of judgements concerning document CD/4 with which we can
not in any way agree. Allow me therefore to discuss this statement in 
somewhat greater detail.

Although the United States representative recognized in his state
ment that the socialist countries’ proposal has “some superficial at
tractions”, he also asserted that it fails to take into account a number 
of important factors, and in particular, the question of the security 
interests of the participants in the negotiations. In the United States 
delegation’s view, document CD/4 “addresses the problem of nuclear 
disarmament with no evident consideration given to what effect the 
elimination of this class of weapons alone [nuclear weapons]3 would 
have on the security of States”.

In his statement, Ambassador Fisher emphasized that to give (as a 
result of nuclear disarmament) “considerable advantage to States 
that possess large arsenals of other classes of weapons” is absolutely

1 CD/PV.25, pp. 11-15.
2 Printed above.
8 Brackets are in the original document.
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inadmissible. We can fully agree with this statement. We regard the 
principle of non-impairment of the security interests of the parties as 
one of the fundamentals of negotiations on arms reduction and dis
armament and, of course, questions of nuclear disarmament. What 
has document CD/4 to say on this subject? Allow me to refer first of 
all to its preamble, which states that “Agreement on this important 
problem can be reached only provided there is strict observance of 
the principle of the inviolability of the security of States”.

Furthermore, the socialist countries emphasize in their document 
that: “The elaboration and implementation of measures in the field of 
nuclear disarmament should be buttressed by the parallel 
strengthening of political and international legal guarantees of the 
security of States”. In what manner, by what concrete measures, to 
what extent? All these questions, of course, can be solved only in the 
course of the negotiations themselves, taking into account the inter
ests of both nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States.

Lastly, in the “Stages of negotiations” section of document CD/4, it 
is pointed out that “The degree of participation of individual nuclear 
States in measures at each stage should be determined taking into 
account the quantitative and qualitative importance of the existing 
arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States and of other States 
concerned”. I would emphasize the word “arsenals” in this connexion. 
The point at issue is not only nuclear arsenals but total military 
arsenals, including conventional weapons, whose importance — as was 
rightly noted by the United States representative in his 
statement —is indeed of considerable significance in guaranteeing 
security.

Thus our proposals are based entirely on the need to take into 
account the existing balance of forces in the world today and on the 
principle of non-impairment of the security of the parties.

Another element which, in the United States delegation’s view, is 
allegedly insufficiently reflected in the proposal of the socialist coun
tries is “the need to proceed in careful stages towards the ultimate 
goal”. This assertion, too, is inapplicable to document CD/4. Indeed, 
this document states: “The cessation of the production, the reduction 
and destruction of nuclear weapons should be carried out by stages 
on a mutually acceptable and agreed basis. The content of measures 
at each stage may be decided by agreement among the participants in 
the negotiations”. Thereby it is emphasized that every measure and 
every stage must be carried out within established time-limits and 
that the transition to the next stage must follow the implementation 
of the measures provided for in the previous stage.

The United States delegation’s third point concerning questions of 
verification is also, in our view, unfounded. Ambassador Fisher 
stated that “there is little evidence that the sponsors of CD/4 have 
given much thought to the verifiability of their proposal”. The spon
sors of the document had no intention of proposing any specific verifi
cation systems at the present stage, but simply indicated that “agree
ment should also be reached on the necessary verification measures”.
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I should like to state once again that ending the production of nuclear 
weapons and completely destroying them will unquestionably call for 
an effective verification system. Questions of verification are an 
extremely important element of any agreement in the sphere of 
disarmament. Experience of negotiations on disarmament in recent 
years shows that obstacles connected with the verification of the 
fulfilment of obligations which previously appeared to be insur
mountable can be overcome, given the goodwill of the participants in 
negotiations. Sufficient experience has been accumulated in this 
respect —and here I cannot refrain from mentioning the Soviet- 
United States negotiations on various disarmament questions —and 
there can be no doubt that it will be developed further.

Thus the United States representative’s assertion that the social
ist countries are allegedly moving away from the agreed principles of 
19614 does not, therefore —as I believe I have been able to demon
strate — correspond to reality.

The United States representative further asserted that document 
CD/4 “takes no account of the stages that have already been recog
nized”, in particular, the Soviet-United States SALT negotiations, 
the negotiations on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, and so 
forth. Yet in the “Other negotiations” section of the document it is 
stated in black and white that “The preparation and conduct of the 
negotiations on ending the production of nuclear weapons and 
destroying them should not be to the detriment of the current bilat
eral and multilateral negotiations on various aspects of the limitation 
of nuclear armaments, including strategic armaments”.

A few words on yet another so-called “flaw” which the United 
States representative detected in the proposal of the socialist coun
tries, and I am referring to China’s participation in the proposed 
negotiations.

Ambassador Fisher said that the sponsors of document CD/4 “con
tradicted themselves in regard to the necessity for Chinese participa
tion in the proposed negotiations”. Allegedly, “they say that we 
should now make plans for negotiations on disarmament without the 
participation of China”.

We should like to explain our position once more in connexion with 
this allegation. We consider that there cannot be nuclear disarma
ment without the participation of all nuclear-weapon Powers, includ
ing, of course, China. All the nuclear-weapon Powers without excep
tion must participate in the future negotiations, otherwise such nego
tiations lose their meaning. It is desirable, and I emphasize the word 
desirable, that all the nuclear-weapon States as well as a certain 
number of non-nuclear-weapon States should participate in the pre
paratory consultations as well. But, in view of the fact that China is 
not yet represented in the Committee on Disarmament, we see no 
grounds for postponing the consultations solely for this reason. In

4 I.e., “Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations,” of 
Sept. 20, 1961. Reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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order to create more favourable conditions for the solution of organi
zational problems, we have shown a certain amount of flexibility and 
have stated, as is known, that although the Committee on Disarma
ment is, in our view, the most suitable forum for the preparation and 
conduct of negotiations, we are prepared to examine alternative 
methods which might ensure the participation in the preparatory 
consultations as well of all the nuclear-weapon Powers, including 
China, from the very outset. We are prepared to examine this point. 
Thus document CD/4 did not envisage —as was affirmed by the 
United States representative in his statement —“making plans for 
negotiations without the participation of China".

And, lastly, the idea which the United States representative devel
oped throughout his statement, to the effect that the socialist coun
tries’ proposal is “unrealistic”. What can be said concerning this 
point? The proposal of the socialist countries corresponds strictly to 
the provisions of the Final Document5 of the special session devoted 
to disarmament and to resolution 32/71 H [38/71 H] of the United Na
tions General Assembly.6 Is it the United States delegation’s view 
that those documents, too, can be called “unrealistic”?

The sponsors of document CD/4 proceeded from the premise that 
the time has come to translate the appeals of the United Nations into 
the language of practical solutions, failing which these appeals will 
remain empty words.

In this connexion I should like to draw attention once again to the 
declaration made by the President of the United States of America 
which is included in resolution 33/91 C.7 In it, the President of the 
United States said, in particular: “On a reciprocal basis we are willing 
now to reduce them [he was referring to nuclear weapons]8 by 10 per 
cent, 20 per cent or even 50 per cent”.91 should like to draw attention 
to the word “now”. The question arises for us at least: how else can 
the goal of which President Carter spoke be attained if negotiations 
are not started?

In our opinion, the United States representative’s statement dem
onstrates the need for active discussion of the question of nuclear 
disarmament, as only a broad exchange of views can resolve the 
doubts and questions which arose, say, for United States delegation, 
and clarify the position of States and, first and foremost, that of the 
nuclear-weapon States, in respect of nuclear disarmament.

We call for a businesslike discussion of the proposal for the ending 
of the production of nuclear weapons and their complete destruction, 
and we count upon the active and well-intentioned co-operation of all 
delegations in the Committee on Disarmament, without exception, in 
this matter.

5 Ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
9Ibid., pp. 751-754.
7 I b id , pp. 767-769.
8 Brackets are in the original.
9 President Carter made the statement before the G.A. on Oct. 4,1977 {Documents on 

Disarmament, 1977, p. 605).
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We shall continue to listen with interest to any observations and 
any comments likely to bring us closer to the goal which has been pro
claimed in the Final Document of the special session of the General 
Assembly that we unanimously welcomed.

Working Paper Submitted by the Group of 21 to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Negotiations on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production, and 
Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons and on Their De
struction, April 9, 19791

The use of chemical and biological weapons is prohibited in the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925.2 Negotiations in the CCD resulted, 1972, in a 
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons and on 
their destruction.3 The convention entered into force in 1975. Pursu
ant to article IX of the convention each State Party to it undertakes 
to continue negotiations in good faith with a view to reaching early 
agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their 
destruction, and on appropriate measures concerning equipment and 
means of delivery specifically designed for the production or use of 
chemical agents for weapons purposes. Since 1972 three draft conven
tions on chemical weapons have been presented in the CCD by a 
group of socialist States, Japan, and the United Kingdom respec
tively.4 In 1974 the United States and the Soviet Union announced 
their intention to present to the CCD a joint initiative on the subject 
of chemical weapons.6 Since 1976 these two States have held bilateral 
talks for this purpose. In the CCD a substantial amount of work was 
accomplished with regard to the chemical weapons question. In that 
respect a group of non-aligned and neutral countries members of the 
CCD stated their position in a working paper (CCD/400).6

A considerable amount of background material is available. Most of 
this material was synthesized in an informal paper entitled “Compila
tion of Material on Chemical Weapons from CCD Working Papers and 
Statements, 1972-1976”, dated 11 March, 1977.

The United Nations General Assembly has in various resolutions 
repeatedly emphasized the importance of the chemical weapons 
issue.

The Final Document of the first special session devoted to disarma
ment underlined that the complete and effective prohibition of the

1 CD/ll. “Group of 21” refers to representatives of the so-called “non-aligned” states 
members of the CD.

2 For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
9 Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
4I b id , pp. 120-124; ib id f 1975, p. 100; ib id , 1976, pp. 520-525.
6 Ibid, 1974, p. 236.
* Ibid., 1973, pp. 206-209.
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development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and 
their destruction represent one of the most urgent measures of 
disarmament.7

The thirty-third session of the United Nations General Assembly 
adopted two resolutions with regard to the chemical weapons 
question.

In resolution 33/59A the Assembly requests the Committee on Dis
armament, as a matter of high priority, to undertake, at the begin
ning of its 1979 session, negotiations with a view to elaborating an 
agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and for 
their destruction, taking into account all existing proposals and 
future initiatives.8

In the same resolution the Committee is requested to report on the 
results of its negotiations to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
fourth session.

In resolution 33/71 [H-IV] the Committee is requested to under
take on a priority basis, at its first session in January 1979, negotia
tions concerning a treaty or convention on the complete and effective 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
types of chemical weapons and on their destruction.9

As regards the bilateral talks the Soviet Union and the United 
States are urged (resolution 33/59) to submit their joint initiative to 
the Committee in order to assist it in achieving early agreement on 
the subject. From the wording of both resolutions it is clear that ne
gotiations in the Committee do not have to be preceded by the conclu
sion of the bilateral talks. In other words the negotiations in the Com
mittee may proceed parallel with the bilateral talks. It is the firm 
belief of the Group of 21 that the negotiations in the Committee 
would not hamper or hinder the bilateral talks. Quite the contrary, 
the parallel negotiations would be of assistance to each other.

In view of the above and taking into account that multilateral 
negotiations have not yet started the Group of 21 is convinced of the 
urgent need to establish an Ad Hoc Working Group, open to the par
ticipation of all Member States of the Committee, with a view to elab
orating a draft convention on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their destruc
tion. States not members of the Committee would be entitled to sub
mit to the Ad Hoc Working Group written proposals or working 
documents and to participate in the consideration of the subject- 
matter of such proposals and working documents.

In discharging its responsibility the Ad Hoc Working Group would 
have as basic texts for its work the draft treaties, proposals and 
working papers on a convention on chemical weapons presented to 
the Committee and its predecessors as well as the draft treaties, pro

7 Ibid., 1978, p. 425.
8Ibid., pp. 719-721.
* Ibid, p. 754.
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posals and working papers submitted to it during the course of its 
work by both members and non-members of the Committee.

In order to enable the Ad Hoc Working Group to accomplish its 
task the Committee would request the States participating in the 
bilateral negotiations on chemical weapons fully to inform the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on the state of negotiations indicating areas in which 
agreement has been reached as well as issues which still are out
standing.

In the process of elaborating the draft convention the Ad Hoc 
Working Group would inter alia identify areas of agreement and 
possible new elements of importance for the formulation of the scope 
and verification of a chemical weapons convention.
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ACDA Paper: The Effects of Nuclear War, 
April 12. 19791

FIGURE 1 

W ASH IN GTO N , D.C.

One Megaton Weapon Air Burst

1 20 psi —Reinforced Concrete Buildings Destroyed
2 10 psi —Concrete Buildings Destroyed
3 5 psi —Brick and Wood Frame Houses Destroyed
4 25 calories/cm2—Spontaneous Ignition, Clothing and Household Com

bustibles
5 12 calories/cm2—Third Degree Burns
6 1.7 psi —Moderate Damage, Brick and Wood Frame Houses

1 ACDA files.
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T h e  E f f e c t s  o f  N u c l e a r  W a r

A. Introduction
This report presents a summary of the effects of nuclear war. The 

first part of the report will deal with the effects of a single nuclear 
weapon, the second part will discuss the effects of general nuclear 
war between the United States and the Soviet Union, and finally the 
paper will address some of the less known but nonetheless important 
effects of such a war.

B. Effects of One Nuclear Warhead
To illustrate the effects of a single nuclear weapon, a one-megaton2 

warhead was selected. Figure 1 shows the destruction of various parts 
of Washington, D.C., if such a weapon were detonated in the air over 
the White House. The map in Figure 1 shows various circles of 
destruction.

The six circles delineate the areas in which the following weapon 
effects are exceeded: Circle 1—20 psi (pounds of pressure per square 
inch), Circle 2 — 10 psi, Circle 3 — 5 psi, Circle 4 — 25 calories/cm2, 
Circle 5 — 12 calories/cm2, and Circle 6 — 1.7 psi. The labels on each 
circle correspond to the kind of damage to be expected from these 
weapon effects.

Each of these circles will be described and photographs from 
Nagasaki and the Nevada Test Site are included to give visual illus
trations of the destruction effects at each circle.

2 A megaton (MT) is the equivalent of one million tons of TNT. Lower yields are 
sometimes expressed in kilotons (KT) which refers to the thousands of tons of TNT 
equivalent. [Footnote in original document.]
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WASIIi ;jGTO,N, D . C .  20 PS I

On e Me g a t o n  We a p o n  A ir Bu r s t

The innermost circle labeled #1, uReinforced Concrete Buildings Destroyed," is the circle in which the overpressure will be 20 psi 
(pounds per square inch) or more. In this circle winds would exceed 
500 mph (miles per hour) and the blast would destroy office-type 
multi-story reinforced-concrete frame buildings. Most people in this 
area would be killed. For the one-megaton weapon, the radius of this 
circle is 1.5 statute miles (this radius would be 1.2 miles for a 500 KT 
(kiloton) weapon, 2.6 miles for a 5 MT (megaton) weapon and 4.1 miles 
of a 20 MT weapon). Figures 2 and 3 show the destruction in Nagasaki 
corresponding to the weapons effects within this circle.



FIG
UR

E 
2

ACDA PAPER, APRIL 12 117



FIG
UR

E 
3

118 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979



ACDA PAPER, APRIL 12 119

The second circle, “Concrete Buildings Destroyed," encompasses the area in which the overpressures would be at least 10 psi. The winds would be on the order of 300 mph at the circle. The blast would destroy multi-story, monumental type wall-bearing buildings. The heat of the explosion would give third degree flash burns to exposed skin and would cause spontaneous ignition of clothing. For the one- megaton weapon, the radius of this circle is 2.9 statute miles (2.3 miles for 500 KT, 4.9 miles for 5 MT and 7.8 miles for 20 MT). Figures 4 and 5 show the destruction in Nagasaki corresponding to these distances from the weapon explosion.
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WASHINGTON, D .C .  5 psi

On e  Me g a t o n  We a p o n  A i r  B u r s t

The third circle, “Brick and Wood Frame Homes Destroyed,” encompasses the area in which the overpressures would be at least 5 psi and the winds would be on the order of 160 mph or more. The blast would destroy unreinforced brick and wood frame houses. The heat from the explosion would give third degree flash burns to exposed skin and produce spontaneous ignition of clothing. The one-megaton radius of this circle is 4.2 statute miles (3.3 miles for 500 KT, 7.2 miles for 5 MT and 11.4 miles for 20 MT). Figure 6 shows damage corresponding to these ranges from Nagasaki and Figure 7 shows damage at these ranges to a brick house at the Nevada Test Site.
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WASHINGTON, D .C , 25  Ca l o r i e s / c m^

On e  Me g a t o n  We a p o n  A i r  B u r s t

The fourth circle, “Spontaneous Ignition, Clothing and Household Combustibles," encompasses the area in which the heat will exceed 25 calories/cm2. Fires could be expected to spread outside this circle, depending upon building density and the direction and velocity of the wind. The one-megaton radius of this circle is 4.9 statute miles (3.8 miles for 500 KT, 8.9 miles for 5 KT and 14 miles for 20 MT). Figure 8 shows the total burn-out of a school house at Nagasaki that was exposed to the effects occurring at these ranges.
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The fifth circle, "3rd Degree Bum s"  encompasses the area in which the heat exceeds 12 calories/cm2. Essentially, 100 percent of exposed skin would suffer third degree burns. The one-megaton radius of this circle is 6.2 statute miles (4.9 miles for 500 KT, 11 miles for 5 MT and 16.1 miles for 20 MT). Figure 9 shows a photograph of a Japanese woman who was burned at Nagasaki when exposed to the heat occurring at these ranges.
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 2 PSI

On e  Me g a t o n  IIe a p o n  A i r  B u r s t

The sixth circle, “Moderate Damage, Brick and Wood Frame Houses," represents the distance beyond which overpressure would finally drop below 2 psi and the typical residential type building would remain usable. However, extensive repairs would still be needed as far out as this circle. The damage would include the cracking of wall framing, severe damage to roofs, and the interior partitions would be torn down. In addition at these ranges the neai would be around 6 calories/cm2 with a 50 percent chance of second degree burns. The one-megaton radius circle is 8.S statute miles (6.8 miles for 500 KT, 14.6 miles for 5 MT and 23.2 miles for 20 MT).
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FIGURE 10
Nagasaki 

Courthouse (less than 2 psi)

Figure 10 shows a photograph of the Nagasaki Courthouse that was exposed to the nuclear effects that would exist at these ranges.The effects discussed above result from a one megaton air burst weapon. If instead of being air burst the weapon were detonated at ground level, the extent of the blast and heat effects would be somewhat reduced but there would be a substantial increase in the amount of overpressure near the target’s central area and in the amount of radioactive fallout.
Figure 11 shows the overpressure in the downtown Washington area if a one megaton warhead is ground burst on the White House. It can be seen that in this case the overpressures are very high —over 1000 psi out to 1500 feet and over 50 psi out to almost one statute mile from the burst point. Keeping in mind that at 20 psi reinforced concrete buildings are destroyed, one can readily imagine the destruction at these very high levels of overpressure.
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FIGURE 12

FALLOUT ONE MEGATON GROUND BURST 
(Dose in REMS)

Figures 12 and 13 show the fallout contours from this weapon. Figure 12 shows the fallout contours over the city with the prevailing westerly wind condition. It can be seen that some parts of the city will have doses up to 5000 roentgens and that the 1000 roentgen contour covers about 20 percent of the area inside the beltway. Figure 13 shows the 1000 REM8 fallout contour. This dose level is important since 100 roentgens is the maximum dose a human can absorb without serious damage. It can be noted that this contour not only covers the entire city but extends over Maryland and Delaware out to the Atlantic Ocean. 3

3 REM is short for “roentgen equivalent man.” It is a unit of nuclear radiation which equates all the various radiation products to the damage produced in man by one unit of gamma ray radiation. [Footnote in original document.]
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C. Effects of General Nuclear War

The results discussed in this part of the report are based on large scale computer war game simulations of general nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union. Several attack scenarios were analyzed using the strategic forces projected for the U.S. and the Soviet Union under a SALT TWO agreement. The scenarios assumed a heavy Soviet first strike against U.S. strategic forces (ICBM silos, bomber bases and submarine bases), against other U.S. military installations, and against U.S. industry. The U.S. would then retaliate with its surviving forces against a similar set of Soviet targets.It should be noted that in these scenarios the population was generally not directly attacked. There were nevertheless high fatality levels due to the fact that the population is located within range of the effects of the weapons targeted against the military and industrial targets. The human fatalities from the short term effects4 alone ranged from 25 to 100 million or more in both the U.S. and the Soviet Union. The number of fatalities within this range depends on the specific scenario.The industrial damage in each country from these attacks ranged from 65% to 90% destruction of the key production capacity and 60% to 80% collateral destruction to non-targeted other production capacity. The 200 largest cities in both countries were destroyed. Furthermore, 80% of all cities with 25,000 people or more in each country were attacked by at least one weapon.Figure 14 summarizes the short term effects of general nuclear war that would occur in each of the two countries.
FIGURE 14

EFFECTS OF GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR 
Human Fatalities From
Short Term Effects Alone 25 to 100 Million 
Industrial Damage 65 to 90% Destroyed
Cities 200 Largest Cities Destroyed

80% of All Cities With 25,000 
People or More Attacked by at 
Least 1 Weapon

Results are based on our detailed large scale 
computer war game simulation

To understand the severity of general nuclear war, a detailed examination was made of the effect of the simulated retaliatory attack on Moscow. In this attack approximately 60 warheads went down within the Moscow city limits, which would be typical of a major nuclear exchange. Such an attack represents about 1400 times as
4 This includes only those persons who die within the first 30 days. Many more persons would die from disease, starvation and other causes. [Footnote in original document.]
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much megatonnage as used against Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. Peak overpressures throughout the downtown Moscow area were so severe (over 100 psi) that not a building or tree would remain standing. Clearly these attacks are orders of magnitude larger than the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombings.Much of the damage to cities, however, does not come from blast overpressures alone; secondary fires would also be a significant factor. Generally, it is estimated that total fire burn-out would occur within the same region exposed to blast levels of 3 to 5 psi or more. This estimated burn-out area does not assume that a “fire storm” would occur, but it is based on an estimate that fires once started could not be fought because of the intense radiation environment and the fact that the water supply would be destroyed. Figure 15 shows the 5 psi overpressure contour from the simulated attack on Moscow. This figure shows that the probable burn-out area would cover 85 to 90% of total urban housing.Figure 16 shows radiation dose contours over the city in thousands of REMs. Almost the entire city is covered by more than 5000 REMs and, in some parts of the city, the dose is above 30,000 REMs. To understand the magnitude of this radiation, one must keep in mind that only doses of 100 REMs or less can be absorbed by human beings without serious consequences. Even that dose, although it will not create serious illness, will substantially increase the risk of cancer and other diseases. A dose of 200 REMs will cause incapacitating radiation sickness to 50% of the people exposed to it, and a dose of 450 REMs will cause 50% fatalities to the people exposed to it. Clearly, no human being exposed to the kind of radiation dose that would exist in Moscow could survive. People in the area who were very well sheltered could have some chance if they stayed inside for several months.Finally it should be understood that similar devastation would occur in the United States. Figure 17 illustrates the 5 psi (total burnout) area that would occur in the greater New York City area. Clearly the cities of both countries would be devastated.
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F IG U R E  1 5

5 PSI OVERPRESSURE CONTOURS-MOSCOW
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FIG U R E 17
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FIGURE 1 8

AREAS COVERED BY 1 0 0  REMS OR MORE 
SOVIET UNION

AREAS COVERED BY 100 REMS OR MORE 

UNITED STATES

100 REM
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FIGURE 20

AREAS COVERED BY 1000 REMS OR MORE

FIGURE 21

AREAS COVERED BY H500 REMS OR MORE

4500 REM
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The short term radioactive fallout resulting from general nuclear war will vary depending on how the war is fought. The most important factor with respect to fallout is the number of weapons which are ground burst. Figures 18 to 21 illustrate typical fallout contours if half the weapons are ground burst. The shaded areas in figures 18 (Soviet Union) and 19 (United States) represent the areas exposed to 100 REMs or more. It is only outside of these areas that people in the open will escape the short term damage effects of radiation. In the Soviet Union, 82% of the urban population and 75% of the rural population is located within areas exposed to 100 REMs or more. The figures for U.S. population are similar.Figure 20 represents the areas of the United States covered with 1000 REMs or more. Anyone outdoors in these areas, even with clothes that cover most of the body (a protection factor of about 1.3), would still receive 700 to 800 REMs which is clearly a lethal dose. People in frame houses (a protection factor of 2 to 3), would receive doses from 300 to 500 REMs. These are dose levels which would cause incapacitating radiation illness to all and kill many. Figure 21 shows the areas covered by 4500 REMs or more. People in these areas even in basements (protection factors of about 10) would still receive 450 REMs or more. That is, more than half of the people in basements would still die from radiation exposure.
Now consider people in the cities that are in shelters that manage to survive the blast and fire effects. Someone located in a shelter with a protection factor (PF) of 100 would, in the southeast corner of Moscow, still be exposed to doses of more than 30,000/100 = 300 REMs. Actually a much larger dose would be received because, to obtain the full 100 PF protection, a person would have to stay in the shelter until the radiation levels had decayed, a period that can last for several months. Figure 22 shows two shelter-use patterns that illustrate the difficulty of radiation avoidance even in excellent shelters. Note that even in a highly protective shelter with a PF of 500, if an occupant stayed 100% of the time in the shelter the first

FIGURE 22
E f f e c t  o f  U s e  P a t t e r n

S h e l t e r  E f f e c t i v e n e s s  
To A v o i d  R a d i a t i o n  I l l n e s s  (100 REM)

________ Shelter Use Pattern________Near Perfect
First Second Thereafter Shelter Good Shelter BasementMonth Month__________________ PF = 500 PF = 40 PF = 10

100% in 75% in 75% indoors 30% of urban 65% of urban 80% of urban
shelter shelter area denied area denied area denied

25% indoors 25% outdoors
98% in 75% in 75% indoors 60% of urban 70% of urban 85% of urban
shelter shelter 25% outdoors area denied area denied area denied

2% outdoors 25% indoors
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month after the attack, and 75% of the time in the shelter during the second month of the attack, 30% of the urban area would be too “hot” for this kind of activity —that is, they would have to stay in the shelter for an even longer period. In the second pattern illustrated occupants leave the shelters for 2% of the time during the first month; in this case 60% of the urban area is too “hot” for this regime. Any lesser shelter stay time would of course make this situation even worse.

Another factor to be considered is reentry to the urban areas by people who have not been exposed to any radiation. The first problem would be to find such people, since 80% of the population (including the evacuated population) is located in areas that are exposed to 100 or more HEMs. Even people who have received no dose at all would have to wait one month to reenter half the urban areas, two months to reenter three quarters of the urban areas, and up to six months to reenter the entire urban area.In addition to the fatalities presented earlier in this report, it is estimated that there would be 30 to 50 million injured. The care of these injured people would be an immense problem and many would die. Hospital and medical facilities would be very scarce, for example, 80% of the urban hospitals in the Soviet Union were destroyed (93% of the Moscow hospitals were destroyed). Hospitals, of course, were not attacked; they are, however, located near many of the military and industrial facilities that were targeted.In addition to the large number of injured people, there would be a large increase in disease due to poor sanitation, crowded living conditions (V2 to 1 square meters per person in shelters), shortage of food and medical supplies, and reduced resistance to disease due to radiation exposure.In summary, the number of injured and sick people would be at least an order of magnitude larger than in any previous war.
D. Other Effects of Nuclear War

This part of the report addresses effects of nuclear war that are often neglected. While some work has been done on most of these effects, great uncertainty exists in predicting the consequences of many of these effects. Some of these effects are discussed below.
1. Housing. Over 90% of the urban housing would be destroyed in a general nuclear war. In addition a substantial portion of the rural housing would also be damaged. Since it is estimated that more of the housing than people would be destroyed, massive housing shortages would exist for years after the war.
2. Food and Water Supplies. Stock requirements of food and water would vary from one week to several months depending on the fallout pattern. Furthermore, destruction of the transportation nodes would delay redistribution of supplies by two months or more. Stocking two months of supplies is a major problem. Undoubtedly many survivors



ACDA PAPER, APRIL 12 143
would have to leave shelters prematurely to search for food and water, and would be exposed to radiation.

3. Agriculture. An estimate was made of the effect of these nuclear attacks on agricultural crops. The results are sensitive to the time of the year the attack occurs. If the attack takes place during the growing season, then up to 30°/o of the crops could be lost. On the other hand, if the attack is in the winter the effect on crops would 
be minor. A considerable amount of uncertainty surrounds these estimates. It seems that crops would not be too seriously affected, yet we find that on Bikini Island 25 years after the completion of our nuclear tests, crop contamination problems still exist.

The situation with livestock is much more serious. Over half of the grazing animals would die and over one quarter of large farm animals fed on stored food would die.This estimate of damage to agriculture and livestock is based only on the effects of blast and fallout; it does not take into account the potential additional effects of “ozone” depletion and other potential climatic changes.
4. The Ozone Problem. A considerable amount of uncertainty is associated with estimating the effects of nuclear war on the ozone layer. Even greater uncertainties exist when considering long term climatic and genetic changes. Many of these effects were studied by the National Academy of Sciences.5 In this analysis the estimates produced by the National Academy of Sciences were translated to the attacks conducted in the simulation.Figure 23 is a sketch which illustrates the effect of depletion of the ozone layer. Before the attack, exposure to the ultraviolet rays of the sun can produce a sunburn after exposure of V2 to 1 hour; after the attack such an exposure would produce blistering burns on the body. Plants and animals of course would be subject to similar increases in ultraviolet rays and many would be destroyed. The most serious aspect of the depletion of the ozone layer is illustrated in Figure 24. This figure shows that the worst depletion occurs six months after the attack and that the ozone layer does not return to its normal stage for a period of several years. Considering that this effect would cover the entire northern hemisphere of the earth, it represents a very serious factor. Reduction of the ozone layer in the southern hemisphere would be a less severe, but not an inconsequential, problem.
5. Disease. The first disease problem to be faced after the attack is the disposal of tens of millions of cadavers from the humans and animals that were killed in the attack. In this respect it should be noted that most of the blast and fire victims will die during or soon after the attack. The victims of radiation fallout, however, will die 6

6 “Long-Term Worldwide Effects of Multiple Nuclear-Weapons Detonation,” National Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C., 1975. [Footnote in original document.]Subsequent studies have produced different estimates of the depth and duration of the ozone depletion phenomenon, but have corroborated the conclusion that detonation of many megaton-size weapons would create a serious ultraviolet irradiation problem throughout the northern hemisphere.
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FIGURE 23

BEFORE ATTACK

ULTRAVIOLET

HUMANS: SKIN REDDENING IN 1 /2  HOUR OR
MUCH LONGER

HUMANS: BLISTERING IN 10 TO 90
MINUTES

PLANTS AND ANIMALS TOLERATE THE ULTRAVIOLET MANY PLANTS AND ANIMALS KILLED

FIGURE 2k

YEARS AFTER A WAR
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over a longer period of time (a few days to several weeks). The surviv
ing population in the first 10 years after the attack will have a sub
stantially increased disease rate due to lowered resistance because of 
radiation, general hardship and poor sanitation. In the longer run 
there would be an increase in the cancer rate due to radioactivity and 
ultra-violet burning.

6. Radiation Hot Spots. Since radioactive material drifts, “hot 
spots” with much higher activity than the average are expected. The 
significance of these “hot spots” is that when the survivors deter
mine that the radioactivity has subsided to an acceptable level, many 
areas will still be too hot for exposure. Therefore it will be necessary 
to make extensive radiation measurements and post exclusion areas 
before people can venture out of shelters or enter a new area.

7. Climatic Changes. The long term effects of general nuclear war 
on the climate are very uncertain. It should be noted, however, that 
even small changes in the average temperature could radically alter 
the agricultural patterns. The joint effect of temperature changes, 
ultra-violet burning due to ozone depletion and radioactive fallout is 
very difficult to estimate, but it could seriously alter vegetation pat
terns and climate.

8. Aquatic Environment. Another effect that has great uncer
tainty. Radioactive contamination would be a problem in some 
localities. Ozone burning of surface living organisms could alter fish 
populations.

9. Genetic Effects. While it is not expected that there will be major 
genetic changes, there is still a great deal of uncertainty in this area. 
There would be an increased rate of genetic deformities and many 
people would be affected on a world wide basis.

10. Post Nuclear Attack Environment. Some work has been done 
on the near term post nuclear attack period; nevertheless, great 
uncertainty continues to exist. First of all, there are all the problems 
associated with simple survival —i.e., what to do; when to come out of 
shelter; where to get food and water, housing, medical help; etc. Then 
comes the problem of what to do with the injured and dead. All of 
these problems involve determining what the remaining resources 
are and how to allocate these resources, yet communications and 
transportation for doing so will be badly disrupted. After that the 
problems of reconstituting the society will have to be addressed.

11. Economic Recovery. There are great uncertainties in 
estimating how long economic recovery would take. Estimates run 
from a few years to never. Part of the uncertainty is associated with 
when the reconstitution has gone far enough for the recovery to start 
and part of the uncertainty is associated with what is meant by 
recovery. The recovery might well lead to a different kind of society. 
The massive destruction of the urban areas would undoubtedly lead 
to a much more rural society. In addition there would probably be in-
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creased regimentation as government control resumes. Strong gov
ernment control would be required to aid survivors in the short term. 
Anarchy could exist in some places. The long term effects on the 
governmental structure are much less certain. Great difficulty will be 
experienced in establishing a financial system. In addition the recon
struction of pre-attack property and financial rights may be almost 
impossible.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands 
Representative (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks, April 12, 1979 1

Western participants remain convinced that the Vienna negotiations 
have sound prospects for further progress. Unfortunately, the pres
ent round did not maintain the forward movement begun by the 
Western proposals of April 19,1978 and the Eastern counterpropos
als of June 8,1978 and continued by Western actions in the fall round. 
It is necessary that the momentum which was so evident at the end of 
1978 be resumed in the coming round. To this end, Eastern par
ticipants must take adequate account of the significant Western 
moves advanced subsequent to the June 8 proposals and make con
crete contributions of their own.

Western participants chose the areas of parity and collectivity for 
their moves following the East’s June 1978 proposals because the 
present stage of these talks logically requires a focus on these two 
issues. That is to say, through cumulative steps by both sides, par
ticipants have attained a degree of informal agreement in principle 
on many issues. This agreement is particularly important as regards 
the basic concepts governing reductions and limitations, namely, the 
principles of parity and collectivity.

However, participants remain far apart on how to implement these 
fundamental concepts. The implementation of parity and collectivity 
are central issues, whose resolution can help solve remaining nego
tiating problems. For this reason, Western participants have focused 
on these two central isoues, while also specifically addressing the 
other outstanding issues.

The data discrepancy is certainly the central unresolved issue of 
these talks. Its existence obstructs progress on all reduction issues. 
Although participants now agree on the principle of parity, and on 
the level of the common ceiling, they have not agreed on the size of 
Eastern manpower reductions needed to reach genuine parity. This 
is because there is still no agreement on the size of Eastern military 
manpower in the area. Thus participants need to concentrate their 
work on the data discrepancy, rather than on the overall concept 
governing reductions, which is no longer the main problem.

1 ACDA files.
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The West, of course, cannot ignore the data discrepancy. Reduc
tions which left intact Eastern numerical superiority in the area 
would only reinforce the destabilizing effects of this superiority. The 
West can settle for nothing less than reductions to genuine parity, 
based on agreed data.

In the present round, the West presented four individual data 
items on Eastern forces in reply to specific Eastern requests, in addi
tion to the fourteen such items presented in the previous round. This 
was done in order to make it possible to compare Western and Eastern 
figures on the same Eastern force elements. By applying this 
method, we have already learned that the data discrepancy is mainly 
concentrated in the major formations of two Eastern participants. 
Having come this far, the only reasonable course is to compare West
ern and Eastern figures on the main components of these particular 
major formation categories. Western participants have therefore 
presented their official figures on the main components of the major 
formation category of these Eastern participants.

Unfortunately, despite the fact that the West has presented all this 
additional data in the past two rounds, the East has presented none. 
In particular, the East has not yet presented its own figures on the 
major formation components to permit comparison with the already 
tabled Western figures. The East has joint responsibility with the 
West to cooperate actively in resolving the data issue.

The required Eastern data is in our view not militarily sensitive. 
Assertions to the contrary reflect exaggerated attempts at secrecy 
which characterized military thinking in earlier times, rather than 
the degree of openness needed if we are to reach agreement on reduc
tion issues here. The West has taken the initiative to present its own 
data on these Eastern forces. It has also expressed its readiness to 
present the same type of data on Western forces. It is difficult to 
know what more we can do to encourage the East to present its 
figures or why the East remains reluctant thus far to do this.

The other central issue on which we have focused during the past 
round is collectivity. This issue is closely related to such subjects as 
manpower limitations, reduction commitments and phasing. Thus, 
resolving the collectivity question would of itself help resolve some of 
the most difficult remaining issues. This is why Western participants 
included collectivity among the issues addressed by their integrated 
proposals of December 13.

The West proposes collective manpower limitations, to afford both 
sides the practical opportunity of maintaining the agreed overall ceil
ings. The Western approach would also limit the post reduction level 
of Soviet and U.S. military manpower in the area because of the unique 
military capabilities of these two countries. Consistent with its posi
tion on manpower limitations, the West proposed on April 19, 1978 
commitments on amount and timing of Phase II reductions which are 
collective for all direct participants on each side except the U.S. and 
USSR.
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The December 13 proposals effectively meet concerns which East
ern representatives earlier frequently expressed regarding the col
lective reduction commitment offered in the April 19 proposals. The 
East would now receive assurances in Phase I that the non-U.S. 
Western direct participants, with the possible exception of those 
which do not have major formations in the area, would take a signifi
cant share of overall Western Phase II reductions. The East would 
also know prior to signature of Phase I the precise amount of the 
reductions by each non-U.S. Western direct participant. The West 
has thereby shown that the Eastern concerns can be met without 
engaging in national reduction commitments under an agreement, 
which would be against the Western position on collectivity.

Unfortunately, the East has thus far chosen to downplay the prac
tical significance of the December 13 proposals. It has concentrated 
on the legalistic point that each participant must assume formally 
identical obligations under an agreement. However, the U.S. and 
USSR are in an objectively different category from all other direct 
participants, and it is entirely justifiable that these two countries 
should undertake obligations different from the others.

Eastern representatives sometimes assert that the East is await
ing a comprehensive response to the June 8 proposals before making 
further moves of its own. However, the West by its detailed con
sideration and comments on all aspects of the June 8 proposals, and 
by its subsequent moves on the central issues of data and collectivity, 
which have a direct impact on all other issues, has in fact dealt with 
all outstanding issues in these talks during the past two rounds.

Coming on top of these Western actions, Eastern requests for an 
additional “comprehensive” Western response to the East’s June 8 
proposals appear to us in effect to be an effort to bring the West to 
take further moves before the East itself acts. In fact, Eastern failure 
to respond constructively to the Western proposals of December 13, 
1978, the most recent proposals made by either side in these negotia
tions, and Eastern failure so far to present the needed data have been 
disappointing. If there is to be further progress in these talks, East
ern participants must take adequate account of the Western moves 
which have taken place since June 1978, and make concrete contribu
tions of their own, both on data and collectivity.

News Conference Statement by the Czechoslovak 
Representative (Keblusek) to the Mutual and 
Balanced Force Reductions Talks, April 12, 1979 1

On behalf of the delegations of the Socialist countries we could 
characterize the last —the seventeenth —round as “the round of un
fulfilled hopes and lost chances”. It does not mean at all that we have 
been “infected” by pessimism and that we underestimate the useful

1 ACDA files.
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side of the work done. It is necessary to evaluate the negotiations in a 
strictly objective way and not to play a put-on role of immoderate op
timists as the West is now attempting to.

As a matter of fact, during the whole round we have not succeeded 
in transferring to the elaboration of a genuinely effective and mutually 
acceptable agreement.

The subject matter of the Vienna negotiations — the reduction of 
armed forces and armaments in Central Europe —is, of course, a com
plicated and sensitive one due to the fact that the ensuring of equal 
security for all parties concerned is under consideration. However, a 
breakthrough and any substantial movement in the negotiations 
depends, above all, on the political will of each direct participant to 
bring a substantial contribution to a decrease of the high concentra
tion of armed forces in Central Europe and thus to promote detente 
on our continent.

The Socialist countries have demonstrated their political will and 
their efforts aimed at the consolidation of mutual confidence by 
presenting a number of very serious compromise proposals in the 
negotiations. In this connection there should be underlined the 
special role and importance of our two latest proposals, namely: of the 
complete and comprehensive June 8 proposal and of the modified 
November 30, 1978 proposal for the non-increase of armed forces in 
Central Europe in the course of the Vienna negotiations.

The June initiative of the GDR, the PPR, the USSR and of the 
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic has not only contributed to a certain 
rapprochement of the positions of the sides in a number of substantial 
issues but has also created favourable prerequisites and a basis for 
the elaboration of the concrete wording of an agreement. This initia
tive embraces the whole range of problems under discussion and is 
the most comprehensive and balanced synthesis of the positions of 
both sides. It takes into account the security interests of both the 
West and the East and guarantees juridical and genuine equality of 
commitments of all direct participants in both stages of the reduction 
process in proportion to the strength of their military potentials in 
the area of reductions. This involves an equal percentage reduction 
approximately by 11-13 percent.

The reasons for the protracted nature of the negotiations and for the 
futile outcome of this round are to be found in the Western position:

1) In the period of more than 10 months the Western states have not 
been able to evaluate duly the constructive, complex and compromise 
nature of our proposals and to present similar counter proposals, ade
quate in size and contents, which would combine in a unified, inte
grated form both the approach of the Western countries and the 
ensuring of the legitimate security interests of the Socialist states. If 
the West responded positively to our June initiative, then, beyond 
any doubt, new possibilities for moving the negotiations forward 
would be created. The delegations of the Socialist countries would ob
tain, inter alia, the possibility of considering and analyzing the new
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Western proposals and perhaps they could undertake some addi
tional measures and steps aimed at further rapprochement of the 
positions of both sides in the solution of still open questions.

2) The West continues to seek asymmetrical reductions as a result 
of which the Socialist countries should reduce their armed forces 
three times more than the NATO states. This would abruptly change 
the historically established approximate equilibrium of armed forces in 
Central Europe to the detriment of the Socialist countries’ security — 
what clearly contradicts the agreed principles of the final communi
que of the preparatory consultations.

3) In the framework of its concept of asymmetrical reductions the 
West is seeking to circumstantiate the obligations on the reduction of 
armed forces and armaments of the USSR in the first stage and to im
pose upon them specific limitations, in fact national sub-ceilings, after 
the reduction which would not be balanced by the same equal com
mitments and limitations on the part of the West. Such an approach 
to the principle of collectivity would result, inter alia, in a situation 
when only the USSR and the U.S. would have to assume concrete 
reduction obligations, precisely stipulated in an agreement, whereas 
the Western European direct participants and Canada would not be 
bound by similar individual commitments of an international legal 
document on the reduction of their armed forces and armaments in 
the second stage. This deficiency of the Western position was not 
eliminated even by the December 13, 1978 modification, regarding 
the so-called “substantial share” of those countries in the reduction 
process, which the West is trying, without any grounds, to rank with 
our June proposals as an official response.

4) The West is also seeking to narrow down the topic of our discus
sion in evading the consideration of such important questions as, for 
example, the reduction of armed forces to be undertaken by direct 
participants, other than the USSR and the U.S.A., the establishment 
of upper levels of the manpower strength of air forces, the reduction 
of armed forces by units and sub-units and so on. It has completely 
focused its attention on the data issue trying to convince us of the 
necessity to present new, more comprehensive figures on the armed 
forces of the Socialist countries and, first of all, on the numerical 
strength of Soviet and Polish divisions. In our view the data 
discrepancy cannot be eliminated through an additional disaggrega
tion of figures but only on the basis of a detailed clarification of the 
method used for compiling the Western estimates of our armed 
forces, through their substantiation and, first of all, through making 
substantial corrections of those estimates on the grounds of their ap
parent overestimation. However, the simplest way of solving this 
issue is to acknowledge the official data of the Socialist countries. 
Never-ending disputes about the computation of military personnel 
to the last corps man and to the last cook, as the Secretary General of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the USSR, Chair
man of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR L.I. 
Brezhnev stated —“is simply a tactic of the Western countries, an at
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tempt to withdraw from an understanding just at a time when the 
positions of the sides have drawn significantly nearer in substance”.

5) Also in this round the Western delegations, without producing 
any arguments, have again assumed a negative approach to our 
November 30,1978 proposal for the “freeze” of military manpower in 
the course of the Vienna negotiations. However, the experience from 
other disarmament negotiations indicates that similar temporary and 
partial measures can be of great positive importance, substantially 
strengthen mutual confidence and create prerequisites for the 
achievement of an agreement on problems of more complicated 
nature. This is especially important and urgent in a situation when 
the NATO countries, and in particular the U.S.A., increase their 
military potentials in Central Europe.

In conclusion I wish to state with full responsibility that the Social
ist countries have been doing their utmost during the seventeenth 
round in order to give the negotiations a constructive and business
like nature and to move them from the stage of discussion to the 
stage of elaboration of concrete provisions of a future agreement. 
They will be ready also in the future to show flexibility and to take 
into consideration justified and legitimate interests of the West. 
However, they will be able to act so only if the West expresses an 
adequate desire to find mutually acceptable solutions and to take into 
account our stated considerations.

U.S. Reply to the U.N. Secretary-General: Proposal To 
Establish an International Satellite Monitoring 
Agency, April 12, 19791

1. The United States of America welcomes the opportunity to pre
sent its views on this proposal.2 The United States has long recog
nized and maintained that adequate verification of compliance is a 
critical dimension of arms control. However, after careful considera
tion and consultation with others we have concluded that an inter
national satellite monitoring agency would be neither feasible nor 
desirable in the foreseeable future.

2. Substantial —in the United States view overwhelming- 
political, organizational, technical and financial difficulties would be 
associated with an international institution charged with collecting 
and assessing satellite information pertinent to verifying arms con
trol agreements.

3. The establishment of satisfactory decision-making procedures 
in a new international agency is always a difficult matter; in an inter
national satellite monitoring agency the problems would appear to us 
exceedingly difficult and probably insoluble. Procedures would have

1 A/34/374, Aug. 27, 1979, pp. 27-28.
2 A/S -10/AC. 1/7, June 1, 1978. For a brief French introduction of this proposal, see 

Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 95.



152 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

to be agreed on for all of the difficult and predictably contentious 
issues confronting the agency. These would range from the establish
ment of priorities and decisions about targeting to the analysis, as
sessment and dissemination of collected data. It is not likely that 
States would place the power of decision on such matters entirely in 
the hands of the staff and the director of an international satellite 
monitoring agency. Rather, they would reserve key decisions, as well 
as the establishment of guidelines, to a plenary body or executive 
organ. In either case, decision by consensus would lead quickly to 
paralysis; while decision by vote —weighted or not —on matters hav
ing a close bearing on vital national security concerns would not 
likely be acceptable to many States, large and small.

4. Irresolvable disputes within the agency over judgements about 
compliance with agreements could erode public confidence in the ver
ifiability of arms control agreements, weakening rather than 
strengthening support for the disarmament process. This would also 
be the likely effect of inevitable disparities between the voted or 
politically negotiated judgements of the international agency and 
conclusions arrived at independently by individual Governments 
directly concerned, using their own resources. Moreover, the pros
pect of an international body passing judgement in a potentially 
politicized way on questions related to compliance with arms control 
arrangements could create reluctance on the part of some Govern
ments to entering into such arrangements.

5. Control over and access to monitoring data within an inter
national satellite monitoring agency would be another possibly in
tractable issue. The proposal set out in A/S-10/AC.1/7 stipulates that 
membership would be open to any State Member of the United Na
tions or any member of a specialized agency. Yet, in the case of given 
disarmament agreements which might be monitored by the agency, 
many of the members would not be parties. Unrestricted access by all 
agency member States to all data, some of it sensitive, would present 
obvious problems. However, compartmentalization of data or restric
tion of access would be difficult to agree on and probably impossible 
to enforce.

6. Beyond these political and organizational difficulties, an inter
national satellite monitoring agency would face serious technical 
problems. Interpretation of monitoring data is a very complex task. 
Not only does it require extensive experience, but it may also be de
pendent upon access —which an international satellite monitoring 
agency would not have —to a variety of information gathered from 
many different sources. Furthermore, there is a close relationship 
between the design of technical monitoring systems and the specific 
elements or activities they are intended to monitor. An international 
satellite monitoring agency would be confronted with the problem of 
selecting satellite systems for the verification of agreements not yet 
in existence, whose terms cannot be anticipated, between parties still 
unknown. Technical capabilities acquired at great expense could well 
prove ill-suited to the agency’s actual tasks.
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7. The over-all cost of an international satellite monitoring 
agency — encompassing not only the procurement and launching of 
satellites but also the establishment of technical capabilities for proc
essing data and the maintenance of a highly expert staff—would be 
quite considerable, possibly equal to the entire present United Na
tions budget. In a world with such pressing human needs, the United 
States can see no justification for diverting resources on this scale to 
a project whose promised benefits are highly uncertain at best. At 
the same time, it would be unrealistic to contemplate an international 
satellite monitoring agency which had no technical collection capabil
ity of its own and was therefore dependent on raw data selected and 
provided by individual States drawing upon national resources. Nor 
would it be realistic to expect States to provide raw data, essential to 
their own arms control verification requirements, whose release 
could compromise the capabilities of the systems involved and facili
tate evasion of agreements.

8. While recognizing the critical role of verification in the arms 
control process, the United States continues to believe that capabil
ities and procedures for monitoring compliance must be tailored to 
meet the needs of specific agreements and that this can most effec
tively be accomplished by the parties to agreements themselves.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Fein) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Disar
mament, April 19f 1979 1

Today I wish to make a few, preliminary, remarks concerning nu
clear disarmament on which subject we have agreed to concentrate 
during this period of our session.

Of course, these remarks are not preliminary in the sense that my 
Government has not already made known its views concerning nu
clear disarmament on previous occasions. My remarks are prelimi
nary in the sense of our Committee now starting to deal with this sub
ject under agenda item 2.

I intend to discuss very briefly working document CD/4,2 presented 
by a number of members of this Committee, but I also intend to make 
some additional comments. It is evident that not all aspects of this 
highly complicated matter can be dealt with in detail because of the 
regrettably short time available to prepare this part of the session of 
the Committee on Disarmament.

First of all, my delegation does not consider that it is beyond the 
scope of this Committee to deal with matters related to halting the 
nuclear-arms race and to work for nuclear disarmament. Indeed, the

1 CD/PV.28, pp. 36-39.
2 Submitted by the Soviet Union on Feb. 1. Printed above.



154 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament developed several 
treaties dealing with different aspects of the nuclear arms race and 
we hope to conclude in the near future a treaty banning all nuclear- 
weapons tests. However, as I said in my first statement this year 
(CD/PV.6), we must carefully select which questions can better be dis
cussed bilaterally, which regionally and which in a world-wide forum. 
In the nuclear field, important matters are discussed elsewhere, e.g. 
in SALT. It would seem ill advised to disturb such processes with 
parallel and overlapping talks in this Committee. We must carefully 
select our topics. One of these has been, of course, the comprehensive 
test ban, although also in this case we are waiting—rather impa
tiently I might add —for the conclusion of the trilateral talks.

I also would like to remark that nuclear disarmament matters can
not be separated from other disarmament discussions. Indeed, secu
rity considerations of different regions have to be recognized in that 
respect. I noted that the distinguished delegate of the Soviet Union 
on 5 April8 stressed that total military arsenals, including conven
tional weapons, have to be taken into account.

It is in particular on the question of selection that my delegation is 
somewhat puzzled by the proposal contained in CD/4 and the explana
tion given to it by its sponsors. The proposal seems rather broad and 
imprecise, which raises questions as to its usefulness. Document CD/4 
mentions the cessation of the production of all nuclear weapons and 
their destruction without indicating in what stages this should hap
pen, who would participate in the different stages, how this process 
can be reconciled with SALT and other forums and, last but not least, 
how all this could be verified.

Now, it seems possible that the co-sponsors of document CD/4 have 
an open mind as to how to solve these problems and only want to 
stimulate discussions in this Committee on how to tackle the nuclear 
disarmament problem. In that spirit, my delegation is willing to make 
a modest contribution.

In particular with respect to the important verification question it 
is perhaps worthwhile, even at this early stage, to consider the impli
cations of verifying a halt in the production of nuclear warheads and 
the destruction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons. A full-scope 
safeguards system is in any case necessary to ensure that no nuclear 
materials are diverted from peaceful uses. But that would not be 
enough. The matter is, of course, of such importance that one would 
have to make absolutely certain that no nuclear weapons are pro
duced any more and that existing nuclear weapons are destroyed. 
This would mean, inter alia, that one would need to know where all 
nuclear-weapons production facilities are and that these are dis
mantled or in any case have stopped production. It would also mean 
that possibilities have to be created to trace all stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons, and this would require a rather intrusive kind of verifica
tion. Considering our discussions until now on the verification ques-

8 Printed above.
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tion, I do not entertain great hopes that all countries involved would 
accept such kind of verification.

A more indirect, but in the end probably effective, way of halting 
the production of nuclear weapons would be the cessation of the pro
duction of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. This proposal 
was made a long time ago and has always been supported by my Gov
ernment. Canada has recently pursued this idea again. The great 
advantage of the proposal is that an internationally accepted system 
to verify the measure is already in existence: the nuclear safeguards 
system of the International Atomic Energy Agency. Indeed, applica
tion of this system to the whole peaceful nuclear fuel cycle of the 
nuclear-weapon States and transfer of all military enrichment and 
reprocessing plants to the peaceful cycle would make it possible to 
verify the halting of the production of fissionable materials for weap
ons purposes, at least in theory.

There are a number of practical problems, such as the question of 
military propulsion reactors, but these problems are, if the political 
will exists, probably solvable. An important advantage of the propo
sal is that all countries, nuclear-weapons States and non-nuclear- 
weapons States, would accept the same type of verification, removing 
a discriminatory feature of present safeguards application.

Unfortunately, document CD/4 does not give any hint of how to 
tackle the basic verification problem. The main sponsor has not given 
any practical indication that it is willing to accept nuclear safeguards 
on its peaceful nuclear facilities, safeguards which are applied all 
over the world. Perhaps I may mention that in the first NPT Review 
Conference some hope was raised that the Soviet Union was chang
ing its mind: it accepted in the final document of that Conference the 
following sentence: “The Conference emphasises the necessity for 
the States party to the Treaty that have not yet done so to conclude 
as soon as possible safeguards agreements with the IAEA.”4 You may 
note that no distinction is made between nuclear-weapon States and 
non-nuclear-weapon States in this sentence. Since that time, 
however, our expectations in this field have not been fulfilled, al
though in the meantime three other nuclear-weapon States have 
accepted IAEA safeguards.

Now, if one is not even willing to consider the application of well 
defined verification measures on peaceful nuclear activities, how can 
we undertake negotiations on disarmament measures which require 
even more intrusive verification? I would very much hope we can find 
a solution, but we would need some more information from the spon
sors of CD/4 to create the necessary confidence that success in the 
end can be achieved.

I will not say much about the question of participation of all 
nuclear-weapon States in possible discussions on nuclear disarma
ment: that is for them to decide. It would seem strange, however, to

4 Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 148.
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prepare negotiations between all nuclear-weapon States without the 
participation of all.

We were happy to note that document CD/4 clearly recognizes that 
the nuclear-weapon States would participate in diverse ways in the 
different stages of the nuclear disarmament process. Indeed, partici
pation of all nuclear-weapon States in discussions on nuclear disarma
ment — certainly a worthwhile goal —must not imply that the two 
main Powers have less responsibility for effective measures in the 
field of nuclear disarmament.

Message From President Carter to the Congress Trans
mitting the Annual Report of the U.S. Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency for 1978, April 23, 1979 5

There is no more important responsibility for me as President than 
ensuring the safety and security of our nation. Like Presidents before 
me, I am meeting this responsibility: (1) by maintaining sufficient 
military forces to protect ourselves and our Allies; and (2) by seeking 
equitable and verifiable arms control measures to reduce the risk of 
war. The attached report is a summary of the actions taken through 
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in 1978 toward this 
latter goal.

The SALT process, which has been carried forward by four Admin
istrations since 1967, is the most fundamental of our arms control 
efforts. A SALT II agreement to limit strategic offensive weapons 
will serve as the linchpin of all of our other arms control efforts, in
cluding: SALT III, where we hope to achieve further strategic arms 
limitations; a ban on tests of nuclear explosives; mutual and balanced 
force reductions in Europe; limitations on antisatellite capabilities, 
chemical weaponry, and conventional arms transfers; and prevention 
of nuclear weapons proliferation.

To prevent war —and to redirect the resources of nations from 
arsenals of war to human needs — will be a formidable challenge to all 
mankind in this last quarter of the 20th Century. It is a challenge that 
I am determined to meet.

Report by the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions: Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
Authorization for Fiscal Years 1980 and 1981 [Ex
tract], April 26, 1979 1

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the 
bill (H.R. 2774)2 having considered the same, reports favorably

5 W eekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 30, 1979, pp. 682-683.
1 Authorize Appropriations, Arm s Control and Disarmament Agency Fiscal Year 

1980: R eport [To accompany H.R. 2774], Apr. 26, 1979 (S. Rept. 96—95; 96th Cong., 1st 
sess.), pp. 1 -3 .

2 H.R. 2774 was introduced in the House on Mar. 9.



thereon with an amendment and recommends that the bill as 
amended do pass.

PURPOSES OF THE BILL

The principal purpose of H.R. 2774, as reported by the committee, 
is to authorize appropriations of $18,876,000 to fund operations of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) for fiscal year 1980.

The bill also amends sections 22 and 23 of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act and adds a new section to provide that no commis
sioned officer of the Armed Forces serving on active duty may be 
appointed either Director or Deputy Director of the Agency. The bill 
also provides that only one of the two positions may be held at any 
time by a person who has, within the 10 preceding years, been re
lieved from active duty as a commissioned officer, the regular compo
nents of the Armed Forces, or, within the last 10 years, been retired 
from the Armed Forces.

The bill also requires that the Director of ACDA, in consultation 
with the appropriate officials of the executive branch departments 
and agencies, conduct a comprehensive study on the impact of mili
tary expenditures on the economy of the United States, and the im
pact of specified economic factors on national defense policy deci
sions. This report is to be transmitted to the President and to the 
Congress within 1 year of enactment of this bill.

COMMITTEE ACTION

On March 8, 1979, 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 Director of the Agency.

This communication was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. On March 14, Senator Church introduced, by request, the 
draft legislation as S. 660.

On March 22,1979, H.R. 2774, a bill to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1980 and 1981 under the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act, and for other purposes, was approved by the House of Represen
tatives. The bill was then forwarded to the Senate, and referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. On April 5,1979, the Committee 
on Foreign Relations held a Hearing on the ACDA authorization with 
the Deputy Director of the Agency, Hon. Spurgeon M. Keeny. On 
April 10, the Committee on Foreign Relations met in open session to 
mark up H.R. 2774. At that session, the committee approved a 2-year 
authorization for the Agency. The sum of $18,876,000 was agreed 
upon for fiscal 1980, and “such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this act” were approved for fiscal year 1981. The 
House of Representatives had approved an authorization for fiscal 
year 1980 of $19,276,000 and $20,645,000 for fiscal year 1981. The sum 
approved by the House was $400,000 higher than that sought by the 
administration and approved by the Committee on Foreign Relations.
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The committee considered and deleted, on Senator Glenn’s motion, 
a section of the House bill which would have specified th a t—

The Director may make grants to institutions of higher educa
tion, and to public and private nonprofit agencies and organiza
tions, for planning, developing, and carrying out programs to fur
ther instruction and training in matters involving arms control 
and disarmament.

The committee also considered and approved an amendment of
fered by Senator Glenn specifying the circumstances under which 
retired military officers may serve as Director and Deputy Director 
of the Agency. There is no comparable provision in the House bill.

The committee also adopted an amendment offered by Senator 
McGovern which requires that the Director of ACDA, in consultation 
with the appropriate officials of the executive branch departments 
and agencies, conduct a comprehensive study on the impact of mili
tary expenditures on the economy of the United States, and the im
pact of specified economic factors on national defense policy deci
sions. This report is to be transmitted to the President and to the 
Congress within 1 year of enactment of this bill.

The committee then approved H.E. 2774, as amended, and ordered 
it reported favorably by a vote of 10 to 1. Voting yea were Senators 
Church, Pell, McGovern, Biden, Glenn, Sarbanes, Zorinsky, Javits, 
Percy, Baker, Helms, and Hayakawa. Voting nay was Senator Lugar.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The committee believes that the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency can perform effectively despite the belt tightening which will 
be required under the authorization in this bill, if care is taken to set 
and adhere to priorities as far as possible and if unforeseen cir
cumstances in the arms control field do not place undue burdens upon 
the Agency resources.

The Agency is responsible for all executive branch arms control 
negotiations, and has, accordingly, been heavily involved in such 
endeavors as the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT), the compre
hensive test ban (CTB) negotiations, the mutual and balanced force 
reduction (MBFR) talks, the antisatellite weapon negotiations, the 
conventional arms transfer talks, and bilateral negotiations with the 
Soviet Union on chemical weapons and radiological weapons.

The most prominent of those negotiations, SALT, has been in rela
tively continuous session in Geneva, Switzerland, in the recent period 
and can be expected to remain in fairly constant session at least 
through 1981. Barring unexpected developments, SALT can be ex
pected to continue as a major and expensive activity at least through 
1985. Although some arms control negotiations may reach fruition, it 
can reasonably be anticipated that other arms control activities will 
lead to similar or higher costs.



FISHER STATEMENT, APRIL 26 159

In recent years, the Agency has played a stronger role in the 
regulatory activities of the executive branch. At present, ACDA 
bears prime responsibility for preparation of arms control impact and 
arms transfer impact statements, as well as nuclear nonproliferation 
assessment statements. It also devotes considerable time and atten
tion to such important issues as nuclear nonproliferation, conven
tional arms transfers, and technology transfers.

Pursuant to a change in the act last year, the Agency was required 
to provide a more detailed budget for each bureau and functional cat
egory within each bureau. The new information provided this year 
was helpful, and the committee anticipates that, as the Agency devel
ops a more comprehensive data base on its spending, the resulting in
formation will help the Agency in setting its priorities and will assist 
the committee in meeting its oversight responsibilities. The commit
tee recognizes that the coming years will place a heavy burden on the 
relatively small staff of the Agency but the committee hopes that the 
Agency will demonstrate as it has in the past that it can effectively 
meet the challenge and be an effective participant in executive 
branch policy formulation and execution in the national security field.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, 
April 26, 1979 1

I wish to begin my remarks today by noting that I am speaking on 
behalf of the United States of America, one party to the current 
bilateral negotiations on chemical weapons. The delegation of the 
United States has listened to, and studied, with great interest and 
attention proposals put forward by the Group of 21,2 as well as those 
of Italy and the Netherlands3 concerning the subject of a ban on chem
ical weapons and the best way to reach that goal. These proposals are 
still further evidence of the importance which the international com
munity attaches to this question, an importance which for our part is 
symbolized by the negotiations currently underway. Furthermore, 
the delegation of the United States understands and, indeed, sym
pathizes with the concerns which led to the introduction of these pro
posals. At the same time, we would hope that others would be equally 
understanding of our concern that the bilateral negotiations between 
the United States and the USSR, which we see as the essential path 
to a multilateral convention, proceed to the resolution of key out
standing issues between our two countries.

As we understand the present situation, there are basically three 
proposals before the Committee on Disarmament:

1 CD/PV.31, pp. 20-22.
2 Submitted on Apr. 9, printed above.
3 The Italian and Dutch proposals were submitted on Feb. 6. The Italian proposal is 

printed above.
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(1) That there now be established an ad hoc working group to elab
orate a draft convention;

(2) That the United States and the USSR now make a report to the 
Committee on Disarmament on the areas in which agreement has 
been reached in the field of chemical weapons as well as the outstand
ing issues on which agreement has eluded us;

(3) An informal contact group to “define further the methods and 
forms of the Committee’s work.”

All the representatives in this Committee are experienced negoti
ators. As such, we recognize that there are times when a thorough 
airing of issues and national positions can provide an opportunity for 
creative diplomacy leading the way to agreement. However, we also 
recognize that there are moments when a public elaboration of such 
national positions can make the task of diplomacy more difficult, by 
reducing flexibility and concentrating efforts on defence of national 
positions. Clearly, the determination of which of these two stages 
obtains at this moment is a question of judgement, not of right or 
wrong.

In reaching our judgements, we are aware of the special responsi
bilities incumbent upon the United States and the USSR. After 
careful consideration, we have arrived at the view that the proposal 
to create an ad hoc working group which would elaborate a draft con
vention as well as the request fully to inform such a group of the 
areas in which agreement had been reached and of the issues which 
are still outstanding would hinder rather than assist the bilateral 
process. We recognize that others, whose sincerity we do not in any 
way question, are of a different opinion. In such a situation, we must 
remain faithful to our own judgements, with a heightened sense of 
responsibility for the positions we take. Nonetheless, we have lis
tened with care to the expositions made by our colleagues. While we 
think a report on the status of the bilateral negotiations might not be 
helpful at this time, we will now undertake to present such a report at 
the appropriate time during the second part of our annual session. 
Further, beyond whatever action the Committee may take at this 
time, the United States will carefully review the proposals intro
duced recently in this body with a view to identifying those areas in 
which essential multilateral activity to reach our objective of a ban on 
chemical weapons might begin without, at the same time, rendering 
the bilateral negotiations even more difficult.

It is with some caution that the United States delegation now con
veys this decision, for we cannot be at all certain of the outcome of 
our review and we have no desire to mislead the Committee or to 
create somehow the impression that we have an acceptable approach 
to this legitimate concern in hand. We have listened, and we will 
make a serious effort to respond to what we have heard.

One common theme in our discussions of the last two days was the 
need for more extensive informal consultations. Another appears to 
be that, whatever decision we should take at this time, we could not



ISSRAELYAN STATEMENT, APRIL 26 161

really begin to implement such a decision until this summer. In this 
context, the delegation of the United States wonders if our common 
purpose would best be served by creating a group to “define further 
the methods and forms of the Committee’s work.” I thought we were 
in the process of doing precisely that, and somehow, I doubt that plac
ing a new chapeau on our efforts will lead to a substantively different 
outcome. I certainly would not wish my remarks to be interpreted as 
an unwillingness to engage in consultations, since the delegation of 
the United States has never insisted on a formal structure to consult 
with colleagues and we do not so insist at this time. Given the differ
ing perceptions as to the area of substantive accord and difference 
between the proposal of the Group of 21 and that of my distinguished 
colleague from Poland, I think that a further exposition of the import 
of each proposal would be advisable so we all share a common under
standing and frame of reference when we return to this subject dur
ing the second half of our 1979 session.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weap
ons, April 26, 1979 1

The Soviet delegation takes a highly positive view of the fact that 
the Committee on Disarmament has decided to devote part of its 
spring session to the consideration of the question of prohibition of 
chemical weapons. This is a token of the great importance which the 
States members of the Committee attach to that question. And 
indeed, in terms of urgency it has come to occupy one of the foremost 
places among the principal problems of disarmament.

In the past few years the Committee on Disarmament has had 
before it more than a few concrete and interesting proposals concern
ing the prohibition of chemical weapons. All of them provide a good 
deal of material for further work. But, at the same time, they demon
strate the complexity of the problem of prohibiting chemical weapons 
because they reflect essential differences in the approaches of differ
ent States to certain questions.

At the present session of the Committee, too, the latest working 
documents on chemical weapons were submitted for our attention. 
The Soviet delegation fully understands the interest shown in this 
matter by many States members of the Committee, their concern, 
their desire to achieve constructive results as soon as possible. 
Indeed, one of the particular features of the problem we are consider
ing this week is its universality. It touches upon the interests of the 
widest range of countries, inasmuch as there is a chemical industry 
practically everywhere and, at the same time, the possibility of 
creating and developing a chemical military potential.

‘ CD/PV.ai, pp. 22-24.
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Quite naturally the question arises as to the most expedient man
ner of organizing the Committee's work on the prohibition of chem
ical weapons. That is, in substance, as we understand, the principal 
object of the proposals most recently submitted to the Committee. I 
have in mind the working papers by Italy, the Netherlands and the 
Group of 212 and also the ideas expressed in statements by the repre
sentatives of India, Canada, Japan and a number of other countries. 
As I have already said, we view the motives for the above-mentioned 
proposals with great sympathy.

At the same time, a number of questions arise in connexion with 
these proposals. These questions should be taken duly into account 
with a view to finding the most efficient forms of work which will 
facilitate progress in this important matter.

For example, it would hardly be proper if we failed to give atten
tion to the circumstance that two members of the Committee —the 
Soviet Union and the United States of America —have for a number 
of years past been conducting detailed bilateral negotiations on the 
question of prohibition of chemical weapons, at which, albeit slowly, 
some progress is being achieved.

In the course of these bilateral negotiations, which we regard as an 
important step towards the conclusion of an international convention, 
we are endeavouring to take full account of the international commu
nity's legitimate concern to obtain prohibition of chemical weapons 
as early as possible. But we cannot simply share the optimism of 
those who consider that some kind of “parallel” conduct of negotia
tions in the Committee will be a simple and easy matter and will in 
itself have a beneficial effect upon the solution of the problem as a 
whole.

Thus, we have serious doubts concerning the proposal to establish 
an ad hoc working group for the elaboration of a draft convention. It 
seems to us that conditions for this are not yet ripe. As for the pro
posal that the participants in the bilateral negotiations should fully 
inform the Committee on matters in which agreement has been 
reached as well as issues still outstanding, it seems to us that putting 
this proposal into effect may harm the bilateral negotiations rather 
than facilitate them. This does not, of course, preclude the possibility 
of presenting to the Committee an agreed report on the progress of 
the bilateral negotiations at an appropriate time, e.g., in the course of 
the second part of the current session of the Committee.

It would also be wrong to ignore the general state of the matter 
and, in particular, the fact that the positions of different States 
diverge seriously on many aspects.

In such circumstances it is necessary to work out a balanced ap
proach towards organizing the further consideration of the problem 
of chemical weapons in the Committee and, in particular, to reflect on

2 Italy and the Netherlands submitted their respective working papers on Feb. 6; the 
Group of 21 (the “non-aligned” CD members) submitted its paper on Apr. 9. The Italian 
and the Group of 21 papers are printed above.
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other possible approaches. In this connexion, the views of our Polish 
colleagues concerning an unofficial contact group seem to us to be of 
interest. The most efficacious and generally acceptable approaches 
could be defined with its help.

We understand, of course, that some other delegations have a 
different opinion, which we by no means intend to ignore. On the con
trary, we propose to study with full attention the proposals put for
ward in the course of the Committee’s current session. This also 
applies, in particular, to the question connected with defining the 
problems which could be considered at the multilateral level without 
detriment to the progress of the bilateral negotiations.

Naturally, our position on these questions will be determined in the 
light of various circumstances in the future. We shall, as in the past, 
seek the most efficient and efficacious methods of work of the Com
mittee which might ensure the solving of one of the urgent problems 
of disarmament —the prohibition of chemical weapons.

News Conference Remarks by President Carter: Com
pliance With SALT II Treaty if Refected by the Senate 
[Extract], April 30, 1979 1

Q. Mr. President, you’ve been quoted by historian James 
MacGregor Burns as saying that even if the SALT treaty is rejected 
by the Senate, that you would abide by its terms. I would like to know 
how far you would go in this. Would you, for instance, abide by the 
limitations on the range of land- and sea-based cruise missiles, and 
more generally, don’t you think abiding by a treaty that’s been re
jected by the Senate would amount to thwarting the will of the 
public?The President I have no inclination to minimize the importance of 
the constitutional processes whereby treaties are negotiated by the 
Executive and ratified or rejected by the Senate.

My belief is that the treaty will be sound enough when it’s com
pletely scrutinized by the public and the Senate, that it will be rati
fied. If, because of some factor that I cannot anticipate, the treaty is 
not ratified, then I would do all I could, monitoring very closely So
viet activities, to comply with the basic agreements reached.

It would certainly not be proper for me, if the treaty were not rati
fied, to immediately launch our country into a massive nuclear arms 
race. And the constraints placed on me and the Soviet Union, moni
tored very carefully by each other, would be a basis on which to con
strain ourselves and to avoid such a nuclear confrontation in the 
absence of a treaty. But I still believe that we will have the treaty.

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 7, 1979, pp. 749-751.
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Statement by the Assistant Secretary of State for 
Oceans and International Environmental and Scien
tific Affairs (Pickering) Before Subcommittees of the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs: International 
Nuclear Spent Fuel Management, May 3, 19791

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am very pleased to 
be here today to discuss U.S. policy related to pending AFR legisla
tion and to U.S. plans and programs regarding international spent 
fuel management. Before discussing those two aspects in some detail, 
I would like to review our nonproliferation policy objectives, some of 
the steps which have been taken and the general importance of spent 
fuel storage.

One of the goals of the U.S. nonproliferation policy is to develop an 
international framework that will minimize both the incentives and 
opportunities for nuclear proliferation while helping to insure that 
nuclear power is available to help meet the world’s energy needs. To 
this end, we are working toward the development of an international 
regime of norms and institutions that will provide the widest possible 
separation between peaceful applications and potential weapons 
uses. Timely management of the spent fuel from nuclear reactors is 
part of this regime.

As many nations work toward that development, the United States 
sees INFCE as a key element in the cooperative effort to evaluate the 
role of nuclear energy technology in an international context, to help 
develop an objective appreciation of the nonproliferation, economic 
and other implications of different fuel cycle approaches and to help 
reach a consensus on the nature of the norms and institutions re
quired to make the nuclear fuel cycle more proliferation resistant. It 
is part of the process of laying a basis for a strengthened and stable 
international system to govern nuclear energy through the end of the 
century.

As you know, the U.S. has taken a number of steps to redirect U.S. 
domestic nuclear policy and to strengthen international cooperation 
in controlling proliferation risks of the nuclear fuel cycle. The admin
istration’s approach seeks to find ways to strengthen the foundation 
for support of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty2 and international 
safeguards, as well as of the international exploitation of the benefits 
of nuclear power.

Two major elements of this strengthened foundation are:
Limiting the number and the dispersal of national sensitive fuel 

cycle facilities, as well as the size of national plutonium stockpiles, to 
a minimum consistent with real needs; and

1 International Nuclear Spent Fuel Storage Programs: Hearing Before the Subcom
m ittees on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on International Economic 
Policy and Trade of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, 
Ninety-sixth Congress, F irst Session, pp. 11-17.

2 The text of the treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, 
pp. 461-465.
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Using to the widest extent practicable, institutional and, where 
effective, technical arrangements designed to increase resistance to 
proliferation.

ADMINISTRATION’S VIEWS ON RECYCLE OF PLUTONIUM

It is our judgment that the United States and the world have the 
incentive and should be given the time to build a better technical and 
institutional basis for dealing with our nuclear future. This would 
include specifically those situations where plutonium might even
tually be put to use. The administration remains firmly against the 
recycle of plutonium in thermal reactors as presenting a clear and 
present proliferation risk for only marginal economic and resource 
gains at the very best. This position is a key aspect of our approach. 
Many of the States with whom we have consulted share this assess
ment. We believe that uranium resources are adequate to support 
projected nuclear power requirements well beyond the end of the 
century without recycle. Should this projection change and recycle 
become advantageous at some point, the option could still be chosen: 
The residual energy value of spent fuel would not be diminished by 
avoiding a premature start or certainly by interim storage.

We do, however, recognize the potential for breeder reactors to 
play a possible long-term energy role in certain circumstances. Our 
policy accommodates the research activities currently under way in a 
number of the advanced industrial States with large nuclear energy 
programs. We nevertheless retain our strong reservations about the 
premature commercial deployment of such an advanced nuclear fuel 
cycle.

Plutonium use for fast reactor R. & D. is, in our judgment, only 
appropriate in States where projected nuclear energy requirements 
in the next several decades, and economic and resource considera
tions, clearly support the potential deployment of a substantial 
number of breeder reactors. These are States where the economy can 
support the technology needed to develop breeders and where the 
electrical grid is or will become large enough and well enough devel
oped also to do so.

Each State must of course make its own decisions on how to meet 
its energy needs. However, the breeder is capital intensive and tech
nically difficult, requires a large technological base, and its commer
cial feasibility is at best unproven. Over the long term, and in 
numbers which justify commercialization of reactor production and 
fuel cycle facilities, the breeder may make a substantial contribution 
to meeting energy needs and reducing dependence on imported en
ergy resources. However, the risk of devoting significant resources 
in the near term to the development of this reactor concept will prob
ably only be undertaken by States or groups of States with large eco
nomic resources and which look to nuclear power to supply a large 
percentage of their energy needs.
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SUBSTANTIAL SPENT FUEL STORAGE CAPACITY REQUIRED

Therefore, if plutonium is to be one of the fuels of the future, the in
ternational system needs time to establish better mechanisms to deal 
with its dangers. Widespread recycle at an early date will not give us 
this time. On the other hand, if reprocessing and plutonium use for at 
least the next decade is generally restricted to R. & D. for breeders 
and a few other advanced types of reactors, the problems are much 
more likely to be manageable. The key to this strategy is the avail
ability of adequate interim spent fuel capacity throughout the world.

Whatever the course of future fuel cycle plans, substantial spent 
fuel storage capacity is required for the near and medium term. Addi
tional spent fuel storage capacity can be developed at reactor sites, at 
away-from-reactor storage facilities (AFRs), and through inter
national spent fuel storage facilities. Much work has already been 
undertaken by many States to expand storage capacity through 
reracking and, in some cases, initial development of AFRs.

The example the United States sets in its own programs is also 
essential to the effective pursuit of our nonproliferation program. 
This is especially true in the matter 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 1977.8

Early availability of additional AFR capacity would demonstrate 
concrete progress in our domestic program. It is also highly desirable 
if we are to focus international attention on alternatives to reprocess
ing, including the economic and technical feasibility of storing spent 
fuel in the interest of common nonproliferation goals.

The administration has enunciated a policy approach on foreign 
spent storage comprising two elements: An offer to store in the 
United States limited quantities of spent fuel, when such action 
would advance U.S. nonproliferation objectives; and advocacy of 
international cooperative efforts to alleviate the spent fuel storage 
problem.

The administration is proposing to accept limited quantities of 
foreign spent power reactor fuel for storage in this country, in cases 
where doing so would provide a clear nonproliferation benefit. This 
would include providing an alternative to early reprocessing on a 
case-by-case basis and as an interim measure pending the availability 
of other national or multinational spent fuel storage facilities. This 
offer should be seen as a key element of a strategy by which the 
United States is trying to bring about change in the views and plans 
of other governments on (1) the commercial use of plutonium, and
(2) the creation of adequate national and international approaches for 
handling spent fuel. Until such new international arrangements can 
be agreed upon, some alternative must be available or some nations 
will conclude that they have no alternative but to move to 
reprocessing.

3 Ibid., 1977; p. 644.
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LIMITING FOREIGN FUEL

We will necessarily have to limit the total foreign fuel accepted. 
We believe that for the next decade we should be able to offer to 
accept an amount which is approximately 10 to 20 percent of the total 
amount of spent fuel deposited in the United States away from reac
tors. As a guideline for a planning basis, we are thinking in terms of 
accepting a limited number of reactor years of spent fuel from any 
single country.

We could provide spent fuel storage services to a limited number 
of countries with small nuclear programs where dealing with the 
back end of the fuel cycle presents a particular near term difficulty. 
However, the utility of the offer would depend on our ability to deal 
with a range of situations and actual instances might vary up or down 
somewhat depending on particular circumstances.

We envisage that contracts for accepting fuel from a given country 
would normally cover approximately a 5-year period with the start
ing point sometime in the decade 1980-90. However, flexibility may 
be necessary here also because in some cases our nonproliferation 
interest would be served by an early agreement while the fuel in 
question might not be irradiated and cooled until the 1988-92 time 
period. Also in some instances we may wish to offer nations a longer 
term window for United States acceptance.

The nonproliferation benefit that could be obtained through the 
acceptance of foreign spent fuel could be of several types. First and 
foremost the U.S. offer is a near term, realizable, concrete alternative 
to reprocessing for the purpose of waste management. While the pro
vision of multinational and additional national storage facilities re
mains our goal, the nearer term interim U.S. offer is also necessary to 
help States on a case-by-case basis and avoid prematurely making 
long-term reprocessing commitments.

The reduction of a regional proliferation risk would be another 
broad category of benefit. For example, it would be in the U.S. inter
est to remove spent fuel from sensitive regions of the world where 
there is a significant potential for armed conflict. In other cases the 
risk involved may spring from problems of domestic terrorism, a 
potential for use of the fuel for weapons purposes, or the possibility 
that safeguards might be terminated. The acceptance of foreign 
spent fuel in these latter types of cases would be essentially an emer
gency measure which we hope not to have to use but which prudence 
dictates we should include in our planning.

Our offer is interim, limited and supplemental to national and 
multinational self-help efforts in spent fuel disposition. The terms of 
our offer will make it clear that the offer cannot be used to relieve 
cooperating nations from moving actively to solve their own spent 
fuel storage problems under conditions most supportive of our com
mon nonproliferation objectives. In the implementing of this pro
gram, the administration will pay particular attention to whether the 
countries concerned are actively seeking to expand available spent
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fuel storage capacity either on an international or, where prudent, 
national basis.

As you well know, the Non-Proliferation Act (section 104), urges 
the President to “institute prompt discussions with other nations” 
looking toward the establishment, among other options, of spent fuel 
repositories “under effective international auspices and inspection.”4 
Progress in this matter has been made in several areas.

Provision for spent fuel storage capacity, including the option of 
international repositories, has been a substantial element of U.S. pub
lic statements and of our bilateral discussions with other countries. 
In these statements and discussions we have pointed out the clear 
need for expanded capacity and the potential advantages of joint or 
international efforts. Some of the smaller countries are clearly inter
ested in some way to deal with their spent fuel short of the expensive 
and difficult option of independent storage and disposal programs or 
reprocessing. There is, of course, a very major siting problem with 
early implementation. It will probably require some time to work out 
possible sites. A key element is whether some progress can be made 
in one or more specific cases to illustrate that it is a feasible proposi
tion. The limited U.S. offer to take back foreign spent fuel could be 
important in this regard.

We are also pursuing the concept through international discus
sions. Working Group 6 of INFCE deals with spent fuel storage and 
has been a forum for quite extensive discussions of various ap
proaches, including international spent fuel storage. I should point 
out that several countries have approached the issue cautiously to 
assure that there would be no hindrance to their nuclear programs.

IAEA STUDY

Last summer the International Atomic Energy Agency completed 
a study on “International Management and Storage of Plutonium and 
Spent Fuel.” As a follow-up, the Agency convened a meeting of ex
pert consultants to develop proposals for the establishment of an 
international plutonium management regime with emphasis on the 
storage of separated plutonium. Many governments appear eager to 
press forward with some kind of international plutonium storage 
regime. Since a plutonium management regime could serve as a justi
fication for reprocessing and as a catalyst for the spread of reprocess
ing plants (or could produce weak controls if inappropriately 
handled), the United States is approaching this question construc
tively but cautiously. We believe that the premature establishment 
of an international plutonium management regime should be avoided 
and that if and when such a system comes into being it should incor
porate and result in an effective set of additive nonproliferation 
controls.

We believe that multinational cooperation in the area of spent fuel 
management is at least as important as in the management of sepa-

4 Ibid., 1978, pp. 121-123.
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rated plutonium. IAEA studies on these two subjects should proceed 
in parallel. Therefore, we have strongly urged the IAEA to convene a 
meeting of a similar expert group on spent fuel storage. We have also 
provided the Agency with a cost free consultant to help organize such 
meetings and elaborate proposals for possible international spent 
fuel storage schemes. The IAEA has recently confirmed its intention 
to convene an experts meeting on spent fuel on June 19,1979.

The United States will be participating actively in this meeting and 
our delegation will be headed by a senior U.S. official. We will keep 
you informed of our progress.

Since we anticipate a substantial need for increased storage capac
ity in the western Pacific Basin within the next decade, an inter
agency study was initiated last fall. The study examined aspects of an 
international interim spent fuel storage facility in the Pacific Basin 
area.

The study was carried on under the aegis of the NSC Ad Hoc 
Group on Nonproliferation and includes preliminary technical and 
economic considerations and an initial environmental survey of one of 
the few sites considered as a possible location in the Pacific Basin for 
such a facility. The sites receiving serious consideration are undis
puted U.S. territories, either uninhabited or having no indigenous 
population. We are not considering any location in the Trust Terri
tories of the Pacific Islands.

We have held discussions in February of this year with representa
tives of the Japanese Government regarding the concept of such a 
storage facility. As you know, the United States and Japan maintain 
close nuclear energy cooperation and share nonproliferation goals. 
These shared interests and concerns led to our proposing a joint feas
ibility study as a first step in exploring this concept. The Japanese 
Government currently is considering this proposal and, if their re
sponse is favorable, we would hope to move ahead on a feasibility 
study beginning perhaps as early as this summer.

I would stress two matters, however: (1) While substantial work 
has been done, we are only in a very preliminary stage with our dis
cussions; (2) this concept is primarily directed toward the spent fuel 
accumulation from a few countries in the western Pacific Basin and is 
a concept for the future; that is, the late 1980’s and well into the 
1990’s. It is not the answer to our current domestic and international 
spent fuel storage problems. Indeed, there are strong nonprolifera
tion reasons for our proceeding without delay with our domestic AFR 
concept independent of what might be the outcome of the Pacific 
Basin proposal.

As I stated in my opening remarks, the creation of spent fuel repos
itories under international auspices and safeguards, with participa
tion of several countries, is one important element of our nonprolifer
ation policy. For a host of reasons, progress in this area has not been 
as rapid as many in the Congress would like, and as you yourself 
pointed out, Mr. Chairman, nor is it anywhere near as much as we in 
the administration had hoped for. The reasons include the anticipated
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difficulty in achieving worldwide legitimacy for the concept. Old 
ways of thinking about dealing with the back end of the fuel cycle do 
not change overnight. For what are from their perspective good and 
appropriate reasons, other countries have approached the concept of 
interim spent fuel storage cautiously.

The legislation now under consideration addresses both our 
domestic spent fuel problems and offers limited but definite storage 
assistance to our cooperating partners as a means of reducing pres
sure they face in the near term for premature reprocessing. The De
partment of State strongly supports H.R. 2586, the administration’s 
proposed Spent Nuclear Fuel Act of 1979.6 It is essential from our 
point of view that we develop as promptly as possible the kind of 
away-from-reactor storage that this bill if enacted would provide.

We all know that public opinion is strong and divided on many 
aspects of nuclear energy. The division is most evident on the contro
versial matter of nuclear waste management. Nuclear waste and 
spent fuel are largely undifferentiated in the public consciousness. 
However, spent-fuel storage is for the present our only form of large- 
scale management for the nuclear waste products of commercial 
nuclear fuel consumption.

We in the administration would welcome a clear congressional 
endorsement of the directions we have outlined in these presenta
tions dealing with the back end of the nuclear fuel cycle. A stronger 
endorsement from the major congressional committees having re
sponsibility in this area would provide not only added support for 
rapid progress within the administration on this matter but also a 
clear signal encouraging cooperation from other countries.

Statement by the ACDA Deputy Assistant Director for 
Nonproliferation (Rochlln) Before Subcommittees of 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Interna* 
tional Nuclear Spent Fuel Storage Programs, May 3, 
19791

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before your subcommittees 
on the important topic of spent fuel management and its relationship 
to our nonproliferation objectives.

First, I would like to express the strong support of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency for H.R. 2586 and for the administra
tion’s request that a revolving fund, with $300 million in borrowing 
authority, be authorized to provide for away-from-reactor storage 
capacity. We believe it is important to proceed promptly with the

6 This bill was replaced the following year by H.R. 6390, which in turn was incorpo
rated into S. 2189. The latter became P.L. 96-573, “Nuclear Waste Policy Act.”

1 International Nuclear Spent Fuel Storage Programs: Hearing Before the Subcom
m ittees on International Security and Scientific Affairs and on International Economic 
Policy and Trade of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, 
Ninety-sixth Congress, F irst Session, May 3, 1979, pp. 17-19.
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provision of away-from-reactor storage for spent fuel from nuclear- 
power reactors and that this bill provides the quickest, most practi
cable and most attractive means of doing so.

The need for expanded spent fuel storage capacity is clear and 
urgent, both domestically and internationally, regardless of what 
position any country may take on building reprocessing capacity. The 
quantity of spent fuel arisings accumulated to date, together with 
those that will occur in the next 10 to 20 years, far outstrip any con
ceivable reprocessing capacity as well as any ability to make effective 
use of the plutonium that would be separated by reprocessing. While 
to date surplus spent fuel has been handled by the reracking of exist
ing reactor storage pools, we are fast approaching the time when this 
capacity, too, will have reached its limit and the options will be:

(a) To resort to reprocessing to the extent that it is available or to 
build reprocessing capabilities, with all the proliferation problems 
this entails.

(b) To send spent fuel to a reprocessing facility for storage with 
the following conditions: Payment of storage fees pending the avail
ability of reprocessing capacity; a contractual commitment to have 
the fuel reprocessed; and —in practice — substantial advance pay
ments on account of this commitment.

(c) To send the spent fuel to an away-from-reactor storage site for 
an agreed fee.

In the United States the decision by both the Ford and Carter ad
ministrations to defer commercial reprocessing carried with it the 
necessary corollary that the alternative of spent fuel storage would 
have to be pursued.

Most of the other nuclear industrial countries are in the same boat, 
since their growing accumulation of spent fuel will greatly exceed 
projected reprocessing capacity. As a result several of 
them —including the Federal Republic of Germany, Sweden, and 
Spain —are in fact building away-from-reactor storage capacity.

From a nonproliferation point of view it is clearly in our interest to 
encourage this third option since it provides an alternative to a pre
mature commitment to reprocessing.

H.R. 2586 is designed to:
Deal fairly with domestic utility companies who had planned on 

reprocessing their spent fuel;
Provide transition time to select, demonstrate and put into effect 

appropriate geological storage programs for nuclear waste;
Demonstrate that AFR storage of spent fuel is a practical and at

tractive alternative and thus help us persuade other countries to 
pursue it;

Give us some ability, pending the establishment of regional or 
other international spent fuel storage facilities, to provide an attrac
tive alternative to reprocessing for countries that would otherwise 
feel compelled to resort to reprocessing or reprocessing services;
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Give us a capability to store some foreign spent fuel in emergency 
situations or where its removal from a particular country is impor
tant to our nonproliferation interests; and

Offer the opportunity for some limited storage of spent fuel in the 
United States while other nations develop their own approaches to 
storage and more permanent, proliferation-resistant arrangements.

PRESIDENT CARTER’S REMARKS

With respect to the last three objectives, the President stated, in 
his address to the opening conference of the International Nuclear 
Fuel Cycle Evaluation, that:

We cannot provide storage for the major portion of the world’s 
spent fuel, but we are willing to cooperate. And when a nation 
demonstrates to us your need for spent fuel storage, we hope to 
be prepared to accept that responsibility, working closely with 
you.2

ACDA has been participating in the development of criteria for 
acceptance of foreign spent fuel, and for the allocation for this pur
pose of a limited part of the proposed AFR capacity.

Let me now turn briefly to some other aspects of U.S. plans and 
programs regarding international spent fuel management and their 
relationship to nonproliferation goals.

In those cases where applications for U.S. consent to international 
retransfer of foreign spent fuel of U.S. origin have been based on in
adequate storage capacity, we have made it a condition of our consent 
that the applicant country take constructive steps to expand its spent 
fuel storage capacity. We are gratified to note that such expansion is 
in fact taking place in many of the countries with which we deal.

In the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation and in bilateral 
discussions with numerous countries we have stressed the impor
tance and urgency of providing adequate spent fuel storage. We are 
encouraged to see a growing recognition of this fact.

We have made a good start on examining the possibility of a future 
Pacific Basin spent fuel storage facility, as more fully described by 
Mr. Pickering.

We have provided an expert to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency to organize a thorough examination of international spent 
fuel storage by an international panel of consultants to the Agency, 
who will meet on this subject this June.

With respect to contingency plans to remove U.S. origin spent fuel 
from foreign countries in the event of an emergency, the central prob
lem is in establishing where the storage of such spent fuel would be 
acceptable. Enactment of H.R. 2586s and pursuit of the Pacific Basin

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1977; pp. 647-648.
3 This bill was replaced the following year by H.R. 6390, which in turn was incorpo

rated into S. 2189. The latter became P.L. 96-573, “Nuclear Waste Policy Act.”
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storage study are the two most promising steps that could be taken 
toward removing this obstacle.

Thus I would like to join my colleagues in urging these subcommit
tees to give their full encouragement and support of these efforts and 
to the requested authorization of appropriations necessary to carry 
them out.

Resolution 15/10-P of the Tenth Islamic Conference of 
Foreign Ministers: Conclusion of an International 
Convention To Protect Non-Nuclear Weapon States 
Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, May 12, 19791

The Tenth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers meeting in Fez, 
Kingdom of Morocco, from 10th to 14th Jamad A1 Thani, (8-12 May, 
1979),Recalling the resolutions of the sixth, seventh, eighth and ninth 
Islamic Conferences of Foreign Ministers regarding assurances from 
the nuclear powers to non-nuclear weapon states against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons;2

Further recalling resolution 13/189 C [3S/189C] of the U.N. General 
Assembly, adopted largely in response to the recommendations of 
the Islamic Conference which invited the [nuclear weapon states to 
consider undertaking not to use] nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
weapon states not parties to the nuclear security arrangements of 
some nuclear powers;3Noting that the final document of the special session of the U.N. 
General Assembly devoted to Disarmament called on the nuclear 
powers to conclude, as appropriate, effective measures to protect 
non-nuclear weapon states against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.4Further noting that the 33rd session of the U.N. General Assembly 
called for the consideration by the Committee on Disarmament of an 
International Convention to protect non-nuclear weapon states 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.5

1. Urges that the Committee on Disarmament conclude without 
delay an International Convention to protect non-nuclear weapon 
states against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons on the basis 
of the [draft agreement presented by] Pakistan in the Committee.

2. Recommends to member states of the Islamic Conference to 
extend all possible support to the draft Convention proposed by

1 A/34/389, Aug. 9, 1979, p. 70.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 256; ibid., 1977, p. 334; ibid., 1978, 

pp. 265-266.
3 Ibid., 1976, pp. 948-949.
4 Ibid, 1978, p. 422.
6 Ibid., pp. 760-762.



174 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

Pakistan on this subject in all relevant forums and in particular in the 
Committee on Disarmament and the U.N. General Assembly.

Resolution 16/10-P of the Tenth Islamic Conference 
of Foreign Ministers: Establishment of Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zones in Africa, the Middle East, and 
South Asia, May 12, 19791

The Tenth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers meeting in Fez, 
Kingdom of Morocco, from 10th-14th Jamad A1 Thani 1399H(8-12 
May, 1979),Concerned about the reality of the danger of the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons in the regions of Africa, The Middle East and South 
Asia.Convinced that the establishment of nuclear weapons free zones 
in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia will strengthen the 
security of the states of these regions and prevent the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons on a non-discriminatory basis.Recalling the resolutions of the Seventh, Eighth and Ninth Islamic 
Conference of Foreign Ministers on this subject.2Reiterates the importance of ensuring the complete denucleariza
tion of these regions.Noting the resolutions adopted by the 33rd session of the U.N. 
General Assembly endorsing the creation of nuclear weapon free 
zones in the regions of Africa, the Middle East and South Asia.3Noting the declaration made by the states of regions of South Asia 
not to acquire or manufacture nuclear weapons.*

1. Urges the states of the region of Africa, the Middle East and 
South Asia to pursue efforts aimed at the dissemination of nuclear 
weapon free zones in their respective regions and to refrain, on 
reciprocal basis, from any action contrary to this objective;

2. Calls upon the nuclear weapon states to undertake the 
necessary obligations with regard to the creation of nuclear weapon 
free zones in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia.

3. Recommends to the U.N. General Assembly and the Committee 
on Disarmament to continue efforts to promote the objective of the 
establishment of nuclear weapon free zones in Africa, the Middle 
East and South Asia;

4. Requests the Islamic States to coordinate their positions on this 
question particularly within the United Nations and in other inter

1 A/34/389, Aug. 9, 1979, pp. 71-72.
* The res. of the 8th and 9th conferences have been included in Documents on Disar

mament, 1977; p. 334 and ibid., 1978, pp. 264-265.
9Ibid., 1978, pp. 726-731.
4 For a summary of a declaration on the subject adopted by the Foreign Ministers of 

the Association of South East Asian Nations in 1971, see Keesing's Contemporary A r
chives, 1971-1972, p. 25491.
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national forums with a view to promoting the creation of the nuclear 
weapon free zones in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia.

Warsaw Pact Communique, May 15, 19791

A meeting of the Committee of the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of 
the Member States of the Warsaw Treaty on Friendship, Co-operation 
and Mutual Assistance was held in Budapest on 14 and 15 May 1979.

Taking part in the meeting were P. Mladenov, Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of the People's Republic of Bulgaria; F. Puja, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of the Hungarian People’s Republic; 0. Fischer, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the German Democratic Republic; E. 
Vojtaszek, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Polish People’s 
Republic; St. Andrei, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Socialist 
Republic of Romania; A.A. Gromyko, Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and B. Chnoupek, Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.

In accordance with the directive of the Political Consultative 
Committee of the Warsaw Treaty Member States, the Ministerial 
Committee, having held an exchange of views on questions of 
security and co-operation in Europe, cessation of the arms race and 
disarmament, examined measures, with due regard for current devel
opments, to implement the tasks set forth in the Declaration adopted 
by the Political Consultative Committee at its meeting held in 
Moscow on 23 November 1978.2

1. On behalf of their States the Ministers emphasized that the devel
opment of the international situation fully reaffirmed the timeliness 
of the conclusions and the importance of the proposals contained in 
the declaration of 23 November 1978, intended to ensure real 
progress in solving the fundamental problems of today and above all 
the problem of ending the arms race and achieving disarmament, 
eliminating armed conflicts and seats of tension and deepening the 
process of international detente.

The Ministers declared the firm determination of the States repre
sented at the meeting to continue to work for the practical implemen
tation of these proposals in close co-operation with other peace-loving 
countries and democratic and progressive forces. Such practical 
results can be achieved through constructive negotiations between 
the States concerned through a purposeful search for and formula
tion of generally acceptable solutions. In this work for the benefit of 
peace it is imperative to show perseverance, to take active practical 
steps, and to overcome any difficulties without delays or procrastina
tion.

1 CD/20. The communique was adopted at the meeting of the Committee of the Min
isters for Foreign Affairs of the Warsaw Pact states held at Budapest May 14 and 15, 
1979.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 657-665.



176 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

2. In this context the participants in the meeting considered the 
most pressing task related to the strengthening of peace and security 
in Europe. They stressed that in the current circumstances a major 
step in this direction, fully consistent with the Final Act of the Con
ference on Security and Co-operation in Europe,8 would be the conclu
sion among all the participating States of that Conference of a treaty 
on the non-first use of either nuclear or conventional weapons against 
each other. The conclusion of such a treaty will go a long way towards 
reinforcing the political and legal foundation underlying the obser
vance in Europe of the principle of the non-use or threat of force, 
enhancing its effectiveness and thereby providing new safeguards 
against the unleashing of armed conflicts on the European continent.

At present conditions are also ripe for expanding the measures to 
strengthen confidence among States, for taking concrete steps in the 
field of military detente in Europe in the spirit of the Final Act of the 
all-European conference. In addition to the measures which are being 
implemented now in accordance with the Final Act, the States 
represented at the meeting are prepared to agree on prior notifica
tion of significant military movements in the same area, major air 
force manoeuvres in that area and major naval manoeuvres con
ducted in close proximity to the territorial waters of other participat
ing States of the all-European conference. The countries represented 
at the meeting are also prepared to agree on the non-enlargement of 
the military-political groupings in Europe, the limitation of the levels 
of military manoeuvres and the extension of confidence-building 
measures to the Mediterranean. They are also willing to give very 
careful consideration to other proposals aimed at strengthening con
fidence among States and at military detente.

What is required now is at an early date to begin discussing and 
negotiating practical measures of such a nature as would contribute 
to the building of confidence among States in Europe, the easing of 
the military confrontation and the subsequent lessening of the con
centration and the reduction of the armed forces and armaments on 
the continent. The States represented at the meeting propose that a 
conference be convened to this end on a political level to be attended 
by all the European States, the United States and Canada. They 
believe it desirable for such a conference to be held in 1979. The 
venue and the date of the conference can be agreed upon among all 
the States concerned through consultations which the Warsaw Treaty 
Member Countries are ready to start immediately.

3. On behalf of their States the Ministers expressed dissatisfaction 
over the lack of real progress at the Vienna talks on the reduction of 
armed forces and armaments in central Europe. They pointed out 
that the socialist countries, in their proposals of 8 June 1978, pro
vided realistic answers to the key issues before the talks, broadly tak

8 The portion of the Final Act that is relevant to arms control and disarmament mat
ters may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete 
text, see Departm ent of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323 ff.
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ing into account the ideas of the other participants in the talks con
tributing thereby to a significant accommodation of the positions. The 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization States, however, have failed —for 
almost one year now —to give a businesslike reply to these construc
tive proposals.

The Ministers emphasized that if speedy and successful headway is 
to be made at the Vienna talks the Western participants must also 
show goodwill.

4. The Ministers stated further that the latest steps to intensify 
the arms race, which have recently been taken within the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization bloc, are in direct contradiction with 
the interests of dfetente and its deepening. Of particular danger in 
this respect are the plans for deployment on the territories of some 
West European countries of medium-range nuclear missile weapons 
aimed at targets on the territories of European socialist States, as 
well as the revival of the plans for development and deployment of 
neutron weapons.

The States represented at the meeting are convinced that the 
strengthening of the security of all States in Europe should not be 
sought through the further intensification of the arms race, but 
rather through the limitation of nuclear missile weapons and conven
tional armaments on the basis of complete reciprocity. They believe 
that all the necessary conditions exist now to that effect and, as they 
stated in the Moscow Declaration of 23 November 1978, they are 
ready to make efforts in this direction jointly with other States. It 
should be clear, however, that if a positive result is to be achieved 
along these lines a constructive approach is necessary on the part of 
all. Therefore, the States represented at the meeting call on the 
member States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to desist, 
in the interest of the security of European countries, from exacerbat
ing the situation in Europe and fuelling military tensions, to renounce 
the measures for stepping up the arms race, and to embark firmly on 
the road of military detente and disarmament.

5. The Ministers reiterated the view of their States to the effect 
that the Madrid meeting of the participating States of the Conference 
on Security and Co-operation in Europe, to be held in 1980, is called 
upon to promote and consolidate the relaxation of tensions, strengthen 
security and expand all-European co-operation. The member coun
tries of the Warsaw Treaty are prepared to make their constructive 
contribution to ensure its success.

They stressed in this connexion that it is extremely important for 
the success of the Madrid meeting that it should be held in a business
like and constructive atmosphere, which must be characterized above 
all by a commitment of all its participants to achieve practical results 
at the meeting. Accordingly, the States represented at the meeting 
are in favour of focusing the work of the Madrid meeting on negotiat
ing concrete positive steps for implementing the principles and 
understandings of the Final Act both as an integral whole, including 
strong measures for military detente, and for the development and
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expansion of equal and mutually beneficial economic, scientific, tech
nical and cultural co-operation.

The States represented at the meeting believe it essential to en
sure a thorough and comprehensive preparation of the Madrid 
meeting and to that end are willing to keep in touch and hold bilateral 
and multilateral consultations with all States signatories to the Final 
Act of the all-European conference. The subjects of the consultations 
may also include the question of the level of representation of States 
at the meeting, bearing in mind its importance for the cause of 
detente, security and co-operation in Europe.

Of great importance for the success of the Madrid meeting would 
be a constructive preparation and productive work of the proposed 
all-European conference on the question of military detente.

6. In expressing the position of principle of their States as regards 
the need for ending the arms race and ensuring a decisive transition 
to real disarmament measures, particularly nuclear disarmament, the 
Ministers unanimously declared themselves in favour of redoubling 
the efforts to the utmost with a view to a speedy achievement of prac
tical agreement regarding:

(a) The conclusion and bringing into force of the new Soviet-Ameri- 
can treaty on the limitation of strategic offensive arms and a transi
tion to the next stage of negotiations on their reduction;

(b) The dates and procedures for holding talks on ending the pro
duction of nuclear weapons of all types and on gradual reduction of 
their stockpiles up to and including their complete elimination;

(c) The permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and 
simultaneous renunciation by all States of the use or threat of force in 
their mutual relatione;

(d) The conclusion of a treaty on complete and general prohibition 
of nuclear weapon tests;

(e) The adoption of measures to strengthen the guarantees of the 
security of non-nuclear States, including the renunciation of the use 
of nuclear weapons against the States that do not possess nuclear 
weapons and do not have them on their territories, and the undertak
ing not to deploy nuclear weapons on the territories of States where 
there are no such weapons at present.

The participants in the meeting confirmed once again that their 
countries strongly advocate the reduction of military expenditures 
by States having a major military and economic potential. They call 
for starting negotiations promptly on the specific extent of such 
reductions as the first step for the next three years or any other ini
tial period acceptable to all.

The States represented at the meeting are against building up 
armed forces and armaments on the territories of other States. They 
pronounce themselves in favour of concluding agreements on the 
reduction of armed forces and armaments, for new international ef
forts to be made towards the dismantling of military bases on foreign
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territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the territories 
of other States, towards the creation of non-nuclear zones and zones 
of peace in various regions, including Europe.

They state again that they are ready to disband the Warsaw Trea
ty Organization concurrently with the disbandment of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization and, as the first step, to dismantle their 
military organizations, starting with the mutual reduction of military 
activities.

7. The Ministers for Foreign Affairs pointed out that new at
tempts have lately been made to undermine the process of interna
tional detente, create new hotbeds of military danger, launch cam
paigns hostile to socialist countries and stir up animosity between 
peoples. The revival in some countries of the activities of neo-fascist 
and neo-nazi organizations and trends is highly dangerous too.

The States represented at the meeting are convinced that all these 
attempts are doomed to failure if peace-loving States and peoples 
demonstrate proper vigilance, give adequate rebuff, and step up in 
every possible way their activities in the struggle for further progress 
towards a more durable peace in Europe and in the world at large.

The member States of the Warsaw Treaty call upon all States to 
build their relations on the basis of strict observance of the principles 
adopted by the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe: 
sovereign equality, respect for rights inherent in sovereignty; 
refraining from the threat or use of force; inviolability of frontiers; 
territorial integrity of States; peaceful settlement of disputes; non
intervention in internal affairs; respect for human rights and funda
mental freedoms; equal rights of peoples and their right to self-deter
mination; co-operation among States; fulfilment in good faith of 
obligations under international law.

The socialist States represented at the meeting will continue, as 
before, to act consistently and unswervingly in the interests of peace, 
detente and international co-operation.

The meeting of the Committee of the Ministers for Foreign Affairs 
of the Member States of the Warsaw Treaty proceeded in an at
mosphere of fraternal friendship and mutual understanding.

Remarks by President Carter During an Interview: 
Consequences of Senate Refection of the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Treaty [Extract], May 19, 19791

Q. Morris Wilkes from KRLB in Lubbock, Texas. What happens if 
the United States Senate does not ratify the SALT treaties? I was 
talking to some Senators on the Hill yesterday, and they said the

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 28, 1979, pp. 903-904.
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votes are not there and they don't see them coming around. What 
happens if they do not ratify the treaty, Mr. President?

The President. That’s a terrible possibility to have to contemplate.
The SALT negotiations are a continuing process that were ini

tiated as far back as President Eisenhower. And we’ve made steady, 
incremental progress —sometimes very slow, very tedious, very care
ful—with a limited test ban to protect the atmosphere,2 with SALT I,3 
with Vladivostok,4 and now with SALT II. SALT II has been under 
negotiation for going on 7 years. I’m the third President who has par
ticipated in this process. It’s a carefully balanced treaty. It’s in our 
best interest. It protects our own Nation’s security and will con
tribute to world peace and, I think, also is in the best interests of the 
Soviet Union.

Substantial amendments to the treaty —which would be an easy 
way out for a Senator, to say, “Well, we don’t like what you’ve done, 
do it again” —would be, I think, unacceptable to the Soviet Union and 
to us, if there was any substantial change in the treaty terms. It 
would put me in a very difficult position.

And I think that a rejection of the treaty would interrupt —I 
wouldn’t predict terminate — but at least interrupt with serious con
sequences the process of controlling nuclear weapons over many 
years’ time.

There would be no way to move to SALT III. It would be very dif
ficult to reopen SALT II, because why should a President of the Soviet 
Union want to negotiate with the President of the United States if 
ultimate approval by the Senate of a carefully balanced treaty was 
extremely doubtful?

It would be a terrible blow to our own allies in Europe. I think it 
would shake the strength of NATO itself, because many of our allies 
in Europe feel that they are in the forefront of some possible confron
tation between the two superpowers, and they might be the first to 
suffer in case a nuclear war should take place. And for us to prove 
that we are not able to get along with the Soviet Union and control 
nuclear weapons, when we have thousands of nuclear weapons on 
both sides already, I think would cause many of our allies to look with 
doubt on the advisability of their having unilateral agreements with 
us.

1 think they would start searching for some alternative to the 
NATO alliance exclusively. I don’t think they would abandon NATO, 
but they’d just have to start feelers to the East to see if they could 
have some insurance here to avoid a confrontation, when we 
ourselves have proven unable to lay the groundwork for nuclear arms 
control.

We would have a very serious problem, too, in trying to restrain 
other potential nuclear powers from coming into being. There are at 
least a dozen or more nations right now who have the technological

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
8 Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
4 Ibid., 1974, pp. 746-750.
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capability of developing nuclear explosives. We have exerted a 
tremendous amount of effort, I and the Congress, in trying to restrain 
those nations and keep them from becoming nuclear explosive 
powers.

India, Pakistan, Iraq, South Africa, Argentina, Brazil, South Korea, 
Taiwan, and so forth, and others that I could name if I wanted to, 
have been restraining themselves, with a large part of their restraint 
predicated upon the anticipated voluntary control by the Soviet 
Union and the United States. If we should fail in this, it would be 
almost impossible for me to go to the President of Brazil or the Prime 
Minister of India and say, “Please do not develop a nuclear 
explosion.” It would make me look ridiculous to try to continue that 
effort that I’ve been pursuing.

And the last thing that concerns me is —that I’ll mention this after
noon because of the press of time —it would give the Soviets an enor
mous propaganda weapon to use against us. They would be identified, 
at least in their own mind and maybe in the minds of many nonaligned 
countries around the world as a peace-loving nation. They would cer
tainly hammer this point —“We ourselves believe in nuclear arms 
control, but look what the United States has done.” In the peaceful 
competition that I described earlier with the Soviet Union, we would 
be at a decided disadvantage if we should reject this major move 
toward increased peace throughout the world, toward increased 
security for the United States, toward increased control of the 
world’s most destructive weapon.

Statement by the ACDA Assistant Director for Weapons 
Evaluation and Control (Blechman) Before a Subcom
mittee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
tions: Relationship Between Weapon Development 
Programs and Arms Control, May 24, 1979 1

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will simply summarize my full state
ment.

I do welcome and appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you 
the relationship between weapon development programs and arms 
control and, more specifically, the administration’s fiscal year 1980 
arms control impact statements.

In my opening statement I comment on some of this year’s impact 
statements, describe the process through which we prepare these 
documents and suggest the possibility that it may be appropriate to

1 A rm s Control Implications of Current National Defense Programs: Hearing Before 
the Subcommittee on Arm s Control Oceans, International Operations, and Environ
ment of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-sixth Con
gress, F irst Session, on the Arms Control Implications of Current National Defense 
Programs, pp. 1 -4 .
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review the legislation which mandates the preparation of arms con
trol impact statements.

The Director of ACDA, Mr. George M. Seignious II, in his letter 
transmitting this year’s statements to the Congress, said:

On the basis of these analyses of the potential arms control im
pact of programs in the FY 1980 budget, the Administration has 
concluded that all of the 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 
FY 1980 are not inconsistent with U.S. arms control policy or 
with U.S. positions in ongoing arms control negotiations.2

EFFECTIVE ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS

It is our view that effective arms control negotiations require that 
the United States maintain sufficient strength and momentum in its 
arms programs to convince the Soviets, and any other potential 
adversary, that the benefits of cooperation outweigh the risk of com
petition.

Our pursuit of arms control agreements does not diminish the 
necessity for prudent, level-headed assessments of Soviet military 
capabilities. Nor does the existence of negotiations mean that we can 
forgo weapon programs necessary to offset improvements in oppos
ing armed forces. In short, we must be prepared to move up or down 
the ladder of nuclear and conventional capabilities, depending on 
which direction progress in negotiations and new developments in 
our adversary’s military capabilities indicate our security will lie.

It is our preference, however, to avoid the road of more intense 
weapons competition. Arms control rests on the basic premise that 
by regulating the character and size of military forces through inter
national agreement, we can reduce the risk of war, particularly 
nuclear war.

DEFENSE PLANNING AND ARMS CONTROL

The administration’s proposed fiscal year 1980 defense budget is 
consistent with this coordinated approach to defense planning and 
arms control. The manner in which the proposed budget carefully 
balances these two vital objectives should enhance our overall na
tional security. I have taken the time to stress this point because the 
individual impact statements cannot address adequately the overall 
impact of the defense budget and the weapon programs it finances.

I will skip over the discussion of individual statements which I 
have in my prepared remarks but I would be pleased to discuss any of 
the statements we have submitted during the question period.

Let me turn now to a discussion of the ACIS [arms control impact 
statement]3 process and the legislation.

2 The letter, dated Feb. 13, is printed above.
8 All brackets in this document are in the original.
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ARMS CONTROL IMPACT STATEMENT PREPARATION

The process by which arms control impact statements are pre
pared is guided by a set of procedures directed by the President and 
promulgated by the National Security Council. Under these pro
cedures, ACDA has primary responsibility for developing the initial 
list of weapon systems and nonweapons technology programs for 
which analyses are required, and for preparation of the draft state
ments. The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, 
in consultation with ACDA and other interested agencies and depart
ments, establishes the final list of programs designated for adminis
tration statements; however, as specified in the legislation, ACDA 
can prepare analyses of any programs which it believes may have 
significant arms control impact. When impact statements are sub
mitted to the Congress, they represent agreed administration docu
ments. The Department of State, the Department of Defense, the 
Department of Energy POE], the Central Intelligence Agncy [CIA], 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff [JCS], and the Office of Management and 
Budget [OMB] all participate in their preparation and approve the 
final drafts.

For fiscal year 1980, the administration worked hard to further im
prove the analytic quality and usefulness of the impact statements. 
Under one of the provisions of the law sponsored by you, Mr. Chair
man, individual programs with similar arms control impacts, where 
practical and appropriate, were clustered together in aggregate 
statements. For example, a statement was produced on intercon
tinental ballistic missile programs, which included the M -X [ex
perimental missile], advanced ICBM [intercontinental ballistic 
missile] technology, advanced ballistic reentry systems, Minuteman 
squadrons, and the W78 warhead. Additionally, for the first time, we 
prepared unclassified as well as classified versions of the fiscal year 
1980 impact statements. We have also, consistent with an amendment 
which you sponsored, submitted in the fiscal year 1980 package, for 
the first time, a statement on a nonweapon technology program — 
inertial confinement fusion.

In view of this effort, we are gratified this year, that in its annual 
report on ACDA’s authorization, the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs took note of these improvements and praised the fiscal year 
1980 statements for their completeness and analytical insights.

RECOMMENDATION TO STRENGTHEN SECTION 36 OF ARMS CONTROL AND
DISARMAMENT ACT

It is our view, though, that the contribution made by arms control 
impact statements can be further strengthened. We have come to the 
conclusion that the legislation which mandates preparation of the 
statements, section 36 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
should be reviewed. The review would be directed at making possible
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more pointed consideration of arms control impacts during the 
weapons or nonweapon technology development cycle, and further 
assuring an important role for ACDA in that cycle.

As the law now stands, the executive branch must submit an im
pact statement for each relevant program each year. The requirement 
is based on a request for funds, regardless of the rate of progress or 
lack of progress that a system has made in its development cycle, and 
regardless of progress or lack of progress in pertinent arms control 
negotiations.

Additionally, because the present legislation requires that arms 
control impact statements be forwarded to the Congress, the prod
ucts are not as incisive as we would like. After all, what the Congress 
is asking of the administration, is that it provide arguments against 
the very programs the administration has already decided to pursue, 
after evaluating the relative weight of military and political needs 
versus pertinent arms control considerations to its own satisfaction. 
Realistically, such statements always will be phrased quite gingerly 
and require excessive staff work before the documents can be agreed 
to. For example, preparation of the fiscal year 1980 statements re
quired 44,000 person-hours to prepare. That was a slight decline from 
the 48,000 person-hours necessary for the fiscal year 1979 state
ments. More than one-half of these resources went into the inter
agency coordinating process. Moreover, to some extent, the purpose 
of the process has become to prepare an acceptable document, rather 
than to prepare an independent, comprehensive, and objective 
analysis.

For these reasons, we have concluded that consideration should be 
given by the administration and by the Congress to the question of 
whether the legislation should be amended. We have no specific sug
gestions to make today, but we intend to consult with members of 
this committee, other Members of Congress, and appropriate staffs 
over the next several months to see whether the legislation could be 
improved.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my opening statement. I would be 
happy to respond to any questions which you or the other members of 
the subcommittee may have.

U.S. Reply to the U.N. Secretary-General: Disarmament 
Week and Dissemination of Information on the Arms 
Race and Disarmament, May 29, 19791

1. The United States wishes to report on its activities in connexion 
with the promotion of the objectives of the Disarmament Week and 
dissemination of information on the arms race and disarmament, pur
suant to General Assembly resolutions 33/71 D and 33/71 G.2

1 A/34/458, Sept. 17, 1979, pp. 22-23.
2Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 747, 750-751.
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2. In keeping with paragraph 102 of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly,3 President Carter, on 
24 [25] October 1978, released a statement to mark the beginning of 
the week devoted to fostering the objectives of disarmament.4

3. During the past year the United States Government has con
tinued to conduct an extensive public information programme on 
arms control and disarmament.

4. A major segment of this programme has been a series of con
ferences, both national and regional, on the Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks (SALT). During the year SALT conferences sponsored by 
the United States Government were held in Washington for women’s 
groups, religious organizations, retired military personnel, leaders of 
veterans’ organizations, scientists and leading environmentalists. 
The United States Government has participated in and helped sup
port more than 20 regional SALT conferences held around the coun
try since June of 1978.

5. Government officials have also spoken to many student groups 
and other groups on disarmament topics. For example, the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) participated in a five-month 
programme briefing groups of high school students on arms control.

6. The non-governmental community has always played an impor
tant role in developing public attitudes in the United States on 
many arms control issues. Over the last year special seminars and 
briefings on arms control subjects have been organized for non
governmental organizations at the United States Department of 
State. Recently, this community has been helpful in providing public 
information about the emerging SALT II agreement.

7. Interest in study programmes in arms control and disarmament 
has been growing within the academic community. In recent months 
the ACDA Special Assistant for Public and Academic Liaison (ap
pointed in August 1978) has visited a number of universities to assist 
in the development of disarmament and arms control curricula.

8. Additionally, ACDA transmitted to the United States Congress 
in January of this year a Report on Arms Control Education and Academic Study Centers, which analyses the development and cur
rent status of education and study in this field in the United States. 
As an effort to stimulate further study of arms control and assist the 
training of students, ACDA is currently selecting the recipients of 
the second round of Hubert H. Humphrey doctoral dissertation 
fellowship[s] in arms control and disarmament.

9. Publications continue to be a major part of the arms control 
public information program. Such ACDA publications as Documents on Disarmament, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 
and the Agency’s annual report to Congress are widely used in uni
versities and research centers. ACDA and the Department of State 
have also distributed thousands of copies of publications dealing with

3 Ibid., p. 430.
4 Ibid, p. 638.
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particular aspects of arms control and disarmament (e.g. the special 
session on disarmament and SALT II) used widely by the non-govern- 
mental community and academic institutions.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extracts], 
May 31, 1979 1

Ministers welcomed the agreement reached between the United 
States and the Soviet Union in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. 
They agreed that a balanced limitation of the nuclear weapons capa
bilities of the Soviet Union and the United States will make an impor
tant contribution to East-West relations and security. Ministers 
expressed their satisfaction with the past record of close and full 
exchange within the Alliance on issues arising from these talks and 
confirmed the importance of continuing these exchanges. They 
looked forward to the opportunity to study in depth the official SALT
II text once the treaty is signed.

Ministers of countries participating in the negotiations of MBFR 
[Mutual and balanced force reductions]2 expressed their disappoint
ment at the absence of significant progress in spite of the efforts 
made by the Western negotiators. They re-emphasized their deter
mination to work for a successful outcome which would enhance 
stability, peace and security in Europe. They reaffirmed their 
proposal to create approximate parity in ground forces of the two 
sides in the area of reductions through the establishment of a 
common collective ceiling for ground force manpower on each side 
and the reduction of the disparity in main battle tanks. A first phase 
reductions agreement concerning United States and Soviet ground 
forces on the basis proposed by the participating Allies would be an 
important and practical step towards this goal. Ministers noted that 
the relevance of their proposal for the achievement of a more stable 
relationship in Europe is no longer disputed in principle in the nego
tiations. However, important differences of substance remain unre
solved. The central open questions are the clarification of the data 
base —prerequisite to genuine parity— and the implementation of the 
principle of collectivity. These Ministers recalled that since their last 
meeting, the Western side has made important moves on these two 
central issues. They called on the Eastern side to take full account of 
the Western moves and to respond positively in order to restore the 
momentum in the talks. These Ministers underlined the importance 
which they attach to associate measures which would promote mili

1 Departm ent of State Bulletin, Aug. 1979, pp. 46-47.
2 Brackets in original document.
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tary stability and confidence and ensure verification of an MBFR 
agreement. In this connection they also stressed the significance of 
undiminished security for the flank countries.

In the face of the continuing build-up of nuclear and conventional 
weapons, Ministers reaffirmed their determination to explore all 
avenues in the pursuit of realistic and verifiable disarmament and 
arms control measures which will enhance stability, reduce force 
levels and promote security. Ministers expressed their hope that the 
continuing process initiated by the United Nations* Special Session 
on Disarmament would stimulate speedier progress in international 
disarmament negotiations. In particular they welcomed the start 
made by the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva and the United 
Nations’ Disarmament Commission in New York. Active consulta
tions on arms control and disarmament issues are taking place within 
the permanent machinery of the Alliance. As another element in the 
search for ways to develop the disarmament process, Ministers had a 
further useful exchange of views on the proposal made by France in 
May 1978 to all the European countries, as well as to the United 
States and Canada, designed not only to build confidence but also to 
limit and reduce conventional weapons throughout Europe.3 They 
decided to continue examining this proposal and its prospects for 
confidence-building and security in this continent.

Ministers again voiced their concern at the continued growth in 
Warsaw Pact military power beyond levels justified for defensive 
purposes. They expressed particular concern about the growing 
Soviet theatre nuclear capabilities. While expressing their deter
mination to pursue all aspects of detente, Ministers, recalling the 
decisions taken at the London and Washington meetings, underlined 
the need to devote the resources necessary to modernize and 
strengthen allied capabilities to the extent required for deterrence 
and defence.

Address by FRG Chancellor Schmidt: Consequences of 
the Failure of SALT II [Extract], June 7r 19791

Failure of SALT II would be a set-back for the policy of detente and 
ongoing arms control efforts. Instead of the universally sought 
curbing of the nuclear arms race, we would have to expect an even 
fiercer arms race. Failure of SALT II would also be a signal to the 
East: it would weaken the political elements there who are in favor of 
reconciliation and understanding with the West.

3 See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 337-344.
1 SA LT  and the NATO Allies: A Staff R eport to the Subcommittee on European 

Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate (Com. prt.; 96th 
Cong., 1st sess.), Oct. 1979, p. 10. Tne Chancellor was speaking at Harvard University.
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No people in Europe would be more seriously affected by the 
consequences of the failure of SALT II than the German people. For 
in our geopolitical situation we need to be able to trust in two things 
more than anybody else: trust in the ability of the West to achieve 
and preserve a stable equilibrium, and trust in the continuation of the 
policy of detente on this sound foundation.

Remarks by White House Deputy Press Secretary 
(Granum) on the MX Missile, June 8, 19792

Mr. Granum. After prolonged study and analysis, the President 
has decided that we will pursue a full-scale MX. Some of the key 
points on this are, of course, that the decision will continue the long
standing U.S. policy of maintaining a Triad of three survivable 
strategic force components: intercontinental ballistic missiles, 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and heavy bombers.

In order to do this, we will deploy a new ICBM in a mobile basing 
mode that is both survivable and verifiable. The new ICBM, as I said, 
will be a full-scale MX, which is permitted under SALT II and is as 
capable as any missile the Soviets can deploy.

The final characteristics of the basing system will be worked out 
during the summer months. This decision will take into account costs, 
security, and environmental concerns, and the requirement that the 
system be adequately verifiable.Reporter. The President doesn't consider this a destabilizing 
weapon in the sense that you’re now building a first-strike counter- 
force of your own?Mr. Granum. He does not. He believes very strongly that this 
decision will strengthen the possibilities of significant reductions and 
controls in SALT III. It stabilizes the strategic balance. And without 
that, of course, serious negotiations are not possible.

It also means that there can be no Soviet advantage in an arms 
race. Third, by stressing survivability through mobility and shelters, 
we can consider a significant reduction in strategic forces with no loss 
in security. And finally, the ultimate scale of this deployment can be 
adjusted to the progress that is made in the SALT III process.

Soviet Statement on the Backfire Bomber, 
June 16, 1979 1

On June 16,1979, President Brezhnev handed President Carter the 
following written statement [original Russian text was attached]:

2 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 11,1979, p. 1016. Mr. Granum 
made the remarks in response to a question from a reporter at the daily news briefing at 
the White House.

1 Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 12B, “SALT II Agreement, Vienna, June 18, 
1979,” p. 58. This document was signed by Secretary of State Vance.
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The Soviet side informs the US side that the Soviet “Tu-22M” 
airplane, called “Backfire” in the USA, is a medium-range 
bomber, and that it does not intend to give this airplane the 
capability of operating at intercontinental distances. In this 
connection, the Soviet side states that it will not increase the 
radius of action of this airplane in such a way as to enable it to 
strike targets on the territory of the USA. Nor does it intend to 
give it such a capability in any other manner, including by in
flight refueling. At the same time, the Soviet side states that it 
will not increase the production rate of this airplane as compared 
to the present rate.

President Brezhnev confirmed that the Soviet Backfire production 
rate would not exceed 30 per year.

President Carter stated that the United States enters into the 
SALT II Agreement on the basis of the commitments contained in 
the Soviet statement and that it considers the carrying out of these 
commitments to be essential to the obligations assumed under the 
Treaty.

Treaty Between the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation 
of Strategic Offensive Arms, June 18, 1979 1

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Conscious that nuclear war would have devastating consequences 
for all mankind,

Proceeding from the Basic Principles of Relations Between the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
of May 29, 1972,2

Attaching particular significance to the limitation of strategic 
arms and determined to continue their efforts begun with the Treaty 
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the Interim 
Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, of May 26, 1972,3

Convinced that the additional measures limiting strategic 
offensive arms provided for in this Treaty will contribute to the 
improvement of relations between the Parties, help to reduce the 
risk of outbreak of nuclear war and strengthen international peace 
and security,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,4

Guided by the principle of equality and equal security,

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25,1979, pp. 1051-1058. The 
treaty was signed in Vienna by President Carter and General Secretary Brezhnev.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240.
3 Ibid., pp. 197-204.
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Recognizing that the strengthening of strategic stability meets the 
interests of the Parties and the interests of international security,

Reaffirming their desire to take measures for the further limita
tion and for the further reduction of strategic arms, having in mind 
the goal of achieving general and complete disarmament,

Declaring their intention to undertake in the near future negotia
tions further to limit and further to reduce strategic offensive arms,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

Each Party undertakes, in accordance with the provisions of this 
Treaty, to limit strategic offensive arms quantitatively and qualita
tively, to exercise restraint in the development of new types of 
strategic offensive arms, and to adopt other measures provided for in 
this Treaty.

ARTICLE II

For the purposes of this Treaty:
1. Intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers are land- 

based launchers of ballistic missiles capable of a range in excess of 
the shortest distance between the northeastern border of the con
tinental part of the territory of the United States of America and the 
northwestern border of the continental part of the territory of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, that is, a range in excess of 5,500 
kilometers.

2. Submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers are 
launchers of ballistic missiles installed on any nuclear-powered sub
marine or launchers of modern ballistic missiles installed on any sub
marine, regardless of its type.

3. Heavy bombers are considered to be:
(a) currently, for the United States of America, bombers of the 

B-52 and B - l  types, and for the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, bombers of the Tupolev-95 and Myasishchev 
types;

(b) in the future, types of bombers which can carry out the mis
sion of a heavy bomber in a manner similar or superior to that 
of bombers listed in subparagraph (a) above;

(c) types of bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers; and

(d) types of bombers equipped for ASBMs.
4. Air-to-surface ballistic missiles (ASBMs) are any such missiles 

capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers and installed in an air
craft or on its external mountings.

5. Launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with multiple in
dependently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs) are launchers of the 
types developed and tested for launching ICBMs or SLBMs equipped 
with MIRVs.
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6. ASBMs equipped with MIRVs are ASBMs of the types which 
have been flight-tested with MIRVs.

7. Heavy ICBMs are ICBMs which have a launch-weight greater or 
a throw-weight greater than that of the heaviest, in terms of either 
launch-weight or throw-weight, respectively, of the light ICBMs 
deployed by either Party as of the date of signature of this Treaty.

8. Cruise missiles are unmanned, self-propelled, guided, weapon- 
delivery vehicles which sustain flight through the use of aerodynamic 
lift over most of their flight path and which are flight-tested from or 
deployed on aircraft, that is, air-launched cruise missiles, or such 
vehicles which are referred to as cruise missiles in subparagraph 1(b) 
of Article IX.

ARTICLE III

1. Upon entry into force of this Treaty, each Party undertakes to 
limit ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, and ASBMs 
to an aggregate number not to exceed 2,400.

2. Each Party undertakes to limit, from January 1,1981, strategic 
offensive arms referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article to an ag
gregate number not to exceed 2,250, and to initiate reductions of 
those arms which as of that date would be in excess of this aggregate 
number.

3. Within the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraphs 1 and
2 of this Article and subject to the provisions of this Treaty, each Party 
has the right to determine the composition of these aggregates.

4. For each bomber of a type equipped for ASBMs, the aggregate 
numbers provided for in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article shall in
clude the maximum number of such missiles for which a bomber of 
that type is equipped for one operational mission.

5. A heavy bomber equipped only for ASBMs shall not itself be in
cluded in the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraphs 1 and 2 
of this Article.

6. Reductions of the numbers of the strategic offensive arms re
quired to comply with the provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Ar
ticle shall be carried out as provided for in Article XI.

ARTICLE IV

1. Each Party undertakes not to start construction of additional 
fixed ICBM launchers.

2. Each Party undertakes not to relocate fixed ICBM launchers.
3. Each Party undertakes not to convert launchers of light ICBMs, 

or of ICBMs of older types deployed prior to 1964, into launchers of 
heavy ICBMs of types deployed after that time.

4. Each Party undertakes in the process of modernization and 
replacement of ICBM silo launchers not to increase the original inter
nal volume of an ICBM silo launcher by more than thirty-two percent. 
Within this limit each Party has the right to determine whether such 
an increase will be made through an increase in the original diameter
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or in the original depth of an ICBM silo launcher, or in both of these 
dimensions.

5. Each Party undertakes:

(a) not to supply ICBM launcher deployment areas with inter
continental ballistic missiles in excess of a number consistent 
with normal deployment, maintenance, training, and replace
ment requirements;

(b) not to provide storage facilities for or to store ICBMs in ex
cess of normal deployment requirements at launch sites of 
ICBM launchers;

(c) not to develop, test, or deploy systems for rapid reload of 
ICBM launchers.

6. Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, each Party undertakes 
not to have under construction at any time strategic offensive arms 
referred to in paragraph 1 of Article III in excess of numbers consis
tent with a normal construction schedule.

7. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ICBMs 
which have a launch-weight greater or a throw-weight greater than 
that of the heaviest, in terms of either launch-weight or throw- 
weight, respectively, of the heavy ICBMs deployed by either Party as 
of the date of signature of this Treaty.

8. Each Party undertakes not to convert land-based launchers of 
ballistic missiles which are not ICBMs into launchers for launching 
ICBMs, and not to test them for this purpose.

9. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy new types of 
ICBMs, that is, types of ICBMs not flight-tested as of May 1,1979, ex
cept that each Party may flight-test and deploy one new type of light 
ICBM.

10. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy ICBMs of a 
type flight-tested as of May 1,1979 with a number of reentry vehicles 
greater than the maximum number of reentry vehicles with which an 
ICBM of that type has been flight-tested as of that date.

11. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy ICBMs of 
the one new type permitted pursuant to paragraph 9 of this Article 
with a number of reentry vehicles greater than the maximum number 
of reentry vehicles with which an ICBM of either Party has been 
flight-tested as of May 1,1979, that is, ten.

12. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy SLBMs with 
a number of reentry vehicles greater than the maximum number of 
reentry vehicles with which an SLBM of either Party has been flight- 
tested as of May 1,1979, that is, fourteen.

13. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy ASBMs with 
a number of reentry vehicles greater than the maximum number of 
reentry vehicles with which an ICBM of either Party has been flight- 
tested as of May 1,1979, that is, ten.

14. Each Party undertakes not to deploy at any one time on heavy 
bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of
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600 kilometers a number of such cruise missiles which exceeds the 
product of 28 and the number of such heavy bombers.

ARTICLE V

1. Within the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraphs 1 and
2 of Article III, each Party undertakes to limit launchers of ICBMs 
and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs, ASBMs equipped with MIRVs, 
and heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in 
excess of 600 kilometers to an aggregate number not to exceed 1,320.

2. Within the aggregate number provided for in paragraph 1 of 
this Article, each Party undertakes to limit launchers of ICBMs and 
SLBMs equipped with MIRVs, and ASBMs equipped with MIRVs to 
an aggregate number not to exceed 1,200.

3. Within the aggregate number provided for in paragraph 2 of 
this Article, each Party undertakes to limit launchers of ICBMs 
equipped with MIRVs to an aggregate number not to exceed 820.

4. For each bomber of a type equipped for ASBMs equipped with 
MIRVs, the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
this Article shall include the maximum number of ASBMs for which a 
bomber of that type is equipped for one operational mission.

5. Within the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraphs 1, 2, 
and 3 of this Article and subject to the provisions of this Treaty, each 
Party has the right to determine the composition of these aggre
gates.

ARTICLE VI

1. The limitations provided for in this Treaty shall apply to those 
arms which are:

(a) operational;
(b) in the final stage of construction;
(c) in reserve, in storage, or mothballed;
(d) undergoing overhaul, repair, modernization, or conversion.

2. Those arms in the final stage of construction are:
(a) SLBM launchers on submarines which have begun sea trials;
(b) ASBMs after a bomber of a type equipped for such missiles 

has been brought out of the shop, plant, or other facility 
where its final assembly or conversion for the purpose of 
equipping it for such missiles has been performed;

(c) other strategic offensive arms which are finally assembled in 
a shop, plant, or other facility after they have been brought 
out of the shop, plant, or other facility where their final 
assembly has been performed.

3. ICBM and SLBM launchers of a type not subject to the limitation 
provided for in Article V, which undergo conversion into launchers of 
a type subject to that limitation, shall become subject to that limita
tion as follows:
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(a) fixed ICBM launchers when work on their conversion reaches 
the stage which first definitely indicates that they are being 
so converted;

(b) SLBM launchers on a submarine when that submarine first 
goes to sea after their conversion has been performed.

4. ASBMs on a bomber which undergoes conversion from a bomber 
of a type equipped for ASBMs which are not subject to the limitation 
provided for in Article V into a bomber of a type equipped for 
ASBMs which are subject to that limitation shall become subject to 
that limitation when the bomber is brought out of the shop, plant, or 
other facility where such conversion has been performed.

5. A heavy bomber of a type not subject to the limitation provided 
for in paragraph 1 of Article V shall become subject to that limitation 
when it is brought out of the shop, plant, or other facility where it has 
been converted into a heavy bomber of a type equipped for cruise 
missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers. A bomber of a 
type not subject to the limitation provided for in paragraph 1 or 2 of 
Article III shall become subject to that limitation and to the limita
tion provided for in paragraph 1 of Article V when it is brought out of 
the shop, plant, or other facility where it has been converted into a 
bomber of a type equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in ex
cess of 600 kilometers.

6. The arms subject to the limitations provided for in this Treaty 
shall continue to be subject to these limitations until they are 
dismantled, are destroyed, or otherwise cease to be subject to these 
limitations under procedures to be agreed upon.

7. In accordance with the provisions of Article XVII, the Parties 
will agree in the Standing Consultative Commission upon procedures 
to implement the provisions of this Article.

ARTICLE VII

1. The limitations provided for in Article III shall not apply to 
ICBM and SLBM test and training launchers or to space vehicle 
launchers for exploration and use of outer space. ICBM and SLBM 
test and training launchers are ICBM and SLBM launchers used only 
for testing or training.

2. The parties agree that:
(a) there shall be no significant increase in the number of ICBM 

or SLBM test and training launchers or in the number of such 
launchers of heavy ICBMs;

(b) construction or conversion of ICBM launchers at test ranges 
shall be undertaken only for purposes of testing and training;

(c) there shall be no conversion of ICBM test and training 
launchers or of space vehicle launchers into ICBM launchers 
subject to the limitations provided for in Article III.
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ARTICLE VIII

1. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test cruise missiles capable 
of a range in excess of 600 kilometers or ASBMs from aircraft other 
than bombers or to convert such aircraft into aircraft equipped for 
such missiles.

2. Each Party undertakes not to convert aircraft other than 
bombers into aircraft which can carry out the mission of a heavy 
bomber as referred to in subparagraph 3(b) of Article II.

ARTICLE IX

1. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy:
(a) ballistic missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 

kilometers for installation on waterborne vehicles other than 
submarines, or launchers of such missiles;

(b) fixed ballistic or cruise missile launchers for emplacement on 
the ocean floor, on the seabed, or on the beds of internal 
waters and inland waters, or in the subsoil thereof, or mobile 
launchers of such missiles, which move only in contact with 
the ocean floor, the seabed, or the beds of internal waters and 
inland waters, or missiles for such launchers;

(c) systems for placing into Earth orbit nuclear weapons or any 
other kind of weapons of mass destruction, including frac
tional orbital missiles;

(d) mobile launchers of heavy ICBMs;
(e) SLBMs which have a launch-weight greater or a throw- 

weight greater than that of the heaviest, in terms of either 
launch-weight or throw-weight, respectively, of the light 
ICBMs deployed by either Party as of the date of signature of 
this Treaty, or launchers of such SLBMs; or

(f) ASBMs which have a launch-weight greater or a throw- 
weight greater than that of the heaviest, in terms of either 
launch-weight or throw-weight, respectively, of the light 
ICBMs deployed by either Party as of the date of signature of 
this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test from aircraft cruise 
missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers which are 
equipped with multiple independently targetable warheads and not 
to deploy such cruise missiles on aircraft.

ARTICLE X

Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replace
ment of strategic offensive arms may be carried out.

ARTICLE XI

1. Strategic offensive arms which would be in excess of the aggre
gate numbers provided for in this Treaty as well as strategic offen
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sive arms prohibited by this Treaty shall be dismantled or destroyed 
under procedures to be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative 
Commission.

2. Dismantling or destruction of strategic offensive arms which 
would be in excess of the aggregate number provided for in paragraph
1 of Article III shall begin on the date of the entry into force of this 
Treaty and shall be completed within the following periods from that 
date: four months for ICBM launchers; six months for SLBM launchers; 
and three months for heavy bombers.

3. Dismantling or destruction of strategic offensive arms which 
would be in excess of the aggregate number provided for in para
graph 2 of Article III shall be initiated no later than January 1,1981, 
shall be carried out throughout the ensuing twelve-month period, and 
shall be completed no later than December 31,1981.

4. Dismantling or destruction of strategic offensive arms pro
hibited by this Treaty shall be completed within the shortest possible 
agreed period of time, but not later than six months after the entry 
into force of this Treaty.

ARTICLE XII

In order to ensure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, 
each Party undertakes not to circumvent the provisions of this Treaty, 
through any other state or states, or in any other manner.

ARTICLE XIII

Each Party undertakes not to assume any international obligations 
which would conflict with this Treaty.

ARTICLE XIV

The Parties undertake to begin, promptly after the entry into force 
of this Treaty, active negotiations with the objective of achieving, as 
soon as possible, agreement on further measures for the limitation 
and reduction of strategic arms. It is also the objective of the Parties 
to conclude well in advance of 1985 an agreement limiting strategic 
offensive arms to replace this Treaty upon its expiration.

ARTICLE XV

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the 
provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall use national technical 
means of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with gen
erally recognized principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national tech
nical means of verification of the other Party operating in accordance 
with paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment 
measures which impede verification by national technical means of 
compliance with the provisions of this Treaty. This obligation shall
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not require changes in current construction, assembly, conversion, or 
overhaul practices.

ARTICLE XVI

1. Each Party undertakes, before conducting each planned ICBM 
launch, to notify the other Party well in advance on a case-by-case 
basis that such a launch will occur, except for single ICBM launches 
from test ranges or from ICBM launcher deployment areas, which are 
not planned to extend beyond its national territory.

2. The Parties shall agree in the Standing Consultative Commis
sion upon procedures to implement the provisions of this Article.

ARTICLE XVII

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions 
of this Treaty, the Parties shall use the Standing Consultative Com
mission established by the Memorandum of Understanding Between 
the Government of the United States of America and the Govern
ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Estab
lishment of a Standing Consultative Commission of December 21, 
1972.6

2. Within the framework of the Standing Consultative Commis
sion, with respect to this Treaty, the Parties will:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations 
assumed and related situations which may be considered am
biguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary basis such information as either Party 
considers necessary to assure confidence in compliance with 
the obligations assumed;

(c) consider questions involving unintended interference with 
national technical means of verification, and questions involv
ing unintended impeding of verification by national technical 
means of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which 
have a bearing on the provisions of this Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures for replacement, conversion, and 
dismantling or destruction, of strategic offensive arms in 
cases provided for in the provisions of this Treaty and upon 
procedures for removal of such arms from the aggregate 
numbers when they otherwise cease to be subject to the 
limitations provided for in this Treaty, and at regular ses
sions of the Standing Consultative Commission, notify each 
other in accordance with the aforementioned procedures, at 
least twice annually, of actions completed and those in 
process;

* Ibid, 197% pp. 868-869.
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(f) consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further in
creasing the viability of this Treaty, including proposals for 
amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measures 
limiting strategic offensive arms.

3. In the Standing Consultative Commission the Parties shall 
maintain by category the agreed data base on the numbers of strate
gic offensive arms established by the Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics Regarding the Establishment of a Data Base on 
the Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms of June 18,1979.

ARTICLE XVIII

Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed 
amendments shall enter into force in accordance with the procedures 
governing the entry into force of this Treaty.

ARTICLE XIX

1. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accordance with 
the constitutional procedures of each Party. This Treaty shall enter 
into force on the day of the exchange of instruments of ratification 
and shall remain in force through December 31,1985, unless replaced 
earlier by an agreement further limiting strategic offensive arms.

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations.

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have 
the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraor
dinary events related to the subject matter of this Treaty have 
jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its decision 
to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. 
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events the 
notifying Party regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

Done at Vienna on June 18,1979, in two copies, each in the English 
and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

Protocol to the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, June 
18, 19791

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

1 W eekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25,1979, pp. 1058-1059. The 
protocol was signed by President Carter and General Secretary Brezhnev.
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Having agreed on limitations on strategic offensive arms in the 
Treaty,

Have agreed on additional limitations for the period during which 
this Protocol remains in force, as follows:

ARTICLE I

Each Party undertakes not to deploy mobile ICBM launchers or to 
flight-test ICBMs from such launchers.

ARTICLE II

1. Each Party undertakes not to deploy cruise missiles capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers on sea-based launchers or on land- 
based launchers.

2. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test cruise missiles capable 
of a range in excess of 600 kilometers which are equipped with multi
ple independently targetable warheads from sea-based launchers or 
on land-based launchers.

3. For the purposes of this Protocol, cruise missiles are unmanned, 
self-propelled, guided, weapon-delivery vehicles which sustain flight 
through the use of aerodynamic lift over most of their flight path and 
which are flight-tested from or deployed on sea-based or land-based 
launchers, that is, sea-launched cruise missiles and ground-launched 
cruise missiles, respectively.

ARTICLE III

Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy ASBMs.

ARTICLE IV

This Protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Treaty. It 
shall enter into force on the day of the entry into force of the Treaty 
and shall remain in force through December 31,1981, unless replaced 
earlier by an agreement on further measures limiting strategic offen
sive arms.

Done at Vienna on June 18,1979, in two copies, each in the English 
and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

Agreed Statements and Common Understandings 
Regarding the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, June 
18, 19791

In connection with the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limita

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25,1979, pp. 1059-1076. The 
statements and understandings were signed by President Carter and General Secretary 
Brezhnev.
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tion of Strategic Offensive Arms, the Parties have agreed on the 
following Agreed Statements and Common Understandings under
taken on behalf of the Government of the United States of America 
and the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:
To Paragraph 1 of Article II  of the Treaty

First Agreed Statement The term “intercontinental ballistic 
missile launchers," as defined in paragraph 1 of Article II of the 
Treaty, includes all launchers which have been developed and tested 
for launching ICBMs. If a launcher has been developed and tested for 
launching an ICBM, all launchers of that type shall be considered to 
have been developed and tested for launching ICBMs.

First Common Understanding. If a launcher contains or launches 
an ICBM, that launcher shall be considered to have been developed 
and tested for launching ICBMs.

Second Common Understanding. If a launcher has been developed 
and tested for launching an ICBM, all launchers of that type, except 
for ICBM test and training launchers, shall be included in the aggre
gate numbers of strategic offensive arms provided for in Article III of 
the Treaty, pursuant to the provisions of Article VI of the Treaty.

Third Common Understanding. The one hundred and seventy- 
seven former Atlas and Titan I ICBM launchers of the United States 
of America, which are no longer operational and are partially disman
tled, shall not be considered as subject to the limitations provided for 
in the Treaty.

Second Agreed Statement. After the date on which the Protocol 
ceases to be in force, mobile ICBM launchers shall be subject to the 
relevant limitations provided for in the Treaty which are applicable 
to ICBM launchers, unless the Parties agree that mobile ICBM 
launchers shall not be deployed after that date.
To Paragraph 2 of Article II  of the Treaty

Agreed Statement. Modern submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
are: for the United States of America, missiles installed in all nuclear- 
powered submarines; for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
missiles of the type installed in nuclear-powered submarines made 
operational since 1965; and for both Parties, submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles first flight-tested since 1965 and installed in any sub
marine, regardless of its type.
To Paragraph 8 of Article II  of the Treaty

First Agreed Statement. The term “bombers,” as used in para
graph 3 of Article II and other provisions of the Treaty, means air
planes of types initially constructed to be equipped for bombs or 
missiles.

Second Agreed Statement. The Parties shall notify each other on a 
case-by-case basis in the Standing Consultative Commission of in



elusion of types of bombers as heavy bombers pursuant to the provi
sions of paragraph 3 of Article II of the Treaty; in this connection the 
Parties shall hold consultations, as appropriate, consistent with the 
provisions of paragraph 2 of Article XVII of the Treaty.

Third Agreed Statement The criteria the Parties shall use to 
make case-by-case determinations of which types of bombers in the 
future can carry out the mission of a heavy bomber in a manner 
similar or superior to that of current heavy bombers, as referred to in 
subparagraph 3(b) of Article II of the Treaty, shall be agreed upon in 
the Standing Consultative Commission.

Fourth Agreed Statement Having agreed that every bomber of a 
type included in paragraph 3 of Article II of the Treaty is to be con
sidered a heavy bomber, the Parties further agree that:

(a) airplanes which otherwise would be bombers of a heavy 
bomber type shall not be considered to be bombers of a heavy 
bomber type if they have functionally related observable dif
ferences which indicate that they cannot perform the mission 
of a heavy bomber;

(b) airplanes which otherwise would be bombers of a type 
equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 
600 kilometers shall not be considered to be bombers of a 
type equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess 
of 600 kilometers if they have functionally related observable 
differences which indicate that they cannot perform the mis
sion of a bomber equipped for cruise missiles capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers, except that heavy bombers 
of current types, as designated in subparagraph 3(a) of Article
II of the Treaty, which otherwise would be of a type equipped 
for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 
kilometers shall not be considered to be heavy bombers of a 
type equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess 
of 600 kilometers if they are distinguishable on the basis of 
externally observable differences from heavy bombers of a 
type equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess 
of 600 kilometers; and

(c) airplanes which otherwise would be bombers of a type 
equipped for ASBMs shall not be considered to be bombers of 
a type equipped for ASBMs if they have functionally related 
observable differences which indicate that they cannot per
form the mission of a bomber equipped for ASBMs, except 
that heavy bombers of current types, as designated in sub- 
paragraph 3 (a) of Article II of the Treaty, which otherwise 
would be of a type equipped for ASBMs shall not be con
sidered to be heavy bombers of a type equipped for ASBMs if 
they are distinguishable on the basis of externally observable 
differences from heavy bombers of a type equipped for 
ASBMs.
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First Common Understanding. Functionally related observable dif
ferences are differences in the observable features of airplanes which 
indicate whether or not these airplanes can perform the mission of a 
heavy bomber, or whether or not they can perform the mission of a 
bomber equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 
600 kilometers or whether or not they can perform the mission of a 
bomber equipped for ASBMs. Functionally related observable dif
ferences shall be verifiable by national technical means. To this end, 
the Parties may take, as appropriate, cooperative measures con
tributing to the effectiveness of verification by national technical 
means.

Fifth Agreed Statement. T upolev-142 airplanes in their current 
configuration, that is, in the configuration for anti-submarine war
fare, are considered to be airplanes of a type different from types of 
heavy bombers referred to in subparagraph 3(a) of Article II of the 
Treaty and not subject to the Fourth Agreed Statement to paragraph
3 of Article II of the Treaty. This Agreed Statement does not pre
clude improvement of T upolev-142 airplanes as an anti-submarine 
system, and does not prejudice or set a precedent for designation in 
the future of types of airplanes as heavy bombers pursuant to sub- 
paragraph 3(b) of Article II of the Treaty or for application of the 
Fourth Agreed Statement to paragraph 3 of Article II of the Treaty 
to such airplanes.

Second Common Understanding. Not later than six months after 
entry into force of the Treaty the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
will give its thirty-one Myasishchev airplanes used as tankers in ex
istence as of the date of signature of the Treaty functionally related 
observable differences which indicate that they cannot perform the 
mission of a heavy bomber.

Third Common Understanding. The designations by the United 
States of America and by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics for 
heavy bombers referred to in subparagraph 3(a) of Article II of the 
Treaty correspond in the following manner:

Heavy bombers of the types designated by the United States 
of America as the B -52 and the B - l  are known to the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics by the same designations;

Heavy bombers of the type designated by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics as the Tupolev-95  are known to the United 
States of America as heavy bombers of the Bear type; and

Heavy bombers of the type designated by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics as the Myasishchev are known to the United 
States of America as heavy bombers of the Bison type.

To Paragraph 5 of Article II  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement. If a launcher has been developed and 

tested for launching an ICBM or an SLBM equipped with MIRVs, all



launchers of that type shall be considered to have been developed and 
tested for launching ICBMs or SLBMs equipped with MIRVs.

First Common Understanding. If a launcher contains or launches 
an ICBM or an SLBM equipped with MIRVs, that launcher shall be 
considered to have been developed and tested for launching ICBMs 
or SLBMs equipped with MIRVs.

Second Common Understanding. If a launcher has been developed 
and tested for launching an ICBM or an SLBM equipped with MIRVs, 
all launchers of that type, except for ICBM and SLBM test and train
ing launchers, shall be included in the corresponding aggregate num
bers provided for in Article V of the Treaty, pursuant to the provi
sions of Article VI of the Treaty.

Second Agreed Statement ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with 
MIRVs are ICBMs and SLBMs of the types which have been flight- 
tested with two or more independently targetable reentry vehicles, 
regardless of whether or not they have also been flight-tested with a 
single reentry vehicle or with multiple reentry vehicles which are not 
independently targetable. As of the date of signature of the Treaty, 
such ICBMs and SLBMs are: for the United States of America, 
Minuteman III ICBMs, Poseidon C -3  SLBMs, and Trident C -4  
SLBMs; and for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, RS-16, 
R S-18, R S-20 ICBMs and RSM -50 SLBMs.

Each Party will notify the other Party in the Standing Consulta
tive Commission on a case-by-case basis of the designation of the one 
new type of light ICBM, if equipped with MIRVs, permitted pursuant 
to paragraph 9 of Article IV of the Treaty when first flight-tested; of 
designations of additional types of SLBMs equipped with MIRVs 
when first installed on a submarine; and of designations of types of 
ASBMs equipped with MIRVs when first flight-tested.

Third Common Understanding. The designations by the United 
States of America and by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics for 
ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs correspond in the following 
manner.

Missiles of the type designated by the United States of America as 
the Minuteman III and known to the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics by the same designation, a light ICBM that has been flight-tested 
with multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles;

Missiles of the type designated by the United States of America as 
the Poseidon C -3  and known to the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics by the same designation, an SLBM that was first flight- 
tested in 1968 and that has been flight-tested with multiple in
dependently targetable reentry vehicles;

Missiles of the type designated by the United States of America as 
the Trident C -4  and known to the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics by the same designation, an SLBM that was first flight-tested in
1977 and that has been flight-tested with multiple independently 
targetable reentry vehicles;
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Missiles of the type designated by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics as the R S-16 and known to the United States of America 
as the SS-17, a light ICBM that has been flight-tested with a single 
reentry vehicle and with multiple independently targetable reentry 
vehicles;

Missiles of the type designated by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics as the R S-18 and known to the United States of America 
as the SS-19, the heaviest in terms of launch-weight and throw- 
weight of light ICBMs, which has been flight-tested with a single 
reentry vehicle and with multiple independently targetable reentry 
vehicles;

Missiles of the type designated by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics as the R S-20 and known to the United States of America 
as the SS-18, the heaviest in terms of launch-weight and throw- 
weight of heavy ICBMs, which has been flight-tested with a single 
reentry vehicle and with multiple independently targetable reentry 
vehicles;

Missiles of the type designated by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics as the RSM -50 and known to the United States of 
America as the S S -N -18 , an SLBM that has been flight-tested with a 
single reentry vehicle and with multiple independently targetable 
reentry vehicles.

Third Agreed Statem ent Reentry vehicles are independently 
targetable:

(a) if, after separation from the booster, maneuvering and 
targeting of the reentry vehicles to separate aim points along 
trajectories which are unrelated to each other are accom
plished by means of devices which are installed in a self- 
contained dispensing mechanism or on the reentry vehicles, 
and which are based on the use of electronic or other com
puters in combination with devices using je t engines, includ
ing rocket engines, or aerodynamic systems;

(b) if maneuvering and targeting of the reentry vehicles to 
separate aim points along trajectories which are unrelated to 
each other are accomplished by means of other devices which 
may be developed in the future.

Fourth Common Understanding. For the purposes of this Treaty, 
all ICBM launchers in the Derazhnya and Pervomaysk areas in the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics are included in the aggregate 
numbers provided for in Article V of the Treaty.

Fifth Common Understanding. If ICBM or SLBM launchers are 
converted, constructed or undergo significant changes to their prin
cipal observable structural design features after entry into force of 
the treaty, any such launchers which are launchers of missiles 
equipped with MIRVs shall be distinguishable from launchers of 
missiles not equipped with MIRVs and any such launchers which are 
launchers of missiles not equipped with MIRVs shall be distinguish



able from launchers of missiles equipped with MIRVs, on the basis of 
externally observable design features of the launchers. Submarines 
with launchers of SLBMs equipped with MIRVs shall be distinguish
able from submarines with launchers of SLBMs not equipped with 
MIRVs on the basis of externally observable design features of the 
submarines.

This Common Understanding does not require changes to launcher 
conversion or construction programs, or to programs including signif
icant changes to the principal observable structural design features 
of launchers, underway as of the date of signature of the Treaty.

To Paragraph 6 of Article II  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement ASBMs of the types which have been 

flight-tested with MIRVs are all ASBMs of the types which have been 
flight-tested with two or more independently targetable reentry 
vehicles, regardless of whether or not they have also been flight- 
tested with a single reentry vehicle or with multiple reentry vehicles 
which are not independently targetable.

Second Agreed Statement Reentry vehicles are independently 
targetable:

(a) if, after separation from the booster, maneuvering and 
targeting of the reentry vehicles to separate aim points along 
trajectories which are unrelated to each other are ac
complished by means of devices which are installed in a self- 
contained dispensing mechanism or on the reentry vehicles, 
and which are based on the use of electronic or other com
puters in combination with devices using je t engines, includ
ing rocket engines, or aerodynamic systems;

(b) if maneuvering and targeting of the reentry vehicles to 
separate aim points along trajectories which are unrelated to 
each other are accomplished by means of other devices which 
may be developed in the future.

To Paragraph 7 of Article II  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement The launch-weight of an ICBM is the 

weight of the fully loaded missile itself at the time of launch.
Second Agreed Statement The throw-weight of an ICBM is the 

sum of the weight of:
(a) its reentry vehicle or reentry vehicles;
(b) any self-contained dispensing mechanisms or other appro

priate devices for targeting one reentry vehicle, or for releas
ing or for dispensing and targeting two or more reentry 
vehicles; and

(c) its penetration aids, including devices for their release.

Common Understanding. The term “other appropriate devices,” 
as used in the definition of the throw-weight of an ICBM in the Sec
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ond Agreed Statement to paragraph 7 of Article II of the Treaty, 
means any devices for dispensing and targeting two or more reentry 
vehicles; and any devices for releasing two or more reentry vehicles 
or for targeting one reentry vehicle, which cannot provide their reen
try  vehicles or reentry vehicle with additional velocity of more than
1,000 meters per second.

To Paragraph 8 of Article II  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement If a cruise missile is capable of a range in 

excess of 600 kilometers, all cruise missiles of that type shall be con
sidered to be cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilo
meters.

First Common Understanding. If a cruise missile has been flight- 
tested to a range in excess of 600 kilometers, it shall be considered to 
be a cruise missile capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers.

Second Common Understanding. Cruise missiles not capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers shall not be considered to be of a 
type capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers if they are distin
guishable on the basis of externally observable design features from 
cruise missiles of types capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers.

Second Agreed Statement The range of which a cruise missile is 
capable is the maximum distance which can be covered by the missile 
in its standard design mode flying until fuel exhaustion, determined 
by projecting its flight path onto the E arth’s sphere from the point of 
launch to the point of impact.

Third Agreed Statement If an unmanned, self-propelled, guided 
vehicle which sustains flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over 
most of its flight path has been flight-tested or deployed for weapon 
delivery, all vehicles of that type shall be considered to be weapon- 
delivery vehicles.

Third Common Understanding. Unmanned, self-propelled, guided 
vehicles which sustain flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over 
most of their flight path and are not weapon-delivery vehicles, that is, 
unarmed, pilotless, guided vehicles, shall not be considered to be 
cruise missiles if such vehicles are distinguishable from cruise 
missiles on the basis of externally observable design features.

Fourth Common Understanding. Neither Party shall convert un
armed, pilotless, guided vehicles into cruise missiles capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers, nor shall either Party convert 
cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers into 
unarmed, pilotless, guided vehicles.

Fifth Common Understanding. Neither Party has plans during the 
term of the Treaty to flight-test from or deploy on aircraft unarmed, 
pilotless, guided vehicles which are capable of a range in excess of 600 
kilometers. In the future, should a Party have such plans, that Party 
will provide notification thereof to the other Party well in advance of



such flight-testing or deployment. This Common Understanding does 
not apply to target drones.

To Paragraph 4 of Article IV  of the Treaty
Agreed Statement The word “original” in paragraph 4 of Article 

IV of the Treaty refers to the internal dimensions of an ICBM silo 
launcher, including its internal volume, as of May 26,1972, or as of the 
date on which such launcher becomes operational, whichever is later.

Common Understanding. The obligations provided for in para
graph 4 of Article IV of the Treaty and in the Agreed Statement 
thereto mean that the original diameter or the original depth of an 
ICBM silo launcher may not be increased by an amount greater than 
that which would result in an increase in the original internal volume 
of the ICBM silo launcher by thirty-two percent solely through an 
increase in one of these dimensions.

To Paragraph 5 of Article IV  of the Treaty
Agreed Statement The term “normal deployment requirements,” 

as used in paragraph 5 of Article IV of the Treaty, means the deploy
ment of one missile at each ICBM launcher.

To Paragraph 6 of Article IV  of the Treaty
Common Understandings A normal construction schedule, in para

graph 6 of Article IV of the Treaty, is understood to be one consistent 
with the past or present construction practices of each Party.

To Paragraph 7 of Article IV  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement The launch-weight of an ICBM is the 

weight of the fully loaded missile itself at the time of launch.
Second Agreed Statement The throw-weight of an ICBM is the 

sum of the weight of:

(a) its reentry vehicle or reentry vehicles;
(b) any self-contained dispensing mechanisms or other appropri

ate devices for targeting one reentry vehicle, or for releasing 
or for dispensing and targeting two or more reentry vehicles; 
and

(c) its penetration aids, including devices for their release.

Common Understanding. The term “other appropriate devices,” as 
used in the definition of the throw-weight of an ICBM in the Second 
Agreed Statement to paragraph 7 of Article IV of the Treaty, means 
any devices for dispensing and targeting two or more reentry 
vehicles; and any devices for releasing two or more reentry vehicles 
or for targeting one reentry vehicle, which cannot provide their re
entry vehicles or reentry vehicle with additional velocity of more 
than 1,000 meters per second.
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To Paragraph 8 of Article IV  of the Treaty
Common Understanding. During the term  of the Treaty, the Union 

of Soviet Socialist Republics will not produce, test, or deploy ICBMs 
of the type designated by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as 
the RS -14  and known to the United States of America as the SS -16, 
a light ICBM first flight-tested after 1970 and flight-tested only with 
a single reentry vehicle; this Common Understanding also means that 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will not produce the third 
stage of that missile, the reentry vehicle of that missile, or the appro
priate device for targeting the reentry vehicle of that missile.

To Paragraph 9 of Article IV  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement. The term “new types of ICBMs,” as used 

in paragraph 9 of Article IV of the Treaty, refers to any ICBM which 
is different from those ICBMs flight-tested as of May 1, 1979 in any 
one or more of the following respects:

(a) the number of stages, the length, the largest diameter, the 
launch-weight, or the throw-weight, of the missile;

(b) the type of propellant (that is, liquid or solid) of any of its 
stages.

First Common Understanding. As used in the First Agreed State
ment to paragraph 9 of Article IV of the Treaty, the term “different,” 
referring to the length, the diameter, the launch-weight, and the 
throw-weight, of the missile, means a difference in excess of five 
percent.

Second Agreed Statement. Every ICBM of the one new type of 
light ICBM permitted to each Party pursuant to paragraph 9 of 
Article IV of the Treaty shall have the same number of stages and the 
same type of propellant (that is, liquid or solid) of each stage as the 
first ICBM of the one new type of light ICBM launched by that Party. 
In addition, after the twenty-fifth launch of an ICBM of that type, or 
after the last launch before deployment begins of ICBMs of that type, 
whichever occurs earlier, ICBMs of the one new type of light ICBM 
permitted to that Party shall not be different in any one or more of 
the following respects: the length, the largest diameter, the launch- 
weight, or the throw-weight, of the missile.

A Party which launches ICBMs of the one new type of light ICBM 
permitted pursuant to paragraph 9 of Article IV of the Treaty shall 
promptly notify the other Party of the date of the first launch and of 
the date of either the twenty-fifth or the last launch before deploy
ment begins of ICBMs of that type, whichever occurs earlier.

Second Common Understanding. As used in the Second Agreed 
Statement to paragraph 9 of Article IV of the Treaty, the term “dif
ferent,” referring to the length, the diameter, the launch-weight, and 
the throw-weight, of the missile, means a difference in excess of five 
percent from the value established for each of the above parameters



AGREED STATEMENTS, COMMON UNDERSTANDINGS, JUNE 18 209

as of the twenty-fifth launch or as of the last launch before deploy
ment begins, whichever occurs earlier. The values demonstrated in 
each of the above parameters during the last twelve of the twenty- 
five launches or during the last twelve launches before deployment 
begins, whichever twelve launches occur earlier, shall not vary by 
more than ten percent from any other of the corresponding values 
demonstrated during those twelve launches.

Third Common Understanding. The limitations with respect to 
launch-weight and throw-weight, provided for in the First Agreed 
Statement and the First Common Understanding to paragraph 9 of 
Article IV of the Treaty, do not preclude the flight-testing or the 
deployment of ICBMs with fewer reentry vehicles, or fewer penetra
tion aids, or both, than the maximum number of reentry vehicles and 
the maximum number of penetration aids with which ICBMs of that 
type have been flight-tested as of May 1,1979, even if this results in a 
decrease in launch-weight or in throw-weight in excess of five percent.

In addition to the aforementioned cases, those limitations do not 
preclude a decrease in launch-weight or in throw-weight in excess of 
five percent, in the case of the flight-testing or the deployment of 
ICBMs with a lesser quantity of propellant, including the propellant 
of a self-contained dispensing mechanism or other appropriate 
device, than the maximum quantity of propellant, including the pro
pellant of a self-contained dispensing mechanism or other appropri
ate device, with which ICBMs of that type have been flight-tested as 
of May 1,1979, provided that such an ICBM is at the same time flight- 
tested or deployed with fewer reentry vehicles, or fewer penetration 
aids, or both, than the maximum number of reentry vehicles and the 
maximum number of penetration aids with which ICBMs of that type 
have been flight-tested as of May 1,1979, and the decrease in launch- 
weight and throw-weight in such cases results only from the reduc
tion in the number of reentry vehicles, or penetration aids, or both, 
and the reduction in the quantity of propellant.

Fourth Common Understanding. The limitations with respect to 
launch-weight and throw-weight, provided for in the Second Agreed 
Statement and the Second Common Understanding to paragraph 9 of 
Article IV of the Treaty, do not preclude the flight-testing or the 
deployment of ICBMs of the one new type of light ICBM permitted to 
each Party pursuant to paragraph 9 of Article IV of the Treaty with 
fewer reentry vehicles, or fewer penetration aids, or both, than the 
maximum number of reentry vehicles and the maximum number of 
penetration aids with which ICBMs of that type have been flight- 
tested, even if this results in a decrease in launch-weight or in throw- 
weight in excess of five percent.

In addition to the aforementioned cases, those limitations do not 
preclude a decrease in launch-weight or in throw-weight in excess of 
five percent, in the case of the flight-testing or the deployment of 
ICBMs of that type with a lesser quantity of propellant, including the 
propellant of a self-contained dispensing mechanism or other appro
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priate device, than the maximum quantity of propellant, including the 
propellant of a self-contained dispensing mechanism or other appro
priate device, with which ICBMs of that type have been flight-tested, 
provided that such an ICBM is at the same time flight-tested or de
ployed with fewer reentry vehicles, or fewer penetration aids, or 
both, than the maximum number of reentry vehicles and the maxi
mum number of penetration aids with which ICBMs of that type have 
been flight-tested, and the decrease in launch-weight and throw- 
weight in such cases results only from the reduction in the number of 
reentry vehicles, or penetration aids, or both, and the reduction in 
the quantity of propellant.

To Paragraph 10 of Article IV  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement The following types of ICBMs and SLBMs 

equipped with MIRVs have been flight-tested with the maximum 
number of reentry vehicles set forth below:

For the United States of America
ICBMs of the Minuteman III type —seven reentry vehicles;
SLBMs of the Poseidon C -3  type — fourteen reentry vehicles; 
SLBMs of the Trident C -4  type —seven reentry vehicles;

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
ICBMs of the R S-16 type —four reentry vehicles;
ICBMs of the R S-18 type —six reentry vehicles;
ICBMs of the R S-20 type —ten reentry vehicles;
SLBMs of the RSM -50 type —seven reentry vehicles.

Common Understanding. Minuteman III ICBMs of the United 
States of America have been deployed with no more than three re
entry vehicles. During the term of the Treaty the United States of 
America has no plans to and will not flight-test or deploy missiles of 
this type with more than three reentry vehicles.

Second Agreed Statement. During the flight-testing of any ICBM, 
SLBM, or ASBM after May 1, 1979, the number of procedures for 
releasing or for dispensing may not exceed the maximum number of 
reentry vehicles established for missiles of corresponding types as 
provided for in paragraphs 10, 11, 12, and 13 of Article IV of the 
Treaty. In this Agreed Statement “procedures for releasing or for 
dispensing” are understood to mean maneuvers of a missile associ
ated with targeting and releasing or dispensing its reentry vehicles 
to aim points, whether or not a reentry vehicle is actually released or 
dispensed. Procedures for releasing anti-missile defense penetration 
aids will not be considered to be procedures for releasing or for 
dispensing a reentry vehicle so long as the procedures for releasing 
anti-missile defense penetration aids differ from those for releasing 
or for dispensing reentry vehicles.



Third Agreed Statement Each Party undertakes:
(a) not to flight-test or deploy ICBMs equipped with multiple 

reentry vehicles, of a type flight-tested as of May 1, 1979, 
with reentry vehicles the weight of any of which is less than 
the weight of the lightest of those reentry vehicles with 
which an ICBM of that type has been flight-tested as of that 
date;

(b) not to flight-test or deploy ICBMs equipped with a single 
reentry vehicle and without an appropriate device for target
ing a reentry vehicle, of a type flight-tested as of May 1,1979, 
with a reentry vehicle the weight of which is less than the 
weight of the lightest reentry vehicle on an ICBM of a type 
equipped with MIRVs and flight-tested by that Party as of 
May 1, 1979; and

(c) not to flight-test or deploy ICBMs equipped with a single 
reentry vehicle and with an appropriate device for targeting 
a reentry vehicle, of a type flight-tested as of May 1, 1979, 
with a reentry vehicle the weight of which is less than fifty 
percent of the throw-weight of that ICBM.

To Paragraph 11 of Article IV  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement Each Party undertakes not to flight-test 

or deploy the one new type of light ICBM permitted to each Party pur
suant to paragraph 9 of Article IV of the Treaty with a number of 
reentry vehicles greater than the maximum number of reentry 
vehicles with which an ICBM of that type has been flight-tested as of 
the twenty-fifth launch or the last launch before deployment begins 
of ICBMs of that type, whichever occurs earlier.

Second Agreed Statement During the flight-testing of any ICBM, 
SLBM, or ASBM after May 1, 1979 the number of procedures for 
releasing or for dispensing may not exceed the maximum number of 
reentry vehicles established for missiles of corresponding types as 
provided for in paragraphs 10, 11, 12, and 13 of Article IV of the 
Treaty. In this Agreed Statement “procedures for releasing or for 
dispensing” are understood to mean maneuvers of a missile associ
ated with targeting and releasing or dispensing its reentry vehicles 
to aim points, whether or not a reentry vehicle is actually released or 
dispensed. Procedures for releasing anti-missile defense penetration 
aids will not be considered to be procedures for releasing or for dis
pensing a reentry vehicle so long as the procedures for releasing anti
missile defense penetration aids differ from those for releasing or for 
dispensing reentry vehicles.

To Paragraph 12 of Article IV  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement The following types of ICBMs and SLBMs 

equipped with MIRVs have been flight-tested with the maximum 
number of reentry vehicles set forth below:
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For the United States of America
ICBMs of the Minuteman III type —seven reentry vehicles;
SLBMs of the Poseidon C -3  type — fourteen reentry vehicles; 
SLBMs of the Trident C -4  type —seven reentry vehicles;

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
ICBMs of the RS-16 type —four reentry vehicles;
ICBMs of the R S-18 type —six reentry vehicles;
ICBMs of the R S-20 type —ten reentry vehicles;
SLBMs of the RSM -50 type —seven reentry vehicles.

Second Agreed Statement During the flight-testing of any ICBM, 
SLBM, or ASBM after May 1, 1979 the number of procedures for 
releasing or for dispensing may not exceed the maximum number of 
reentry vehicles established for missiles of corresponding types as 
provided for in paragraphs 10, 11, 12, and 13 of Article IV of the 
Treaty. In this Agreed Statement “procedures for releasing or for 
dispensing” are understood to mean maneuvers of a missile associ
ated with targeting and releasing or dispensing its reentry vehicles 
to aim points, whether or not a reentry vehicle is actually released or 
dispensed. Procedures for releasing anti-missile defense penetration 
aids will not be considered to be procedures for releasing or for dis
pensing a reentry vehicle so long as the procedures for releasing anti
missile defense penetration aids differ from those for releasing or for 
dispensing reentry vehicles.

To Paragraph 13 of Article IV  of the Treaty
Agreed Statement During the flight-testing of any ICBM, SLBM, 

or ASBM after May 1,1979 the number of procedures for releasing or 
for dispensing may not exceed the maximum number of reentry 
vehicles established for missiles of corresponding types as provided 
for in paragraphs 10,11,12, and 13 of Article IV of the Treaty. In this 
Agreed Statement “procedures for releasing or for dispensing” are 
understood to mean maneuvers of a missile associated with targeting 
and releasing or dispensing its reentry vehicles to aim points, 
whether or not a reentry vehicle is actually released or dispensed. 
Procedures for releasing anti-missile defense penetration aids will 
not be considered to be procedures for releasing or for dispensing a 
reentry vehicle so long as the procedures for releasing anti-missile 
defense penetration aids differ from those for releasing or for dis
pensing reentry vehicles.

To Paragraph 14 of Article IV  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement For the purposes of the limitation pro

vided for in paragraph 14 of Article IV of the Treaty, there shall be 
considered to be deployed on each heavy bomber of a type equipped 
for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers the 
maximum number of such missiles for which any bomber of that type 
is equipped for one operational mission.



Second Agreed Statement During the term of the Treaty no 
bomber of the B-52 or B - l  types of the United States of America 
and no bomber of the Tupolev -95  or Myasishchev types of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics will be equipped for more than twenty 
cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers.

To Paragraph 4 of Article V of the Treaty
Agreed Statement If a bomber is equipped for ASBMs equipped 

with MIRVs, all bombers of that type shall be considered to be 
equipped for ASBMs equipped with MIRVs.

To Paragraph 3 of Article VI of the Treaty
Agreed Statement The procedures referred to in paragraph 7 of 

Article VI of the Treaty shall include procedures determining the 
manner in which mobile ICBM launchers of a type not subject to the 
limitation provided for in Article V of the Treaty, which undergo con
version into launchers of a type subject to that limitation, shall be
come subject to that limitation, unless the Parties agree that mobile 
ICBM launchers shall not be deployed after the date on which the 
Protocol ceases to be in force.

To Paragraph 6 of Article VI of the Treaty
Agreed Statement The procedures for removal of strategic offen

sive arms from the aggregate numbers provided for in the Treaty, 
which are referred to in paragraph 6 of Article VI of the Treaty, and 
which are to be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative Commis
sion, shall include:

(a) procedures for removal from the aggregate numbers, pro
vided for in Article V of the Treaty, of ICBM and SLBM 
launchers which are being converted from launchers of a type 
subject to the limitation provided for in Article V of the 
Treaty, into launchers of a type not subject to that limitation;

(b) procedures for removal from the aggregate numbers, pro
vided for in Articles III and V of the Treaty, of bombers 
which are being converted from bombers of a type subject to 
the limitations provided for in Article III of the Treaty or in 
Articles III and V of the Treaty into airplanes or bombers of a 
type not so subject.

Common Understanding. The procedures referred to in subpara
graph (b) of the Agreed Statement to paragraph 6 of Article VI of the 
Treaty for removal of bombers from the aggregate numbers provided 
for in Articles III and V of the Treaty shall be based upon the exis
tence of functionally related observable differences which indicate 
whether or not they can perform the mission of a heavy bomber, or 
whether or not they can perform the mission of a bomber equipped 
for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers.
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To Paragraph 1 of Article VII of the Treaty
Common Understanding. The term “testing,” as used in Article VII 

of the Treaty, includes research and development.

To Paragraph 2 of Article VII of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement The term “significant increase,” as used 

in subparagraph 2(a) of Article VII of the Treaty, means an increase 
of fifteen percent or more. Any new ICBM test and training 
launchers which replace ICBM test and training launchers at test 
ranges will be located only at test ranges.

Second Agreed Statement Current test ranges where ICBMs are 
tested are located: for the United States of America, near Santa 
Maria, California, and at Cape Canaveral, Florida; and for the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, in the areas of Tyura-Tam and 
Plesetskaya. In the future, each Party shall provide notification in 
the Standing Consultative Commission of the location of any other 
test range used by that Party to test ICBMs.

First Common Understanding. At test ranges where ICBMs are 
tested, other arms, including those not limited by the Treaty, may 
also be tested.

Second Common Understanding. Of the eighteen launchers of frac
tional orbital missiles at the test range where ICBMs are tested in 
the area of Tyura-Tam, twelve launchers shall be dismantled or de
stroyed and six launchers may be converted to launchers for testing 
missiles undergoing modernization.

Dismantling or destruction of the twelve launchers shall begin 
upon entry into force of the Treaty and shall be completed within 
eight months, under procedures for dismantling or destruction of 
these launchers to be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative Com
mission. These twelve launchers shall not be replaced.

Conversion of the six launchers may be carried out after entry into 
force of the Treaty. After entry into force of the Treaty, fractional 
orbital missiles shall be removed and shall be destroyed pursuant to 
the provisions of subparagraph 1(c) of Article IX and of Article XI of 
the Treaty and shall not be replaced by other missiles, except in the 
case of conversion of these six launchers for testing missiles under
going modernization. After removal of the fractional orbital missiles, 
and prior to such conversion, any activities associated with these 
launchers shall be limited to normal maintenance requirements for 
launchers in which missiles are not deployed. These six launchers 
shall be subject to the provisions of Article VII of the Treaty and, if 
converted, to the provisions of the Fifth Common Understanding to 
paragraph 5 of Article II of the Treaty.

To Paragraph 1 of Article VIII of the Treaty
Agreed Statement For purposes of testing only, each Party has 

the right, through initial construction or, as an exception to the provi



sions of paragraph 1 of Article VIII of the Treaty, by conversion, to 
equip for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 
kilometers or for ASBMs no more than sixteen airplanes, including 
airplanes which are prototypes of bombers equipped for such mis
siles. Each Party also has the right, as an exception to the provisions 
of paragraph 1 of Article VIII of the Treaty, to flight-test from such 
airplanes cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 
kilometers and, after the date on which the Protocol ceases to be in 
force, to flight-test ASBMs from such airplanes as well, unless the 
Parties agree that they will not flight-test ASBMs after that date. 
The limitations provided for in Article III of the Treaty shall not 
apply to such airplanes.

The aforementioned airplanes may include only:
(a) airplanes other than bombers which, as an exception to the 

provisions of paragraph 1 of Article VIII of the Treaty, have 
been converted into airplanes equipped for cruise missiles 
capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers or for ASBMs;

(b) airplanes considered to be heavy bombers pursuant to sub- 
paragraph 3(c) or 3(d) of Article II of the Treaty; and

(c) airplanes other than heavy bombers which, prior to March 7, 
1979, were used for testing cruise missiles capable of a range 
in excess of 600 kilometers.

The airplanes referred to in subparagraphs (a) and (b) of this 
Agreed Statement shall be distinguishable on the basis of func
tionally related observable differences from airplanes which other
wise would be of the same type but cannot perform the mission of a 
bomber equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 
600 kilometers or for ASBMs.

The airplanes referred to in subparagraph (c) of this Agreed State
ment shall not be used for testing cruise missiles capable of a range in 
excess of 600 kilometers after the expiration of a six-month period 
from the date of entry into force of the Treaty, unless by the expira
tion of that period they are distinguishable on the basis of func
tionally related observable differences from airplanes which other
wise would be of the same type but cannot perform the mission of a 
bomber equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 
600 kilometers.

First Common Understanding. The term “testing,” as used in the 
Agreed Statement to paragraph 1 of Article VIII of the Treaty, in
cludes research and development.

Second Common Understanding. The Parties shall notify each 
other in the Standing Consultative Commission of the number of air
planes, according to type, used for testing pursuant to the Agreed 
Statement to paragraph 1 of Article VIII of the Treaty. Such notifica
tion shall be provided at the first regular session of the Standing Con
sultative Commission held after an airplane has been used for such 
testing.
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Third Common Understanding. None of the sixteen airplanes 
referred to in the Agreed Statement to paragraph 1 of Article VIII of 
the Treaty may be replaced, except in the event of the involuntary 
destruction of any such airplane or in the case of the dismantling or 
destruction of any such airplane. The procedures for such replace
ment and for removal of any such airplane from that number, in case 
of its conversion, shall be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative 
Commission.

To Paragraph 1 of Article IX  of the Treaty
Common Understanding to subparagraph la). The obligations pro

vided for in subparagraph 1(a) of Article IX of the Treaty do not af
fect current practices for transporting ballistic missiles.

Agreed Statement to subparagraph lb). The obligations provided 
for in subparagraph 1(b) of Article IX of the Treaty shall apply to all 
areas of the ocean floor and the seabed, including the seabed zone 
referred to in Articles I and II of the 1971 Treaty on the Prohibition 
of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass 
Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
Thereof.2

Common Understanding to subparagraph (c). The provisions of sub- 
paragraph 1(c) of Article IX of the Treaty do not require the disman
tling or destruction of any existing launchers of either Party.

First Agreed Statement to subparagraphs fe) and (f). The launch- 
weight of an SLBM or of an ASBM is the weight of the fully loaded 
missile itself at the time of launch.

Second Agreed Statement to subparagraphs (e) and (f). The throw- 
weight of an SLBM or of an ASBM is the sum of the weight of:

(a) its reentry vehicle or reentry vehicles;
(b) any self-contained dispensing mechanisms or other appropri

ate devices for targeting one reentry vehicle, or for releasing 
or for dispensing and targeting two or more reentry vehicles; 
and

(c) its penetration aids, including devices for their release.
Common Understanding to subparagraphs fe) and (f). The term 

“other appropriate devices,” as used in the definition of the throw- 
weight of an SLBM or of an ASBM in the Second Agreed Statement 
to subparagraphs 1(e) and 1(f) of Article IX of the Treaty, means any 
devices for dispensing and targeting two or more reentry vehicles; 
and any devices for releasing two or more reentry vehicles or for ta r
geting one reentry vehicle, which cannot provide their reentry 
vehicles or reentry vehicle with additional velocity of more than
1,000 meters per second.

* The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7 -11 .
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To Paragraph 2 of Article IX  of the Treaty
Agreed Statement Warheads of a cruise missile are independently 

targetable if maneuvering or targeting of the warheads to separate 
aim points along ballistic trajectories or any other flight paths, which 
are unrelated to each other, is accomplished during a flight of a cruise 
missile.

To Paragraph 3 of Article X V  of the Treaty
First Agreed Statement Deliberate concealment measures, as 

referred to in paragraph 3 of Article XV of the Treaty, are measures 
carried out deliberately to hinder or deliberately to impede verifica
tion by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of 
the Treaty.

Second Agreed Statement The obligation not to use deliberate 
concealment measures, provided for in paragraph 3 of Article XV of 
the Treaty, does not preclude the testing of anti-missile defense 
penetration aids.

First Common Understanding. The provisions of paragraph 3 of 
Article XV of the Treaty and the First Agreed Statement thereto 
apply to all provisions of the Treaty, including provisions associated 
with testing. In this connection, the obligation not to use deliberate 
concealment measures includes the obligation not to use deliberate 
concealment measures associated with testing, including those 
measures aimed at concealing the association between ICBMs and 
launchers during testing.

Second Common Understanding. Each Party is free to use various 
methods of transm itting telemetric information during testing, in
cluding its encryption, except that, in accordance with the provisions 
of paragraph 3 of Article XV of the Treaty, neither Party shall 
engage in deliberate denial of telemetric information, such as 
through the use of telemetry encryption, whenever such denial im
pedes verification of compliance with the provisions of the Treaty.

Third Common Understanding. In addition to the obligations pro
vided for in paragraph 3 of Article XV of the Treaty, no shelters 
which impede verification by national technical means of compliance 
with the provisions of the Treaty shall be used over ICBM silo 
launchers.

To Paragraph 1 of Article X V I of the Treaty
First Common Understanding. ICBM launches to which the obliga

tions provided for in Article XVI of the Treaty apply, include, among 
others, those ICBM launches for which advance notification is re
quired pursuant to the provisions of the Agreement on Measures to 
Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War Between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, signed
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September 30,1971,3 and the Agreement Between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Government of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Prevention of Incidents On and 
Over the High Seas, signed May 25 ,1972.4 Nothing in Article XVI of 
the Treaty is intended to inhibit advance notification, on a voluntary 
basis, of any ICBM launches not subject to its provisions, the advance 
notification of which would enhance confidence between the Parties.

Second Common Understanding. A multiple ICBM launch con
ducted by a Party, as distinct from single ICBM launches referred to 
in Article XVI of the Treaty, is a launch which would result in two or 
more of its ICBMs being in flight at the same time.

Third Common Understanding. The test ranges referred to in 
Article XVI of the Treaty are those covered by the Second Agreed 
Statement to paragraph 2 of Article VII of the Treaty.

To Paragraph 3 of Article X V II of the Treaty
Agreed Statement. In order to maintain the agreed data base on 

the numbers of strategic offensive arms subject to the limitations 
provided for in the Treaty in accordance with paragraph 3 of Article 
XVII of the Treaty, at each regular session of the Standing Consulta
tive Commission the Parties will notify each other of and consider 
changes in those numbers in the following categories: launchers of 
ICBMs; fixed launchers of ICBMs; launchers of ICBMs equipped with 
MIRVs; launchers of SLBMs; launchers of SLBMs equipped with 
MIRVs; heavy bombers; heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles 
capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers; heavy bombers 
equipped only for ASBMs; ASBMs; and ASBMs equipped with 
MIRVs.

To Paragraph 2 of Article II  of the Protocol
Agreed Statement. Warheads of a cruise missile are independently 

targetable if maneuvering or targeting of the warheads to separate 
aim points along ballistic trajectories or any other flight paths, which 
are unrelated to each other, is accomplished during a flight of a cruise 
missile.

To Paragraph 3 of Article II  of the Protocol
First Agreed Statement. If a cruise missile is capable of a range in 

excess of 600 kilometers, all cruise missiles of that type shall be con
sidered to be cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 
kilometers.

First Common Understanding. If a cruise missile has been flight- 
tested to a range in excess of 600 kilometers, it shall be considered to 
be a cruise missile capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers.

3 Ibid., pp. 634-635.
4 23 UST 1168; TIAS 7379.
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Second Common Understanding. Cruise missiles not capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers shall not be considered to be of a 
type capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers if they are distin
guishable on the basis of externally observable design features from 
cruise missiles of types capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers.

Second Agreed Statem ent The range of which a cruise missile is 
capable is the maximum distance which can be covered by the missile 
in its standard design mode flying until fuel exhaustion, determined 
by projecting its flight path onto the Earth's sphere from the point of 
launch to the point of impact.

Third Agreed Statement If an unmanned, self-propelled, guided 
vehicle which sustains flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over 
most of its flight path has been flight-tested or deployed for weapon 
delivery, all vehicles of that type shall be considered to be weapon- 
delivery vehicles.

Third Common Understanding. Unmanned, self-propelled, guided 
vehicles which sustain flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over 
most of their flight path and are not weapon-delivery vehicles, that is, 
unarmed, pilotless, guided vehicles, shall not be considered to be 
cruise missiles if such vehicles are distinguishable from cruise mis
siles on the basis of externally observable design features.

Fourth Common Understanding. Neither Party shall convert 
unarmed, pilotless, guided vehicles into cruise missiles capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers, nor shall either Party convert 
cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers into 
unarmed, pilotless, guided vehicles.

Fifth Common Understanding. Neither Party has plans during the 
term of the Protocol to flight-test from or deploy on sea-based or land- 
based launchers unarmed, pilotless, guided vehicles which are capa
ble of a range in excess of 600 kilometers. In the future, should a 
Party have such plans, that Party will provide notification thereof to 
the other Party well in advance of such flight-testing or deployment. 
This Common Understanding does not apply to target drones.

Done at Vienna, on June 18,1979, in two copies, each in the English 
and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

Memorandum of Understanding Between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics Regarding the Establishment of a Data 
Base on the Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms, 
June 18, 1979 1

For the purposes of the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limita

1 Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 12B, “SALT II Agreement, Vienna, June 18, 
1979,” p. 56. The memorandum was signed by Ralph Earle II, Chief of the U.S. Delegation 
to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and V. Karpov, Chief of the USSR Delegation.
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tion of Strategic Offensive Arms, the Parties have considered data on 
numbers of strategic offensive arms and agree that as of November 1,
1978 there existed the following numbers of strategic offensive arms 
subject to the limitations provided for in the Treaty which is being 
signed today.

U.S.A. U.S.S.R

Launchers of ICBMs 1,054 1,398
Fixed launchers of ICBMs 1,054 1,398
Launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs 550 576
Launchers of SLBMs 656 950
Launchers of SLBMs equipped with MIRVs 496 128
Heavy bombers 574 156 
Heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles

capable of a range in excess of
600 kilometers 0 0

Heavy bombers equipped only for ASBMs 0 0
ASBMs 0 0
ASBMs equipped with MIRVs 0 0

At the time of entry into force of the Treaty the Parties will update 
the above agreed data in the categories listed in this Memorandum.

Done at Vienna on June 18,1979, in two copies, each in the English 
and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

U.S. Statement of Data on the Numbers of Strategic 
Offensive Arms, June 18, 1979 1

The United States of America declares that as of June 18, 1979 it 
possesses the following numbers of strategic offensive arms subject 
to the limitations provided for in the Treaty which is being signed 
today:

Launchers of ICBMs 1,054
Fixed launchers of ICBMs 1,054
Launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs 550
Launchers of SLBMs 656
Launchers of SLBMs equipped with MIRVs 496
Heavy bombers 573 
Heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a

range in excess of 600 kilometers 3
Heavy bombers equipped only for ASBMs 0
ASBMs 0
ASBMs equipped with MIRVs 0

1 Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 12B, “SALT II Agreement, Vienna, June 18, 
1979,” p. 56. The statement was signed by Ralph Earle II, Chief of the United States 
Delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.
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Soviet Statement of Data on the Numbers of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, June 18, 1979 1

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics declares that as of June 18, 
1979, it possesses the following numbers of strategic offensive arms 
subject to the limitations provided for in the Treaty which is being 
signed today:

Launchers of ICBMs 1,398
Fixed launchers of ICBMs 1,398
Launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs 608
Launchers of SLBMs 950
Launchers of SLBMs equipped with MIRVs 144
Heavy bombers 156 
Heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a

range in excess of 600 kilometers 0
Heavy bombers equipped only for ASBMs 0
ASBMs 0
ASBMs equipped with MIRVs 0

Joint Statement by the United States and the Soviet 
Union of Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subse
quent Negotiations on the Limitation of Strategic 
Arms, June 18, 1979 2

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Having concluded the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offen
sive Arms,

Reaffirming that the strengthening of strategic stability meets the 
interests of the Parties and the interests of international security, 

Convinced that early agreement on the further limitation and fur
ther reduction of strategic arms would serve to strengthen inter
national peace and security and to reduce the risk of outbreak of 
nuclear war,

Have agreed as follows:
First The Parties will continue to pursue negotiations, in accord

ance with the principle of equality and equal security, on measures 
for the further limitation and reduction in the numbers of strategic 
arms, as well as for their further qualitative limitation.

In furtherance of existing agreements between the Parties on the 
limitation and reduction of strategic arms, the Parties will continue,

1 Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 12B, “SALT i l  Agreement, Vienna, June 18, 
1979,” p. 56. The statement was signed by V. Karpov, Chief of the Soviet Delegation to 
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.

2 Ib id , p. 58. The statement was signed by President Carter and General Secretary 
Brezhnev.
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for the purposes of reducing and averting the risk of outbreak of 
nuclear war, to seek measures to strengthen strategic stability by, 
among other things, limitations on strategic offensive arms most 
destabilizing to the strategic balance and by measures to reduce and 
to avert the risk of surprise attack.

Second. Further limitations and reductions of strategic arms must 
be subject to adequate verification by national technical means, using 
additionally, as appropriate, cooperative measures contributing to 
the effectiveness of verification by national technical means. The 
Parties will seek to strengthen verification and to perfect the opera
tion of the Standing Consultative Commission in order to promote 
assurance of compliance with the obligations assumed by the Parties.

Third. The Parties shall pursue in the course of these negotiations, 
taking into consideration factors that determine the strategic situa
tion, the following objectives:

1) significant and substantial reductions in the numbers of 
strategic offensive arms;

2) qualitative limitations on strategic offensive arms, includ
ing restrictions on the development, testing, and deployment of 
new types of strategic offensive arms and on the modernization 
of existing strategic offensive arms;

3) resolution of the issues included in the Protocol to the 
Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Strategic Offen
sive Arms in the context of the negotiations relating to the im
plementation of the principles and objectives set out herein.

Fourth. The Parties will consider other steps to ensure and 
enhance strategic stability, to ensure the equality and equal security 
of thfe Parties, and to implement the above principles and objectives. 
Each Party will be free to raise any issue relative to the further 
limitation of strategic arms. The Parties will also consider further 
joint measures, as appropriate, to strengthen international peace and 
security and to reduce the risk of outbreak of nuclear war.

Statement by President Carter on Signing the Treaty 
on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, 
June 18, 19791

Unfortunately, in the past the most powerful currents of history 
have often been the ones which swept nations to war. Yet as we look 
back on the causes of so many wars, we can see times when a more 
watchful course, even a small careful shift, might have guided nations 
that much better, that much further in the ways of peace. That is the

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25, 1979, pp. 1080-1081.
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purpose of what we have done here today in Vienna in signing this 
treaty.

Today, the threat of nuclear holocaust still hangs over us, as it has 
for more than 30 years. Our two nations are now armed with thou
sands of nuclear weapons, each capable of causing devastation 
beyond measure and beyond imagination. Several other nations now 
have nuclear arms, and even more have the ability to develop the 
same destructive weapons. Weapons technology has continued to ad
vance and so have the dangers and the obvious need to control and 
to regulate this arms competition.

The strategic arms limitation talks, which have gone on for nearly
10 years without interruption, represent the realization that a nu
clear arms competition without shared rules and without verifiable 
limits and without a continuing dialog would be an invitation to disas
ter. Such an unrestrained competition would tempt fate in the future 
and would insult our intelligence and threaten the very existence of 
humanity.

This prospect is a challenge to our courage and to our creativity. If 
we cannot control the power to destroy, we can neither guide our own 
fate nor preserve our own future.

Like SALT I, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and the Limited 
Test Ban before it, this SALT II treaty is based on the real security 
needs of our two nations. It will not end the continuing need for mili
tary strength and for readiness on both sides.

But SALT II does place important, new limits on both the number 
and the quality of nuclear arms. And it has allowed us to continue on 
course toward a safer world with even more substantial limitations 
and reductions in SALT III. We cannot interrupt nor endanger this 
process.

I, as President, am entrusted with the security of the United States 
of America. I would never take any action that would jeopardize that 
sacred trust. President Brezhnev, you and I both have children and 
grandchildren, and we want them to live and to live in peace. We have 
both worked hard to give our own and our own nations’ children that 
security.

We realize that no one treaty, no one meeting can guarantee the 
future safety of our nations. In the end, peace can be won only if we 
have pursued it and struggled tenaciously to keep the peace all along. 
Yet, this fight for peace has often seemed the most difficult victory to 
win.

Here today, as we set very careful limits on our power, we draw 
boundaries around our fears of one another. As we begin to control 
our fears, we can better ensure our future.

We can now continue to explore the planets. We can discover the 
essence of matter. We can find the power to preserve ourselves and 
to preserve our Earth.

Each of us has only one nation. We both share the same world. Not 
one nation on this Earth, not one people, not one single human being
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is harmed or threatened or deprived by this victory in the battle for 
peace. Indeed, a victory is here today for all.

In our lifetime, we have learned to make war by unlocking the 
atom —the power of creation itself. To make peace, we must limit our 
use of that power by sharing our courage, our wisdom, and our faith. 
These fundamental strengths of humankind have brought us to this 
very table today.

In setting our hands to this treaty, we set our nations on a safer 
course. We’ve labored long to make SALT II a safe and useful chart 
toward the future. Let us pledge now, all together, to use this treaty 
as we continue our passage to peace.

Stotement by General Secretary Brezhnev on Signing 
the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms, June 18, 1979 1

President Carter and I have just affixed our signatures to the 
Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and related 
documents. This has been an event long awaited by the Soviet and 
American peoples, by the peoples of other countries, by all those who 
desire a durable peace and realize the danger of a further buildup of 
nuclear arsenals.

In signing this treaty, we are helping to defend the most sacred 
right of every individual —the right to live. Many representatives of 
our two countries have worked long and hard to draft the treaty. I 
think it will be fair to specially mention the contributions made by 
Secretary Vance and Minister Gromyko, Secretary Brown and 
Minister Ustinov. President Carter and I have also had to do a good 
deal o$ work.

To act in such a way as to prevent an outbreak of nuclear war is an 
obligation that the Soviet Union and the United States have jointly 
assumed. The treaty that has been signed today reaffirms our desire 
to fulfill that obligation. In terms of both quantitative and qualitative 
limitations of strategic arms, it goes far beyond the SALT I 
agreement.

The entry into force of this treaty opens up the possibility to begin 
elaborating subsequent measures to not only limit but also reduce 
strategic arms. By concluding the SALT II treaty, we are making a 
major step forward along the road of an overall improvement of 
Soviet-American relations and, consequently, of the entire inter
national climate.

For the Soviet Union, this is a logical continuation of the peaceful 
foreign policy line defined by our Party Congresses, a line that we 
intend to go on following.

The signing of the treaty has appropriately crowned the Soviet- 
American summit meeting here in Vienna. On this auspicious occa-

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25, 1979, pp. 1079-1080.
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sion, we express our sincere gratitude to the President, the Chancel
lor and the Government of the Austrian Republic, and to the people of 
Austria for the warm hospitality and cordiality extended to us.

Joint Communique Issued by the United States and 
the Soviet Union on Conclusion of Summit Talks in 
Vienna, June 18, 19791

By mutual agreement, President of the United States of America 
Jimmy Carter and General Secretary of the CPSU [Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union]2 Central Committee and President of the Presid
ium of the USSR Supreme Soviet Leonid I. Brezhnev held meetings 
in Vienna, Austria, from June 15 to June 18, 1979. President Carter 
and President Brezhnev conducted their discussions with the partici
pation of:

On the American side, Cyrus Vance, Secretary of State of the 
United States of America; Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense of the 
United States of America; Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs; and General David Jones, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

On the Soviet side, A. A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the 
CPSU and Minister of Foreign Affairs; D. F. Ustinov, Member of the 
Politburo of the CPSU and Minister of Defense; K. U. Chernenko, 
Member of the Politburo of the CPSU and Secretary of the Central 
Committee of the CPSU; and Marshal N. V. Ogarkov, First Deputy 
Minister of Defense of the USSR and Chief of the General Staff of the 
Armed Forces of the USSR.

Also participating in the talks were:
On the American side, George Seignious, Director of the Arms Con

trol and Disarmament Agency; Hamilton Jordan, Assistant to the 
President; Jody Powell, Assistant to the President; Malcolm Toon, 
Ambassador of the United States of America to the USSR; and Ralph 
Earle, Chief of the US Delegation at the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks.

On the Soviet side, A. M. Aleksandrov, Assistant to the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU; L. M. Zamyatin, 
Section Chief of the Central Committee of the CPSU; G. M. Korni- 
yenko, First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR; A. F. 
Dobrynin, Ambassador of the USSR to the United States of America; 
V. G. Komplektov, Member of the Collegium of the Ministry of For
eign Affairs of the USSR; and V. P. Karpov, Chief of the USSR Dele
gation at the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.

President Carter and President Brezhnev signed the Treaty on the 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. Basic issues of US-Soviet

1 Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 13, “Vienna Summit, June 15-18,1979,” pp. 
6 -8 . The communique was signed by President Carter and General Secretary 
Brezhnev.

8 Brackets in the original document.
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relations and pressing international problems were also discussed. 
The exchange of views was characterized by the desire to expand 
mutual understanding and to find mutually acceptable solutions to 
problems of interest to both sides. In their discussions they devoted 
special attention to reducing the risk of war through further limits on 
strategic arms and through other endeavors in arms limitation and 
disarmament.

The two sides expressed their appreciation to the Government of 
Austria for its hospitality and for providing all necessary facilities for 
the success of the meetings.

/. General Aspects of US-Soviet Relations
There is agreement between the sides that the state of relations 

between the United States and the Soviet Union is of great impor
tance for the fundamental interests of the peoples of both countries 
and that it significantly affects the development of the international 
situation as a whole. Recognizing the great responsibility connected 
with this, the sides have expressed their firm intent to continue 
working toward the establishment of a more stable and constructive 
foundation for US-Soviet relations. To this end, the two sides ac
knowledged the necessity of expanding areas of cooperation between 
them.

Such cooperation should be based on the principles of complete 
equality, equal security, respect for sovereignty and non-intervention 
in each other’s internal affairs, and should facilitate the relaxation of 
international tension and the peaceful conduct of mutually beneficial 
relations between states, and thereby enhance international stability 
and world peace.

The sides reaffirmed their conviction that full implementation of 
each of the provisions of the “Basic Principles of Relations between 
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics”3 as well as other treaties and agreements concluded between 
them would contribute to a more stable relationship between the two 
countries.

The two sides stressed the importance of peaceful resolution of dis
putes, respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of states, 
and of efforts so that conflicts or situations would not arise which 
could serve to increase international tensions. They recognize the 
right of the peoples of all states to determine their future without 
outside interference.

Recognizing that an armed world conflict can and must be avoided, 
the sides believe that at the present time there is no more important 
and urgent task for mankind than ending the arms race and prevent
ing war. They expressed their intention to make every effort to 
attain that goal. To that end, they also recognized the value of consul
tation between themselves and with other governments, at the

8 June 18, printed above.
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United Nations and elsewhere, in order to prevent and eliminate con
flict in various regions of the world.

The sides note with satisfaction the growing practice of contacts 
between government officials of the USA and the USSR in the course 
of which key questions of US-Soviet relations and pressing inter
national issues are discussed. The process of developing useful ties 
between the US Congress and the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and 
of exchanges between non-governmental organizations is continuing.

The talks again confirmed the specific significance of personal 
meetings between the leaders of the USA and the USSR in resolving 
the basic questions in the relations between the two states. In prin
ciple, it has been agreed that such meetings will be held in the future 
on a regular basis, with the understanding that the specific timing 
will be determined by mutual agreement.

Agreement has also been reached on broadening the practice of 
consultations and exchanges of opinion between representatives of 
the sides on other levels.

II. Limitations of Nuclear and Conventional Arms
The two sides reaffirmed their deep conviction that special impor

tance should be attached to the problems of the prevention of nuclear 
war and to curbing the competition in strategic arms. Both sides 
recognized that nuclear war would be a disaster for all mankind. Each 
stated that it is not striving and will not strive for military superior
ity, since that can only result in dangerous instability, generating 
higher levels of armaments with no benefit to the security of either 
side.

Recognizing that the USA and the USSR have a special responsibil
ity to reduce the risk of nuclear war and contribute to world peace, 
President Carter and President Brezhnev committed themselves to 
take major steps to limit nuclear weapons with the objective of ulti
mately eliminating them, and to complete successfully other arms 
limitation and disarmament negotiations.

SALT. In the course of the meeting, President Carter and Presi
dent Brezhnev confirmed and signed the Treaty Between the USA 
and the USSR on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, the 
Protocol thereto, the Joint Statement of Principles and Basic Guide
lines for Subsequent Negotiations on the Limitation of Strategic 
Arms and the document entitled Agreed Statements and Common 
Understandings Regarding the Treaty Between the USA and USSR 
on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.

At the same time, the sides again stressed the great significance of 
the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems4 and 
strict compliance with its provisions and of other agreements previ
ously concluded between them in the field of strategic arms limita
tions and reducing the danger of nuclear war.5

* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
“The text of the agreement on prevention of nuclear war may be found ibid., 1978, 

pp. 283-285.
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Both sides express their deep satisfaction with the process of the 
negotiations on strategic arms limitations and the fact that their per
sistent efforts for many years to conclude a new treaty have been 
crowned with success. This treaty sets equal ceilings on the nuclear 
delivery systems of both sides; to begin the process of reductions it 
requires the reduction of existing nuclear arms; to begin to limit the 
threat represented by the qualitative arms race it also places sub
stantial constraints on the modernization of strategic offensive sys
tems and the development of new ones.

The new Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and 
the Protocol thereto represent a mutually acceptable balance be
tween the interests of the sides based on the principles of equality 
and equal security. These documents are a substantial contribution to 
the prevention of nuclear war and the deepening of detente, and thus 
serve the interests not only of the American and Soviet peoples, but 
the aspirations of mankind for peace.

The two sides reaffirmed their commitment strictly to observe 
every provision in the treaty.

President Carter and President Brezhnev discussed questions 
relating to the SALT III negotiations and in this connection ex
pressed the firm intention of the sides to act in accordance with the 
Joint Statement of Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subsequent 
Negotiations on the Limitation of Strategic Arms.

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. It was noted that there has been 
definite progress at the negotiations, in which the UK is also partici
pating, on an international treaty  comprehensively banning test 
explosions of nuclear weapons in any environment and an associated 
protocol. They confirmed the intention of the USA and the USSR to 
work, together with the UK, to complete preparation of this treaty as 
soon as possible.

Non-proliferation. The two sides reaffirmed the importance they 
attach to nuclear non-proliferation. They consistently advocate the 
further strengthening of the regime of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and confirm their resolve to continue to comply strictly with 
the obligations they have assumed under the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.6 They stressed the importance of 
applying comprehensive international safeguards under the In ter
national Atomic Energy Agency and pledged to continue their efforts 
to strengthen these safeguards.

They noted the profound threat posed to world security by the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons, and agreed that the states already 
possessing nuclear weapons bear a special responsibility to demon
strate restraint. To this end, they affirmed their joint conviction that 
further efforts are needed, including on a regional basis, and ex
pressed the hope that the conclusion of the SALT II Treaty will make 
an important contribution toward non-proliferation objectives.

“The treaty text may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Both sides further committed themselves to close cooperation, 
along with other countries, to insure a successful conclusion to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference in 1980, and called upon 
all states which have not already done so to sign and ratify the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty.

Vienna Negotiations. President Carter and President Brezhnev 
emphasized the great importance the sides attached to the negotia
tions on the mutual reduction of forces and armaments and associated 
measures in Central Europe in which they are participating with 
other states. A reduction of the military forces of both sides and the 
implementation of associated measures in Central Europe would be a 
major contribution to stability and security.

ASAT. It was also agreed to continue actively searching for 
mutually acceptable agreement in the ongoing negotiations on anti
satellite systems.

Conventional Arms Transfers. The two sides agreed that their 
respective representatives will meet promptly to discuss questions 
related to the next round of negotiations on limiting conventional 
arms transfers.

Chemical Weapons. The two sides reaffirmed the importance of a 
general, complete and verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons and 
agreed to intensify their efforts to prepare an agreed joint proposal 
for presentation to the Committee on Disarmament.

Radiological Weapons. President Carter and President Brezhnev 
were pleased to be able to confirm that bilateral agreement on major 
elements of a treaty banning the development, production, stockpil
ing and use of radiological weapons has been reached. An agreed 
joint proposal will be presented to the Committee on Disarmament 
this year.

Indian Ocean. The two sides agreed that their respective represen
tatives will meet promptly to discuss the resumption of the talks on 
questions concerning arms limitation measures in the Indian Ocean.

Other Questions of Arms Limitations and General Disarmament. 
In discussing other questions connected with solving the problems of 
limiting the arms race and of disarmament, the sides expressed their 
support for the Final Document adopted at the Special Session of the 
UN General Assembly on Disarmament.7 The sides noted their sup
port for a second special session of the UN General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament and for that session to be followed by the 
convocation of a World Disarmament Conference with universal par
ticipation, adequately prepared and at an appropriate time.

The USA and the USSR will continue to cooperate between them
selves and with other member states of the Committee on Disarma
ment with its enlarged membership for the purpose of working out 
effective steps in the field of disarmament in that forum.

7 The Final Document may be found ibid., 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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In summing up the exchange of views on the state of negotiations 
being conducted between the USA and the USSR, or with their par
ticipation, on a number of questions connected with arms limitation 
and disarmament, the sides agreed to give new impetus to the joint 
efforts to achieve practical results at these negotiations.

III. International Issues
There was a broad exchange of views on major international is

sues. The sides expressed their support for the process of inter
national detente which in their view should become increasingly 
specific in nature and spread to all areas of the globe, thus helping to 
promote increased international stability.

President Carter and President Brezhnev devoted particular a t
tention to situations of tension which complicate the international 
situation and interfere with positive developments in other areas. 
The two sides believe that all states must conduct themselves with 
particular responsibility and restraint in order to contribute to the 
elimination of present situations of tension and to prevent new ones 
from arising.

The two sides noted the importance of increasing international 
cooperation on such global issues as the promotion of worldwide eco
nomic development, the protection of the environment, and the 
peaceful use of space and the world ocean for the benefit of all man
kind. They expressed their support for the efforts of the developing 
countries to deal with the problems they face.

Noting the important role of the UN as an instrument for maintain
ing peace, security and the development of international cooperation, 
the USA and the USSR confirm their intention to promote the im
provement of the effectiveness of this organization on the basis of the 
UN Charter.

The sides noted with satisfaction the positive developments which 
have taken place in recent years with respect to the situation on the 
European continent. They underscored the significance of the Final 
Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.8 The 
two sides agreed that continuation of the CSCE process is important 
to promote security and cooperation in Europe. They called attention 
to the need for full implementation of all the provisions of the Hel
sinki Final Act. The USA and the USSR will work to facilitate a con
structive meeting of the representatives of the participating states of 
the All-European Conference, which is scheduled to take place in 1980 
in Madrid.

Each side reaffirmed its interest in a just, comprehensive and last
ing peace in the Middle East and set forth its position on ways and 
means of resolving the Middle East problem.

There was an exchange of views concerning developments in 
Africa. They noted some normalization of the situation in certain 
areas of that continent, and the efforts of the independent states of

“The CSCE Final Act appears ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.
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Africa toward cooperation, economic development and peaceful rela
tions and the positive role in this respect of the Organization of Afri
can Unity. They also indicated their respective views regarding the 
situation in Southern Africa.

The sides recognized the importance to world peace of peace and 
stability in Asia. They agreed that the independence, sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of all nations in the area must be fully re
spected. They also indicated their respective views regarding the 
situation in Southeast Asia.

IV. Cooperation in Bilateral Matters
The importance of cooperation between the USA and the USSR on 

the basis of mutual benefit, in accordance with the agreements which 
exist between the two countries, was emphasized. The sides took 
note of positive developments in the wide range of cultural, aca
demic, scientific and technical exchange programs, which are continu
ing between the two countries.

Proceeding on the established principles of equality, reciprocity 
and mutual benefit as the basis for the conduct of such programs, the 
sides reaffirmed their commitment to continue and intensify coopera
tion in these areas.

The two sides confirmed that economic and commercial relations 
represent an important element in the development of improved 
bilateral ties. Both sides stated their position in favor of strengthen
ing these relations, and recognized the necessity of working toward 
the elimination of obstacles to mutually beneficial trade and financial 
relations. The two sides expressed their determination to encourage 
the relevant organizations and enterprises in their respective coun
tries to enter into mutually beneficial commercial agreements and 
contracts on a long-term basis.

President Carter and President Brezhnev expressed mutual satis
faction with the results of the talks which were held. They are con
vinced that the deepening of mutual understanding between the 
sides on several issues as a result of the meeting and the consistent 
implementation of the agreements which have been reached will facil
itate the development of US-Soviet relations and represents a joint 
contribution of the two countries to strengthening detente, inter
national security and peace.

Address by President Carter to the Congress: Treaty 
on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, 
June 18, 19791

The truth of the nuclear age is that the United States and the 
Soviet Union must live in peace, or we may not live at all. From the

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25,1979, pp. 1087-1092. The 
text of the treaty, June 18, is printed above.
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beginning of history, the fortunes of men and nations were made and 
unmade in unending cycles of war and peace. Combat was often the 
measure of human courage. Willingness to risk war was the mark of 
statecraft. My fellow Americans, that pattern of war must now be 
broken forever.

Between nations armed with thousands of thermonuclear 
weapons —each one capable of causing unimaginable destruction — 
there can be no more cycles of both war and peace. There can only be 
peace.

About 2 hours ago, I returned from 3 days of intensive talks with 
President Leonid Brezhnev of the Soviet Union. I come here tonight 
to meet with you in a spirit of patience, of hope, and of reason and 
responsibility.

Patience —because the way is long and hard, and the obstacles 
ahead are at least as great as those that have been overcome in the 
last 30 years of diligent and dedicated work.

Hope —because I’m thankful to be able to report to you tonight 
that real progress has been made.

Reason and responsibility —because both will be needed in full 
measure if the promise which has been awakened in Vienna is to be 
fulfilled and the way is to be opened for the next phase in the struggle 
for a safe and a sane Earth.

Nothing will more strongly affect the outcome of that struggle 
than the relationship between the two predominant military powers 
in the world, the United States of America and the Soviet Union.

The talks in Vienna were important in themselves. But their truest 
significance was as a part of a process —a process that, as you well 
know, began long before I became President.

This is the 10th time since the end of World War II when the leader 
of the United States and the leader of the Soviet Union have met at a 
summit conference. During these past 3 days, we've moved closer to a 
goal of stability and security in Soviet-American relationships.

That has been the purpose of American policy ever since the ri
valry between the United States and the Soviet Union became a 
central fact in international relations more than a generation ago at 
the end of World War II.

With the support of the Congress of the United States and with the 
support of the people of this Nation, every President throughout this 
period has sought to reduce the most dangerous elements of the 
Soviet-American competition.

While the United States still had an absolute nuclear monopoly, 
President Truman sought to place control of the atomic bomb under 
international authority. President Eisenhower made the first efforts 
to control nuclear testing. President Kennedy negotiated with the 
Soviet Union prohibition against atmospheric testing of nuclear ex
plosives. President Johnson broadened the area of negotiations for 
the first time to include atomic weapons themselves. President Nixon 
concluded the first strategic arms limitation agreement, SALT I.2

2 For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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President Ford negotiated the Vladivostok accords.8 You can see that 
this is a vital and a continuing process.

Later this week I will deliver to the United States Senate the com
plete and signed text of the second strategic arms limitation agree
ment, SALT II.

This treaty is the product of 7 long years of tough, painstaking 
negotiation under the leadership of three different Presidents. When 
ratified, it will be a truly national achievement —an achievement of 
the Executive and of the Congress, an achievement of civilians and of 
our military leaders, of liberals and conservatives, of Democrats and 
Republicans.

Of course, SALT II will not end the competition between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. That competition is based on fun
damentally different visions of human society and human destiny. As 
long as that basic difference persists, there will always be some de
gree of tension in the relationship between our two countries. The 
United States has no fear of this rivalry. But we want it to be 
peaceful.

In any age, such rivalry risks degeneration into war. But our age is 
unique, for the terrible power of nuclear weapons has created an 
incentive that never existed before for avoiding war. This tendency 
transcends even the very deep differences of politics and philosophy. 
In the age of the hydrogen bomb, there is no longer any meaningful 
distinction between global war and global suicide.

Our shared understanding of these realities has given the world an 
interval of peace —a kind of a strange peace —marked by tension, 
marked by danger, marked even sometimes by regional conflict, but a 
kind of peace nonetheless. In the 27 years before Hiroshima, the lead
ing powers of the world were twice engulfed in total war. In the 34 
years since Hiroshima, humanity has by no means been free of armed 
conflict. Yet, at least we have avoided a world war.

Yet this kind of twilight peace carries the ever-present danger of a 
catastrophic nuclear war, a war that in horror and destruction and 
massive death would dwarf all the combined wars of man’s long and 
bloody history.

We must prevent such a war. We absolutely must prevent such a 
war.

To keep the peace, to prevent the war, we must have strong mili
tary forces, we must have strong alliances, we must have a strong 
national resolve —so strong that no potential adversary would dare 
be tempted to attack our country. We have that strength. And the 
strength of the United States is not diminishing; the strength of our 
great country is growing, and I thank God for it.

Yet, for these same reasons —in order to keep the peace —we must 
prevent an uncontrolled and pointless nuclear arms race that would 
damage the security of all countries, including our own, by exposing 
the world to an ever greater risk of war through instability and 
through tension and through uncertainty about the future. That’s

8 Ibid., 197k, pp. 746-750.
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why the new strategic arms limitation treaty is so important.
SALT II will undoubtedly become the most exhaustively discussed 

and debated treaty  of our time, perhaps of all times. The Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Defense, the members of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
and many others who hammered out this treaty will testify for it 
before the Senate, in detail and in public. As President of our coun
try, I will explain it throughout our Nation to every American who 
will listen. This treaty will withstand the most severe scrutiny be
cause it is so clearly in the interest of American security and of world 
peace.

SALT II is the most detailed, far-reaching, comprehensive treaty 
in the history of arms control. Its provisions are interwoven by the 
give-and-take of the long negotiating process. Neither side obtained 
everything it sought. But the package that did emerge is a carefully 
balanced whole, and it will make the world a safer place for both 
sides.

The restrictions on strategic nuclear weapons are complex, be
cause these weapons represent the highest development of the com
plicated technical skills of two great nations. But the basic realities 
underlying this treaty and the thrust of the treaty itself are not so 
complex. When all is said and done, SALT II is a m atter of common 
sense.

The SALT II treaty reduces the danger of nuclear war. For the 
first time, it places equal ceilings on the strategic arsenals of both 
sides, ending a previous numerical imbalance in favor of the Soviet 
Union.

SALT II preserves our options to build the forces we need to main
tain that strategic balance. The treaty enhances our own ability to 
monitor what the Soviet Union is doing. And it leads directly to the 
next step in more effectively controlling nuclear weapons.

Again, SALT II does not end the arms competition. But it does 
make that competition safer and more predictable, with clear rules 
and verifiable limits, where otherwise there would be no rules and 
there would be no limits.

It's in our interest because it slows down —it even reverses —the 
momentum of the Soviet arms buildup that has been of such great 
concern to all of us. Under this new treaty, the Soviet Union will be 
held to a third fewer strategic missile launchers and bombers by 1985 
than they would have simply by continuing to build at their present 
rate.

With SALT II, the numbers of warheads on missiles, their throw 
weight, and the qualitative development of new missiles will all be 
limited. The Soviet Union will have to destroy or dismantle some 250 
strategic missile systems —systems such as nuclear submarines 
armed with relatively new missiles, built in the early 1970’s, and air
craft will have to be destroyed by the Soviet Union carrying their 
largest multimegaton bomb. Once dismantled, under the provisions 
of SALT II, these systems cannot be replaced.
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By contrast, no operational United States forces will have to be 
reduced.

For one Soviet missile alone —the SS-18 —the SALT II limits will 
mean that some 6,000 fewer Soviet nuclear warheads can be built and 
aimed at our country. SALT II limits severely for the first time the 
number of warheads that can be mounted on these very large missiles 
of the Soviet Union, cutting down their actual potential by 6,000.

With or without SALT II, we must modernize and strengthen our 
own strategic forces —and we are doing so —but SALT II will make 
this task easier, surer, and less expensive.

The agreement constrains none of the reasonable programs we’ve 
planned to improve our own defenses. Moreover, it helps us to re
spond more effectively to our most pressing strategic problem — the 
prospective vulnerability in the 1980’s of our land-based silo missiles. 
The MX missile, which has been so highly publicized, is permitted 
under SALT II. Yet its verifiable mobile development system will 
enhance stability as it deprives an attacker of the confidence that a 
successful first strike could be launched against the United States 
ICBM’s, or intercontinental ballistic missiles.

Without the SALT II limits, the Soviet Union could build so many 
warheads that any land-based system, fixed or mobile, could be 
jeopardized.

With SALT II, we can concentrate more effort on preserving the 
balance in our own conventional and NATO forces. Without the 
SALT II treaty, we would be forced to spend extra billions and bil
lions of dollars each year in a dangerous, destabilizing, unnecessary 
nuclear arms race.

As I have said many times, SALT II is not based on trust. Compli
ance will be assured by our own Nation’s means of verification, in
cluding extremely sophisticated satellites, powerful electronic sys
tems, and a vast intelligence network. Were the Soviet Union to take 
enormous risk of trying to violate this treaty in any way that might 
affect the strategic balance, there is no doubt that we would discover 
it in time to respond fully and effectively.

I t’s the SALT II agreement itself which forbids concealment mea
sures—many of them for the first time —forbids interference with 
our monitoring, and forbids the encryption or the encoding of crucial 
missile-test information. A violation of this part of the agreement — 
which we would quickly detect —would be just as serious as a viola
tion of the limits on strategic weapons themselves.

Consider these prospects for a moment. Suppose the Soviet leaders 
build a thousand additional missiles, above and beyond the ones they 
have now, many new advanced and of a formidable design. This can 
happen only if the SALT II treaty is defeated.

Suppose the Soviet leaders wanted to double the number of war
heads on all their existing missiles; suppose they wanted to triple the 
annual production rate of the Backfire bomber and greatly improve 
its characteristics in range and payload. These kinds of things can 
happen only if the SALT II treaty is defeated.
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Suppose the Soviet Union leaders encrypt all data on their missile 
tests; suppose they conceal their nuclear launcher deployment rate 
and hide all their existing missile systems. Those things can happen 
only if the SALT II treaty is defeated.

SALT II is very important. But it's more than a single arms control 
agreement; it’s part of a long, historical process of gradually reducing 
the danger of nuclear war —a process that we in this room must not 
undermine.

The SALT II treaty must be judged on its own merits. And on its 
own merits, it is a substantial gain for national security for us and the 
people whom we represent, and it's a gain for international stability. 
But it would be the height of irresponsibility to ignore other possible 
consequences of a failure to ratify this treaty.

These consequences would include: greatly increased spending for 
strategic nuclear arms which we do not need; greater uncertainty 
about the strategic balance between ourselves and the Soviet Union; 
vastly increased danger of nuclear proliferation among other nations 
of the world who do not presently have nuclear explosives; increased 
political tension between the East and the West, with greater likeli
hood that other inevitable problems would escalate into serious super 
power confrontations.

Rejection would also be a damaging blow to the Western alliance. 
All of our European and other allies, including especially those who 
are most directly and courageously facing Soviet power, all of them 
strongly support SALT II. If the Senate were to reject the treaty, 
America’s leadership of this alliance would be compromised, and the 
alliance itself would be severely shaken.

In short, SALT II is not a favor we are doing for the Soviet Union. 
I t’s a deliberate, calculated move that we are making as a m atter of 
self-interest for the United States —a move that happens to serve the 
goals of both security and survival, that strengthens both the mili
tary position of our own country and the cause of world peace.

And, of course, SALT II is the absolutely indispensable precondi
tion for moving on to much deeper and more significant cuts under 
SALT III.

Although we will not begin negotiations on SALT III until SALT II 
goes into effect, I discussed other nuclear control issues with Presi
dent Brezhnev, such as much deeper mutual reductions in nuclear 
weapon inventories, stricter limit on the production of nuclear war
heads and launchers, enhanced survivability and stability of missile 
systems that are authorized under existing SALT agreement, preno
tification about missile tests and mass use or exercises of strategic 
bombers, and limits and controls on types of missiles which are not 
presently covered under any SALT agreement.

Though SALT is the most important single part of the complex 
relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union, it is 
only a part. The U.S.-Soviet relationship covers a broad range of is
sues, some of which bear directly on our joint responsibility to reduce 
the possibility of war. President Brezhnev and I discussed these is
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sues in Vienna this morning in a long private session with only the 
interpreters present.

I undertook all these discussions with a firm confidence in the 
strength of America. Militarily, our power is second to none. I’m 
determined that it will remain so. We will continue to have military 
power to deter any possible aggression, to maintain security of our 
country, and to permit the continuing search for peace and for the 
control of arms from a position of strength. We must have that 
strength so that we will never be afraid to negotiate for peace.

Economically, despite serious problems of energy and inflation, we 
are by far the most productive nation on Earth. Along with our allies, 
our economic strength is three times greater than that of the Soviet 
Union and all its allies.

Diplomatically, we’ve strengthened our friendships with Western 
Europe and Japan, with China and India, with Israel and Egypt, and 
with the countries of the Third World. Our alliances are stronger 
because they are based not on force, but on common interests and 
often on common values.

Politically, our democratic system is an enormous advantage, not 
only to each of us as individuals who enjoy freedom but to all of us 
together because our Nation is stronger. Our support of human 
rights, backed by the concrete example of the American society, has 
aligned us with peoples all over the world who yearn for freedom.

These strengths are such that we need fear no other country. This 
confidence in our Nation helped me in Vienna as we discussed specific 
areas of potential, either direct or indirect, confrontation around the 
world, including places like southern Africa or the Middle East.

For instance, I made it clear to President Brezhnev that Cuban mil
itary activities in Africa, sponsored by or supported by the Soviet 
Union, and also the growing Cuban involvement in the problems of 
Central America and the Caribbean can only have a negative impact 
on U.S.-Soviet relations.

Our strength, our resolve, our determination, our willingness to 
protect our own interests, our willingness to discuss these problems 
with others are the best means by which we can resolve these differ
ences and alleviate these tests successfully for our people.

Despite disagreements, our exchange in Vienna was useful, be
cause it enabled us to clarify our positions directly to each other, face- 
to-face, and, thus, to reduce the chances of future miscalculations on 
both sides.

And, finally, I would like to say to you that President Brezhnev and 
I developed a better sense of each other as leaders and as men. The 
responsibility for many decisions involving the very future of the 
world rests on me as the leader of this great country, and it’s vital 
that my judgments be based on as much firsthand knowledge and 
experience as possible.

In these conversations, I was careful to leave no doubt about either 
my desire for peace or my determination to defend the interests of 
the United States and of our allies. I believe that together we laid a
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foundation on which we can build a more stable relationship between 
our two countries.

We will seek to broaden the areas of cooperation, and we will com
pete where and when we must. We know how determined the Soviet 
leaders are to secure their interests, and we are equally determined 
to protect and to advance our own.

We look to the future —all of us Americans look to the future — 
with anticipation and with confidence, not only because of the vast 
material powers of our Nation but because of the power of our Na
tion's ideas and ideals and principles. The ultimate future of the 
human race lies not with tyranny, but with freedom; not with war, 
but with peace.

With that kind of vision to sustain us, we must now complete the 
work of ratifying this treaty, a major step in the limitation of nuclear 
weapons and a major step toward world peace. And then we may turn 
our energies not only to further progress along that path but also 
more urgently to our own domestic agenda in the knowledge that we 
have strengthened the security of a nation which we love and also 
strengthened peace for all the world.

Statement by the Norwegian Government: 
The SALT II Treaty, June 18, 1979 4

The government wishes to express its great satisfaction with the 
signing of SALT II by the United States and the Soviet Union. The 
treaty is a milestone in the complicated efforts toward achieving con
trol of the strategic arms race through limitations on long range 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons. The SALT negotiations are a 
basic element in the process of detente between the super powers 
and between East and West in general. It is our hope that the SALT 
treaty is ratified and that it will have positive effects on the efforts to 
promote Arms Control also in other forums, and that the Salt process 
can be continued with a view toward achieving, in the next round, 
real reductions in the strategic armaments.

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to the President 
Transmitting the Treaty on the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, June 21, 1979 1

I have the honor to submit to you, with a view to transmission to 
the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification, the Treaty

4 The S A L T  II Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations . . . 
Pt. 2, p. 332. The statement was issued by the Foreign Ministry. The treaty, which was 
signed on the same day, appears above.

1 Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 12B, “SALT II Agreement, Vienna, June 18, 
1979,” pp. 3 -5 .
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between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, 
and the Protocol thereto, together referred to as the SALT II 
Treaty.2

I am enclosing with the Treaty: a series of Agreed Statements and 
Common Understandings, reflecting understandings and supplemen
tary provisions associated with various articles of the Treaty; a Mem
orandum of Understanding and Statements of Data, which record the 
numbers, by category, of the strategic offensive arms of each Party 
that are limited by the Treaty; a Joint Statement of Principles and 
Basic Guidelines for the conduct of the next phase of negotiations on 
the limitation of strategic arms;3 and a Soviet statement on the 
Tu-22M  (Backfire) bomber, along with subsequent exchanges be
tween the two Presidents on this issue.4

The SALT II Treaty and the enclosed related documents were 
meticulously negotiated over more than six years. In my judgment, 
they strengthen our national security and that of our Allies.

• For the first time, the two sides will be limited to an equal 
number of strategic weapon systems.

• For the first time, reductions in the number of operational Soviet 
weapon systems will be required.

• And for the first time, we will be slowing the race to build new 
and more destructive weapons.

The Treaty limits can be adequately verified by our own national 
technical means. These highly sophisticated systems, such as photo
reconnaissance satellites, enable us to determine for ourselves what 
strategic systems the Soviets have, what new systems they test and 
deploy, and what existing systems they dismantle or destroy in order 
to bring and maintain their forces within Treaty ceilings. The Treaty 
establishes rules for counting strategic systems and other provisions 
which will simplify the task of verifying Soviet compliance.

Finally, the Treaty allows us to develop and deploy the systems we 
need to modernize our strategic triad —such as the Trident subma
rine and ballistic missiles, the cruise missile for our bombers, and a 
new intercontinental ballistic missile, the MX.

During these negotiations, we have consulted extensively with our 
Allies. Allied leaders have expressed their strong support for the 
SALT II Treaty as a contribution to NATO security and to stability 
in East-West relations.

We have also consulted closely with the Congress. Numerous Con
gressional hearings and briefings were held during the negotiations, 
and Members of the Senate and House of Representatives partici
pated as advisers to the United States Delegation in Geneva. As you 
know, the Departments of State and Defense, the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Central Intelli-

2 Printed above, June 18.
3 These were also concluded on June 18 and included above.
4 The statement was handed to President Carter on June 16. It is also included above.
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gence Agency and the National Security Council Staff were involved 
in the formulation of recommendations concerning positions and 
policy throughout the negotiations.

A detailed analysis of the provisions of the Treaty and related doc
uments is annexed to this report. The basic features of the Treaty, 
which lasts until the end of 1985, are as follows:

Numerical Limits on Strategic Systems
The Treaty imposes equal overall ceilings on the number of stra te

gic nuclear delivery systems for both Parties. The systems limited by 
the ceilings consist of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) 
launchers, submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers, 
heavy bombers, and air-to-surface ballistic missiles capable of a range 
in excess of 600 kilometers (ASBMs).

Article III places an initial ceiling of 2,400 on these armaments; this 
was the level agreed at the Vladivostok summit in 1974.5 In addition, 
Article III goes beyond that level by lowering the ceiling to 2,250 
beginning on January 1,1981. At that time a Party must begin to dis
mantle or destroy systems which exceed that number. This process 
must be completed by December 31, 1981.

The Soviet Union will have to dismantle or destroy more than 250 
strategic offensive systems in order to comply with the 2,250 aggre
gate limitation. The United States will not have to dismantle or de
stroy any of its operational systems.

Article V of the Treaty imposes upon each Party an equal sublimit 
of 1,320 for the combined number of launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs 
equipped with multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles 
(MIRVs), ASBMs equipped with MIRVs, and airplanes equipped for 
long-range cruise missiles (i.e., cruise missiles capable of a range of 
over 600 kilometers).

Article V imposes further sublimits on particular subcategories of 
weapons equipped with MIRVs. Each Party is limited to a total of 
1,200 launchers of MIRVed ICBMs and SLBMs, and MIRVed ASBMs. 
Of this number, no more than 820 may be launchers of MIRVed 
ICBMs.

Additional Limits on Ballistic Missiles
In addition to these overall numerical limits, the Treaty places 

important restrictions on fixed launchers of ICBMs, which are poten
tially the most destabilizing of strategic offensive arms. Under A rti
cle IV, the Parties are prohibited from constructing any additional 
fixed ICBM launchers, relocating existing ones, or converting 
launchers of light ICBMs or older heavy ICBMs into launchers of mod
ern heavy ICBMs. Taken together, these limitations will prevent the 
Soviets from increasing the number of their heavy ICBM launchers.

The Treaty restricts heavy missiles in other ways. Article II of the 
Treaty places an upper limit on the launch-weight and throw-weight

5 Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-747.
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of light ICBMs by defining those missiles which exceed certain limits 
as heavy ICBMs. Article IX prohibits mobile launchers of heavy 
ICBMs, heavy SLBMs and their launchers, and heavy ASBMs. In 
addition, Article IV also limits the launch-weight and throw-weight of 
heavy ICBMs.

The Treaty also limits qualitative improvements in ICBMs. Article 
IV permits each Party to flight-test and deploy only one new type of 
ICBM, which must be “light”, as defined by the Treaty. Certain key 
parameters of each existing ICBM type may not be varied by more 
than five percent, plus or minus, from previously tested missiles of 
that type. Under this limitation, the United States will be able to pro
ceed with the development and deployment of its only planned new 
ICBM, the MX.

Limits on Numbers of Reentry Vehicles
Article IV limits the numbers of reentry vehicles on ICBMs, 

SLBMs and ASBMs. The Article establishes a freeze on the max
imum number of reentry vehicles permitted on existing types of 
ICBMs, e.g., four for the Soviet SS-17, ten for the SS-18 and six for 
the SS-19. The one new type of ICBM permitted to each Party may 
not have more than ten warheads (which is the number planned for 
the MX). These “fractionation” limits on ICBMs will prevent the 
Soviet Union from fully exploiting the larger throw-weight of its 
ICBMs by increasing the number of reentry vehicles. Moreover, 
under Article IV, SLBMs may not be flight-tested or deployed with 
more than fourteen reentry vehicles, nor ASBMs with more than ten.

Limits on Airplanes
For purposes of the aggregate limits, the Treaty includes as 

“heavy bombers” the following: (a) certain designated types of cur
rent bombers (the US B-52 and B - l ,  and the Soviet Bear and Bison);
(b) any future types of bombers which can carry out the mission of a 
heavy bomber in a manner similar or superior to that of the listed cur
rent heavy bombers; (c) airplanes equipped for cruise missiles capable 
of a range in excess of 600 kilometers; and (d) airplanes equipped for 
ASBMs.

Furthermore, the Parties can deploy up to, but not in excess of, an 
average of twenty-eight long-range cruise missiles per heavy bomber 
so equipped. The Parties may not deploy more than twenty such 
cruise missiles on any current type of heavy bomber.

Other Limits on Weapons Systems
Article IX prohibits certain other types of weapons systems. These 

include surface-ship ballistic missile launchers, systems to launch 
missiles from the seabed or the beds of internal waters, and systems 
for delivery of nuclear weapons from earth orbit (including fractional 
orbital missiles).
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Verification
Article XV sets forth important rules which facilitate verification 

of compliance with the provisions of the Treaty. To verify com
pliance, each Party will use intelligence-gathering capabilities known 
as national technical means. These include highly sophisticated tech
nical equipment such as photo-reconnaissance satellites, land-based 
radars, and radar and other intelligence systems based on ships and 
aircraft, which we use to monitor Soviet missile tests. Any interfer
ence with national technical means of verification or any deliberate 
concealment measures which impede verification are prohibited.

The ban on such deliberate concealment encompasses, among other 
things, measures to deliberately conceal verification-related informa
tion during missile testing. Certain characteristics of some systems 
limited by the Treaty become apparent during the testing phase. 
This ban specifically includes any deliberate denial of telemetry in
formation, including any telemetry encryption, whenever such denial 
impedes verification, as well as any concealment of association of an 
ICBM with its launcher during testing.

Various other provisions also contribute to the verification struc
ture set up by the Treaty. The Treaty establishes “type rules” to 
simplify the counting of various systems and therefore facilitate veri
fication of compliance with the Treaty’s numerical aggregate limita
tions. For example, if a particular type of launcher contains or 
launches an ICBM, then all launchers of that type are considered to 
be ICBM launchers and will be included in the Article III aggregate 
limitation.

The definition of a MIRV launcher also includes “type rules” to 
assist in determining what systems are to be counted within the 
MIRV limits.

The first of these, the “missile type” rule, provides that if a missile 
is a MIRVed missile, ail missiles of that type are thereafter consid
ered to be MIRVed missiles regardless of the actual number of re
entry vehicles with which they are deployed. This rule is important 
because the Soviet SS-17, SS-18 and SS-19 ICBMs have been 
flight-tested with both a single reentry vehicle and with MIRVs. A 
second rule, the “MIRV launcher type” rule, provides that if a 
launcher of a given type is a MIRV launcher, all launchers of that 
type will be counted as MIRV launchers and will be included under 
the appropriate Article V sublimits. Thus, it will not be necessary to 
determine whether each launcher of a given type actually contains a 
MIRVed missile.

A further constraint related to verification, included at United 
States insistence, is a ban on production, testing, or deployment of 
the Soviet S S - 16 ICBM. This missile appeared to be compatible with 
the launcher for the Soviet SS-20, a mobile intermediate-range bal
listic missile. (Intermediate-range ballistic missiles are not covered 
by the Treaty.) Without the ban on the SS-16, it would have been
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very difficult to verify whether SS-20 launchers were equipped with 
ICBMs.

Other Provisions
Article XII states that neither Party will circumvent the provi

sions of the Treaty. This will not affect existing patterns of defense 
collaboration or cooperation with our Allies, nor will it preclude 
cooperation in modernization. Article XIII provides that neither 
Party in the future will undertake obligations which conflict with the 
obligations of this Treaty.

Article XVI provides for advance notification of any multiple ICBM 
launches, and of any single ICBM launch which is planned to extend 
beyond the national territory of the launching Party.

Article XVII sets forth the charter of the U.S.-Soviet Standing 
Consultative Commission for this Treaty. The Commission is empow
ered to address questions relating to compliance with the provisions 
of the Treaty and to develop measures to implement these 
provisions.

Under Article XVII, the Parties will also maintain in the Standing 
Consultative Commission the agreed data base established by the 
Memorandum of Understanding. They have exchanged data on 
weapons in categories limited by the Treaty, and will update this 
data base at each semi-annual session of the Standing Consultative 
Commission. Although the United States does not require this data 
for verification purposes, the data base will assist us in confirming 
that the Parties are interpreting their obligations under the Treaty 
in a like manner.

Finally, the Parties preserve the right to modernize and replace 
their strategic offensive arms in a manner not inconsistent with other 
provisions of the Treaty (Article X); undertake to begin further nego
tiations promptly after entry into force of the Treaty (Article XIV); 
and agree to procedures for amendment, entry into force, and with
drawal (Articles XVIII and XIX).

The Protocol
The Protocol, which is an integral part of the Treaty, sets forth cer

tain limitations through December 31, 1981. These limitations deal 
with several issues about which the Parties were unable to agree for 
the entire term of the Treaty. Deployment of mobile ICBM launchers 
and flight-testing of ICBMs from such launchers are prohibited dur
ing the period of the Protocol. Under the Treaty, mobile ICBM 
launchers will be permitted after the Protocol expires. (The Protocol 
will not affect the MX program; the MX missile will not be ready for 
flight-testing before expiration of the Protocol.)

In addition, during the period of the Protocol the deployment of 
ground-launched and sea-launched cruise missiles capable of a range 
in excess of 600 kilometers is prohibited. However, there is no range 
restriction on the flight-testing of such cruise missiles. (As a result,
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the Protocol will not affect the U.S. cruise missile program since such 
systems will not be ready for deployment in any event prior to expi
ration of the Protocol.) Finally, the Protocol prohibits both the flight- 
testing and the deployment of ASBMs.

These shorter-term limits will remain in force only until Decem
ber 31,1981. The limitations in the Protocol will not serve as a prece
dent for any limitations which may be negotiated in the next stage of 
SALT negotiations.

The Joint Statement of Principles
The Joint Statement of Principles states the intentions of the Par

ties concerning future negotiations on strategic arms limitations. The 
Joint Statement sets forth general goals to be achieved in the next 
round of talks: to work for significant and substantial reductions in 
the numbers of strategic offensive arms; to seek further qualitative 
limits on strategic offensive arms; and to attem pt to resolve the 
issues addressed in the Protocol in the context of implementing the 
other agreed joint principles. The sides will also consider other steps 
to enhance strategic stability, and either side may bring up any other 
topic relevant to the further limitation of strategic arms.

The Joint Statement of Principles also sets forth the principle that 
further limitations and reductions of strategic arms must be subject 
to adequate verification by national technical means, using, addi
tionally, as appropriate, cooperative measures to strengthen such 
verification.

Backfire
During the SALT discussion at the Vienna Summit President 

Brezhnev provided to the United States a written statement by the 
Soviet Union dealing with the Backfire's capabilities and rate of pro
duction. He also confirmed that the Soviet Backfire production rate 
would not exceed thirty per year. In response, President Carter 
stated that the United States enters into the SALT II Agreement on 
the basis of the commitments contained in the Soviet statement and 
that it considers the carrying out of these commitments to be essen
tial to the obligations assumed under the Treaty. President Carter 
also affirmed that the United States has the right to an aircraft com
parable to Backfire.

Conclusion
I firmly believe that the SALT II Treaty will measurably 

strengthen strategic stability and help reduce the risk of nuclear 
war. It is a major contribution to the national security of the United 
States. I recommend that it be transm itted to the Senate with a view 
to entry into force at the earliest possible date.
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Annex to the Letter From Secretary of State Vance to 
the President Transmitting the Treaty on the Limita
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms: Detailed Analysis 
of SALT II Provisions, June 21 f 1979 1

On June 18, 1979, Presidents Carter and Brezhnev signed at 
Vienna the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and 
the Protocol thereto, which is an integral part of the Treaty, along 
with the document containing the Agreed Statements and Common 
Understandings associated with various provisions of the Treaty and 
Protocol, and the Joint Statement of Principles. The Treaty estab
lishes certain limitations on strategic offensive arms through Decem
ber 31, 1985, while the Protocol provides for additional limitations 
through December 31, 1981.

This Annex analyzes in detail the various provisions of the Treaty 
and its Protocol, together with those Agreed Statements and Com
mon Understandings which relate to each provision. The Annex also 
discusses the Joint Statement of Principles concerning the next 
phase of negotiations on the limitation of strategic arms, the ex
changes between the Parties concerning the Soviet Backfire bomber, 
and the Memorandum of Understanding and Statements of Data 
regarding an agreed data base on the strategic offensive arms of the 
two Parties.

T h e  T r e a t y

The Treaty consists of nine preambular clauses and nineteen oper
ative Articles.

The Preamble
The preamble identifies the Parties and contains nine paragraphs 

that set forth common general views and objectives of the United 
States and the Soviet Union concerning the limitation of strategic 
arms.

The first paragraph recognizes that nuclear war would have devas
tating consequences for all mankind.

The second paragraph refers to the Basic Principles of Relations 
between the United States and the Soviet Union of May 29 ,1972.2

The third paragraph records the significance the Parties attach to 
limiting strategic arms and states their determination to continue 
these efforts.

The fourth paragraph states the Parties' conviction that the addi
tional measures provided for in this Treaty to limit strategic offen
sive arms will contribute to the improvement of relations between 
them, help to reduce the risk of outbreak of nuclear war, and 
strengthen international peace and security.

1 Dept, of State, Selected Documents No. 12B, “SALT II Agreement, Vienna, June 18, 
1979,” pp. 7 -55 , 57, 59.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240.



246 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

The fifth paragraph acknowledges the obligations of the Parties in 
Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty3 (under which they under
took to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relat
ing to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to 
nuclear disarmament).

The sixth paragraph states that the Parties have been guided by 
the principles of equality and equal security.

The seventh paragraph expresses the recognition by the Parties 
that the strengthening of strategic stability serves both the interests 
of the Parties and the interests of international security.

The eighth paragraph reaffirms the desire of the Parties to take 
measures for the further limitation and reduction of strategic arms, 
having in mind the goal of general and complete disarmament.

The ninth paragraph declares the intention of the Parties to under
take negotiations in the near future further to limit and reduce stra
tegic offensive arms.

Article I —Basic Obligations
Article I sets forth the basic undertaking of each Party, in accord

ance with the provisions of the Treaty, to limit strategic offensive 
arms quantitatively and qualitatively, to exercise restraint in the 
development of new types of strategic offensive arms, and to adopt 
other measures provided for in the Treaty.

Article II—Definitions and Associated Verification Rules
Article II sets forth the definitions of strategic offensive arms sub

ject to the limitations of the Treaty. The article defines (1) ICBM 
launchers, (2) SLBM launchers, (3) heavy bombers, (4) ASBMs, (5) 
launchers of MIRVed ICBMs and MIRVed SLBMs, (6) MIRVed 
ASBMs, (7) heavy ICBMs, and (8) cruise missiles. It also includes cer
tain provisions facilitating verification.

ICBM Launchers. Paragraph 1 of Article II defines ICBM launch
ers as land-based launchers of ballistic missiles that are capable of a 
range in excess of the shortest distance between the northeastern 
border of the continental United States and the northwestern border 
of the continental Soviet Union, that, is a range in excess of 5,500 
kilometers. This definition is patterned on the definition of such 
launchers in the 1972 Interim Agreement,4 but is more explicit. The 
term UICBM launchers” is used in the Treaty to refer only to fixed or 
mobile land-based launchers of ICBMs. The provision defines an 
ICBM launcher in terms of the range and basing of the missile it

3 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, signed at London, Moscow and 
Washington, July 1, 1968, 21 UST 483, TIAS 6839. The United States and the Soviet 
Union are both Parties to this Treaty. [Footnote in original. The text has also been 
published in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.]

4 Interim Agreement Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms, signed at Moscow, May 26,1972, 23 UST 3462, TIAS 7504. [Footnote in 
original. The text of the Interim Agreement may also be found in Documents on Dis
armament, 1972, pp. 202-204.]
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launches. Air-launched ballistic missiles are covered by paragraph 4 
of Article II which defines ASBMs.

An Agreed Statement and two Common Understandings associ
ated with paragraph 1 contain rules for counting launchers, by types, 
in the aggregate limitations set forth in Article III of the Treaty as 
follows:

• All launchers of a particular type shall be considered ICBM 
launchers if any launcher of that type has been developed and tested 
for launching an ICBM (First Agreed Statement). This provision es
tablishes the launcher type rule for ICBM launchers. The word 
“tested” is a broad term which refers to any kind of test of a launcher 
for use with ICBMs, not only a flight test of an ICBM from the 
launcher.

• Any launcher that contains or launches an ICBM shall be consid
ered to have been developed and tested for launching ICBMs and, 
therefore, shall be considered an ICBM launcher (First Common 
Understanding). This is a rule to facilitate application of the First 
Agreed Statement. However, as the language indicates, the “contains 
or launches” criterion is not exclusive. Other evidence, for example, 
the presence of certain ground support equipment, could be used to 
establish that a launcher has been developed and tested for launching 
ICBMs.

• If a launcher has been developed and tested for launching an 
ICBM, all launchers of that type, except ICBM test and training 
launchers, shall be included in the aggregate Treaty limitations (Sec
ond Common Understanding). ICBM test and training launchers are 
dealt with in Article VII.

Under the Third Common Understanding, the United States’ 177 
former Atlas and Titan I ICBM launchers, which are no longer opera
tional and are partially dismantled, will not be subject to the Treaty 
limitations. A total of more than 220 older Soviet ICBM launchers, 
i.e., all the SS -6 , S S -7  and S S -8  launchers, have been dismantled 
under the Interim Agreement or otherwise removed from the Soviet 
operational force, and therefore are not among the Soviet systems 
which are subject to the Treaty limitations.

To emphasize that launchers of mobile ICBMs are permitted after 
the expiration of the Protocol,5 the Second Agreed Statement states 
that mobile ICBM launchers, which are included in the definition of 
ICBM launchers in paragraph 1 of Article II, are subject to the limita
tions of the Treaty applicable to ICBM launchers, unless the Parties 
subsequently agree that mobile ICBM launchers shall not be 
deployed after the Protocol expires on December 31,1981. The term 
“mobile ICBM launcher” includes the various basing concepts the 
United States has been considering, including those, such as the 
“multiple protective structure” (MPS) system, in which missiles with

5 While the Protocol is in force, the Parties are prohibited from deploying mobile 
ICBM launchers or flight-testing ICBMs from such launchers. [Footnote in original.]
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their launchers are moved among shelters which might themselves 
be hardened. The basis for classifying the MPS system as mobile is 
that essentially all the equipment required to launch the missile, as 
well as the missile itself, are moved together periodically from one 
shelter to another—with the shelter providing a protected launch 
location. Of course, any mobile ICBM basing system would have to 
permit adequate verification of the number of launchers deployed, in 
order to be fully consistent with the verification provisions of 
SALT II.

The following existing operational launcher types would be treated 
as ICBM launchers under this Article: for the United States, Titan II 
and Minuteman II and III; for the Soviet Union, S S -9 , SS-11, 
SS-13, SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19. (As indicated below, the produc
tion, testing, and deployment of the Soviet SS-16 missile will be 
prohibited.)

SLBM Launchers. Paragraph 2 of Article II defines SLBM launch
ers as launchers of ballistic missiles installed on any nuclear-powered 
submarine or launchers of modern ballistic missiles installed on any 
submarine, nuclear-powered or non-nuclear-powered.

The Agreed Statement associated with this paragraph defines 
modern SLBMs for the United States as ballistic missiles installed in 
all nuclear-powered submarines; for the Soviet Union, as ballistic mis
siles of the type installed in nuclear-powered submarines which have 
been made operational since 1965 (this currently includes the 
S S -N -6 , S S -N -8 , S S -N X -17 , and S S -N -1 8 , which have all 
been installed in such submarines); and for both parties, as all SLBMs 
first flight-tested since 1965 and installed in any submarine 
regardless of its type (this is intended to include any future SLBM 
whether installed on a nuclear or a non-nuclear-powered submarine).

The effect of this paragraph and its Agreed Statement, as under 
the Interim Agreement, is to include all present and future United 
States SLBMs, and all present and future Soviet SLBMs except for a

EXISTING SLBM LAUNCHERS TO BE COUNTED 
UNDER SALT II

Submarine(s)
Launcher (by on which

missile deployed
Party deployed) (by class)
US Polaris A - 3 Polaris

Poseidon C -3  Poseidon 
Trident C -4  Poseidon

USSR S S -N -5  H -I I
S S -N -6  Y -I , G -IV
S S -N X -17  Y -II
S S -N -8  D -I , D -II, G -III
S S -N -1 8  D -III
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small number of launchers of older missiles on existing Soviet diesel- 
powered submarines.

All Soviet launchers of the S S -N -4  SLBM, and most launchers of 
the S S -N -5 , both of which missiles were flight-tested prior to 1965, 
are deployed on diesel type submarines (G -I and G -II  class), and 
hence are not counted under SALT II.

Heavy Bombers. Paragraph 3 of Article II establishes which air
planes are counted as heavy bombers. It lists current types of heavy 
bombers to be counted, provides that the mission capabilities of these 
current airplanes will be used as the basis for identifying future 
types of heavy bombers, and sets certain other conditions which 
cause airplanes to be considered as heavy bombers.

Subparagraph (a) lists the current types of heavy bombers for each 
Party. For the United States, these are bombers of the B -52 and 
B - l  types. (Four B - l  test airplanes have been produced and will be 
included in the aggregate.) For the Soviet Union, current types of 
heavy bombers are the Tupolev-95  (or “Bear”) bomber and the 
Myasishchev (or “Bison”) bomber. Pursuant to subparagraph (b), 
heavy bombers in the future will include all types of bombers that can 
carry out the mission of a heavy bomber in a manner similar or supe
rior to those current heavy bombers listed in subparagraph (a). The 
Third Agreed Statement associated with this paragraph provides 
that the criteria to be utilized in making determinations as to which 
future types of bombers are similar or superior to current heavy 
bombers will be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative 
Commission.

Subparagraph (c) of paragraph 3 provides that all types of bombers 
equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilo
meters are considered to be heavy bombers.6 The term “bomber” as 
used in the Treaty is defined in the First Agreed Statement associ
ated with this paragraph (discussed below). Subparagraph (d) pro
vides that all types of bombers equipped for ASBMs are considered 
to be heavy bombers. However, under paragraph 5 of Article III, 
heavy bombers equipped only for ASBMs are not counted toward the 
Treaty’s aggregate limits, because the ASBMs themselves are 
counted. (Also, airplanes do not become subject to Treaty limitations 
pursuant to this provision merely because they are used to transport 
ballistic missiles.)

The first Agreed Statement associated with paragraph 3 of Article
II defines “bombers” as those types of airplanes initially constructed 
to be equipped for bombs or missiles. Pursuant to this definition, any 
type of airplane, including one based on an airframe originally de
signed for other purposes (e.g., one of wide-bodied design), that is ini
tially constructed for cruise missiles will be considered to be a cruise

6 Elsewhere in this document the term “long-range”, as applied to cruise missiles, will 
be used to refer to such missiles which are capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers. 
[Footnote in original.]
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missile carrier and, therefore, considered to be a heavy bomber. The 
same would be true for an airplane constructed to carry ASBMs. (Ar
ticle VIII deals with the conversion of aircraft other than bombers to 
heavy bombers — including cruise missile or ASBM carriers —and 
with aircraft for flight-testing cruise missiles or ASBMs.)

The Second Agreed Statement to this paragraph provides that the 
Parties will notify each other in the Standing Consultative Commis
sion of types of bombers to be included as heavy bombers pursuant to 
paragraph 3. They will also hold consultations on these matters, as 
appropriate, in the Standing Consultative Commission. However, 
neither side will be able to veto the construction and use by the other 
side of particular kinds of airplanes as cruise missile or ASBM 
carriers.

The Fourth Agreed Statement sets forth, as an aid to verification, 
the basic rule for determining which airplanes among those having 
the same basic airframe will not be considered subject to various 
Treaty limitations —the rule regarding functionally related observ
able differences (FRODs). Functionally related observable differ
ences are defined in the First Common Understanding to paragraph 
3, which states that FRODs are differences in the observable features 
of airplanes which indicate whether or not they can perform the rele
vant mission. The Common Understanding also provides that the 
existence of FRODs must be verifiable by national technical means 
and, as appropriate, the Parties may take cooperative measures 
which contribute to the effectiveness of verification by national tech
nical means.

The Fourth Agreed Statement provides in subparagraph (a) that 
airplanes which otherwise would be bombers of a heavy bomber type 
(i.e., airplanes with the same basic airframe as a heavy bomber) will 
not be considered to be heavy bombers if they have functionally re
lated observable differences which indicate that they cannot perform 
the mission of a heavy bomber. For example, in the case of bombers, 
the presence or absence of bomb-bay doors could be a FROD, and it is 
on this basis that the Bear reconnaissance variant (which has no 
bomb-bay doors) is excluded from the aggregate. In the case of cruise 
missile carriers, the presence or absence of a specialized door 
through which ALCMs are released could be an example of a FROD.

Subparagraph (b) of the Fourth Agreed Statement establishes a 
FROD rule for cruise missile carriers. If a cruise missile carrier 
should be developed on the basis of a wide-bodied transport airframe, 
for example, there would need to be FRODs to distinguish other air
craft with that airframe from cruise missile carriers. Likewise, if any 
Backfire or FB-111 bombers were to be equipped for long-range 
cruise missiles, all airplanes with the same basic airframe would be 
included under the 2400/2250 aggregate limitation and the 1,320 sub
limit, unless there were FRODs indicating that some of those aircraft 
should not be counted because they could not function as cruise mis
sile carriers. Subparagraph (c) sets forth the same FROD rule for 
ASBM carriers.
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The Fourth Agreed Statement also provides, however, that air
planes of current heavy bomber types (i.e., B-52, B - l ,  Tu-95, 
Myasishchev) which are not equipped for long-range cruise missiles 
may be distinguished from those that are so equipped O n the basis of 
externally observable differences; FRODs, i.e., a functional relation
ship between the observable differences and the ability or inability to 
carry ALCMs, would not be necessary. (The same rule is set forth for 
airplanes of current heavy bomber types used as ASBM carriers.) 
Thus, B -52s which are not converted to cruise missile carriers will 
not be subject to the Article V limitations if they are observably dif
ferent from the B-52s that are equipped for long-range cruise mis
siles. These observable differences must be externally observable 
design features. In this connection, it is the United States* intention 
that the operational B-52Gs to be equipped with long-range ALCMs 
will also be fitted with “strakelets” (aerodynamic fairings located 
where the front of the wing meets the fuselage) which will distinguish 
them from other B-52Gs. FRODs are required only for future types 
of heavy bombers, because the Parties did not judge it practical to 
apply this concept to existing heavy bombers.

The Fifth Agreed Statement deals with the Tupolev - 142 airplane. 
This airplane is configured for antisubmarine warfare, but has the 
same basic airframe (Bear) as the Tu -  95 heavy bomber. The Tu -  142s 
have bomb bay doors and bomb bays, and therefore cannot be ex
cluded from being considered bombers on the basis of FRODs. How
ever, the U.S. has long regarded these airplanes as dedicated to anti
submarine, not heavy bomber missions, and there are observable 
features of these aircraft which distinguish them from Tupolev-95  
heavy bombers: the dimensions of their fuselage, their chassis gon
dolas (landing gear housings), and their radome are all observably dif
ferent. In exchange for a corresponding exemption from the FROD 
rule for B-52s equipped for long-range ALCMs (which exemption 
was subsequently broadened to include all current heavy bombers), 
the United States agreed that Tu-142s in their current anti
submarine warfare configuration may be excluded from the aggre
gate on the basis of observable differences. The reference in this 
provision to “current configuration” is not intended to preclude 
improvement of these airplanes as an anti-submarine system, but 
would prohibit their being modified to carry out a heavy bomber mis
sion if they are to remain excluded from the aggregate. Also, this 
exemption from the FROD rule for Tu -  142s does not prejudice or set 
a precedent for the application of the FROD rule to future types of 
airplanes.

The Second Common Understanding requires, within six months 
after entry into force of the Treaty, that FRODs be given to all thirty- 
one Myasishchev (Bison) tanker airplanes which indicate that they 
cannot perform the mission of a heavy bomber. The United States 
insisted on this requirement because the Myasishchev heavy 
bombers and Myasishchev tankers are indistinguishable by national 
technical means. The United States was concerned that Myasishchev
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tankers could be rapidly converted for use as heavy bombers.
Finally, the Third Common Understanding associated with this 

paragraph correlates United States and Soviet terminology for 
heavy bombers. It states that the Soviet Tupolev-95  and the 
Myasishchev heavy bombers are known, respectively, as Bears and 
Bisons to the United States and that B -52 and B - l  bombers are 
known by the same designators to both Parties.

ASBMs. Paragraph 4 of Article II defines ASBMs as air-to-surface 
ballistic missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers in
stalled in an aircraft or on its external mountings. ASBMs (not ASBM 
launchers) are included in the overall aggregate limitations of the 
Treaty. The actual counting of these missiles is done on an airplane- 
by-airplane basis, as explained in the discussion of Article III. Neither 
Party has any ASBMs at the present time.

Launchers ofMIRVedICBMs andMIRVed SLBMs. Paragraph 5 of 
Article II defines launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with mul
tiple independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs) as launchers 
of the types developed and tested for launching ICBMs or SLBMs 
equipped with MIRVs. As a result, all such launchers are included in 
the appropriate aggregate sublimits regardless of the missiles they 
actually contain.

This paragraph, along with the First Agreed Statement and First 
Common Understanding, establishes the MIRV launcher type rule, 
which is of great significance for MIRV verification. These provisions 
set forth a type rule for MIRV launchers similar to that in paragraph
1 of Article II for ICBM launchers.

• If any launcher of a given type has been developed and tested for 
launching an ICBM or an SLBM equipped with MIRVs, all launchers 
of that type shall be considered to be launchers of MIRVed missiles 
(First Agreed Statement). This is the MIRV launcher type rule.

• If a launcher contains or launches an ICBM or an SLBM equipped 
with MIRVs, that launcher shall be considered to have been devel
oped and tested for launching ICBMs or SLBMs equipped with 
MIRVs (First Common Understanding). However, as the language 
indicates, the “contains or launches” criterion is not exclusive and 
other evidence, such as the presence of certain kinds of ground sup
port equipment, could be used to establish that the launcher has been 
developed and tested for launching MIRVed ICBMs.

• As in the case of paragraph 1 of Article II, if a launcher has been 
developed and tested for launching an ICBM or SLBM equipped with 
MIRVs, all launchers of that type, except for test and training launch
ers (see the discussion of Article VII), shall be included in the appro
priate sublimits specified in Article V (Second Common Under
standing).

All ICBM launchers in the Derazhnya and Pervomaysk areas in the 
Soviet Union will count in the Article V sublimits, i.e., as MIRVed 
ICBM launchers, pursuant to the Fourth Common Understanding.
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Thus, all 180 launchers at the Soviet ICBM complexes at those two 
areas will be regarded as launchers of MIRVed ICBMs, even though 
at this time most of the 180 launchers are judged by the United 
States to contain the non-MIRVed SS-11 ICBM. (We expect that all 
these 180 launchers will eventually contain MIRVed ICBMs.) This 
understanding is an illustration of the launcher type rule: the launch
ers which contain MIRVed ICBMs are not externally distinguishable 
from those which contain missiles with single reentry vehicles, and 
the United States cannot be sure that all 180 are not capable of 
launching MIRVed missiles. Therefore, all of them must be counted 
as MIRV launchers.

The Fifth Common Understanding associated with paragraph 5 of 
Article II addresses the question of ICBM and SLBM launcher distin- 
guishability in the future. If ICBM or SLBM launchers are converted, 
constructed or undergo significant changes to their principal observ
able structural design features after entry into force of the Treaty, 
any such launchers which are launchers of MIRVed missiles must be 
distinguishable on the basis of externally observable design features 
from launchers of missiles not equipped with MIRVs. Likewise, any 
such launchers which are converted or constructed, or undergo such 
changes, which are launchers of missiles not equipped with MIRVs 
shall be distinguishable from launchers of MIRVed missiles. Addi
tionally, submarines with launchers of MIRVed SLBMs must them
selves be distinguishable from submarines with launchers of non- 
MIRVed SLBMs, on the basis of externally observable design 
features of the submarines. Programs underway as of the date of 
signature of the Treaty (such as the Minuteman silo hardness 
upgrade program) are expressly exempted from this requirement. 
There are no such Soviet programs which would be so exempted. The 
purpose of this provision is to ensure there will be no problems of 
launcher distinguishability, such as at Derazhnya and Pervomaysk, in 
the future.

The Soviets raised a question with regard to distinguishing 
between non-MIRVed Minuteman II and MIRVed Minuteman III 
ICBM launchers. This question was resolved on the basis of the fol
lowing statement, which was made by the United States at the 
Vienna Summit:

The United States has 450 Minuteman II launchers and 550 
Minuteman III launchers operationally deployed; there are no 
Minuteman III missiles in Minuteman II launchers; Minuteman
II launchers are not capable of launching Minuteman III missiles, 
and if we convert Minuteman II launchers to give them a capabil
ity for launching Minuteman III missiles, they would have to 
have externally observable design features which would distin
guish them from Minuteman II launchers.

The Second Agreed Statement associated with this paragraph sets 
forth the equally important missile type rule. The Parties agree that 
ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs are ICBMs and SLBMs of
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the types which have been flight-tested with two or more indepen
dently targetable reentry vehicles, regardless of whether or not they 
have also been flight-tested with a single reentry vehicle or with mul
tiple reentry vehicles which are not independently targetable (so- 
called MRVs). As of the date of signature of the Treaty, such ICBMs 
and SLBMs are: for the United States, Minuteman III ICBMs, and 
Poseidon C -3  and Trident C -4  SLBMs; and for the Soviet Union, 
R S-16 (SS —17), RS-18 (SS-19) and R S-20 (SS-18) ICBMs and 
RSM -50 (SS-N -18) SLBMs. The “RS” and “RSM” designators are 
the Soviet designators corresponding to the United States desig
nators shown in parentheses.

The Third Common Understanding associated with the paragraph 
correlates the designations used by the United States and the Soviet 
Union for ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs as indicated 
above. This Common Understanding also contains descriptive mate
rial for each missile and identifies the Soviet SS-19 as the heaviest 
of the light ICBMs in terms of launch-weight and throw-weight and 
the Soviet SS-18 as the heaviest of the heavy ICBMs in terms of 
launch-weight and throw-weight. Also, the Parties agree to update 
the list of deployed MIRVed ballistic missiles in the Standing Consul
tative Commission.

The Third Agreed Statement associated with paragraph 5 (which is 
repeated as the Second Agreed Statement associated with paragraph 
6) defines independently targetable reentry vehicles, setting forth 
the distinction between missiles equipped with MIRVs and missiles 
equipped with multiple reentry vehicles that are not independently 
targetable (MRVs). It provides that reentry vehicles are indepen
dently targetable if, after separation from the booster, maneuvering 
and targeting of the reentry vehicles to separate aim points along tra 
jectories which are unrelated to each other are accomplished by 
means of: (1) devices which are installed in a self-contained dispensing 
mechanism (post-boost vehicle or “bus”) or on the reentry vehicles 
(e.g., maneuvering reentry vehicles, or MaRVs) and which are based 
on the use of electronic or other computers, in combination with de
vices using je t engines, including rocket engines, or aerodynamic sys
tems; or (2) other devices which may be developed in the future. The 
key feature of this definition is the reference to “unrelated trajec
tories.” In the case of MRVs, the trajectories are in a constrained pat
tern, thereby precluding the flexibility in targeting which gives 
MIRVs their effectiveness against multiple targets.

MIRVed ASBMs. Paragraph 6 of Article II defines ASBMs equipped 
with MIRVs as ASBMs of the types which have been flight-tested 
with MIRVs. The missile type rule for such air-to-surface ballistic 
missiles equipped with MIRVs is set forth in the First Agreed State
ment to this paragraph. This Statement provides that ASBMs of the 
types which have been flight-tested with MIRVs are all ASBMs of the 
types which have been flight-tested with two or more independently 
targetable reentry vehicles regardless of whether they have also
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been flight-tested with a single reentry vehicle or multiple reentry 
vehicles which are not independently targetable. This provision is 
the counterpart for ASBMs of the MIRVed missile type rule for 
ICBMs and SLBMs contained in the Second Agreed Statement to 
Paragraph 5.

Heavy ICBMs. Paragraph 7 of Article II contains the definition of 
heavy ICBMs. This definition in effect sets the upper limit on the 
launch-weight and throw-weight of light ICBMs, because it defines 
heavy ICBMs as those ICBMs having a launch-weight or throw- 
weight greater than that of the heaviest of the light ICBMs deployed 
by either Party as of the date of signature of the Treaty. By 
establishing a clear demarcation between light and heavy missiles, 
this definition is central to the effectiveness of the following provi
sions of the Treaty: (a) the freeze on the numbers of fixed launchers of 
modern heavy ICBMs (paragraphs 1 and 3 of Article IV); (b) the obli
gation that the one permitted new type of ICBM be a light ICBM 
(paragraph 9 of Article IV); and (c) the ban on mobile launchers of 
heavy ICBMs, on heavy SLBMs and their launchers, and on heavy 
ASBMs (Article IX).

As indicated in the Third Common Understanding to paragraph 5 
of Article II, the Soviet SS-19 is the heaviest of the deployed light 
ICBMs in terms of both launch-weight and throw-weight. Therefore, 
the upper limits on launch-weight and throw-weight for all light 
ICBMs are those of the Soviet SS-19 ICBM.

On August 16, 1977, in a plenary statement, the United States in
formed the Soviet Union that “. . .  for planning purposes, with 
respect to ICBMs it might develop, test or deploy in the future, the 
United States considers the launch-weight limit on light ICBMs to be
90,000 kilograms and the throw-weight limit to be 3,600 kilograms.” 
These figures are based on our estimates for the SS-19. The Soviet 
Union did not respond to this statement. The United States will 
regard these figures as the limits for the one new type of light ICBM 
permitted to the United States under Paragraph 9 of Article IV.

The Agreed Statements associated with paragraph 7 define launch- 
weight and throw-weight.

• The launch-weight of an ICBM is the weight of the fully loaded 
missile itself at the time of launch (First Agreed Statement). It does 
not include the weight of any supporting equipment, such as a 
separate launch-assist device which might be used to eject the missile 
from the launcher.

• The throw-weight of an ICBM is the sum of the weight of: (a) its 
reentry vehicle or vehicles; (b) any post-boost vehicles or any other 
devices for targeting, releasing, or dispensing reentry vehicles; and
(c) its penetration aids, including devices for their release (Second 
Agreed Statement).

An associated Common Understanding provides that the term 
“other appropriate devices”, which is used in the definition of throw-
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weight of an ICBM, means: (1) any devices for dispensing and 
targeting two or more reentry vehicles; and (2) any devices for releas
ing two or more reentry vehicles or for targeting one reentry vehicle 
that cannot provide their reentry vehicle(s) with additional velocity 
of more than 1,000 meters per second. The purpose of this under
standing is twofold. The first part ensures that any devices for dispensing and targeting (a MIRV function; see below) two or more 
reentry vehicles are included in throw-weight. Thus, for example, if a 
final boost stage itself carried out that function, it would be included 
in throw-weight. The second part deals with the case of a device 
which may release two or more MRVs or target a single reentry vehi
cle. It serves to distinguish between a post-boost vehicle and the final 
boost stage of a missile, since the la tter device might provide some 
guidance to reentry vehicles on a non-MIRVed missile. If the device 
cannot provide additional velocity of more than 1,000 meters per 
second to a reentry vehicle, it is considered comparable to a post
boost vehicle and included in throw-weight. If it can so provide, it is 
considered to be a final boost stage and is not included in throw- 
weight.

These Agreed Statements and Common Understanding are 
repeated in association with paragraph 7 of Article IV, which imposes 
the upper limit on heavy ICBM launch-weight and throw-weight.The term s “targeting”, “releasing”, and “dispensing and 
targeting?* lffeve particular meanings in the context of the definition 
of throw-weight. These are made clear in the negotiating record asso
ciated with ttffc definition of throw-weight, which contains additional 
explanations for the purpose of ensuring that the technical terms 
used are mutually understood. On October 29,1976, the United States 
and the Soviet Union Delegations made identical statements in a 
plenary session as follows:

The [United States] [Soviet]7 Delegation understands that, 
with respect to the Agreed Statement defining the throw-weight 
of an ICBM and to the associated Common Understanding, the 
term “targeting” applies to one reentry vehicle; the term 
“releasing’ applies to multiple reentry vehicles which are not in
dependently targetable; and the term “dispensing and 
targeting” applies to multiple independently targetable reentry 
vehicles. “Other appropriate devices . . .  for dispensing and 
targeting two or more reentry vehicles” perform the same func
tion as “self-contained dispensing mechanisms” and are included 
in the throw-weight of an ICBM irrespective of the additional 
velocity which they can provide the reentry vehicles.

The relationship between the terminology used in defining throw- 
weight and terminology used in the United States is as follows:

• “Other appropriate devices for targeting one reentry vehicle” in
cluded what are called “post-boost vehicles” in the United States. The

7 Brackets are in the original.
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velocity criterion in the Common Understanding serves to separate 
such devices from final boost stages.

• “Other appropriate devices . . .  for releasing two or more 
reentry vehicles” can be devices of various complexity, including 
what are called “post-boost vehicles” in the United States. The 
velocity criterion in the Common Understanding serves to separate 
such devices from final boost stages.

• “Other appropriate devices for dispensing and targeting two or 
more reentry vehicles” perform the same function as self-contained 
dispensing mechanisms, which are also called “buses” or “post-boost 
vehicles” in the United States.

Cruise Missiles. Paragraph 8 of Article II defines cruise missiles 
for purposes of the Treaty. Cruise missiles are defined as unmanned, 
self-propelled, guided, weapon-delivery vehicles (for nuclear or non
nuclear weapons) which sustain flight through the use of aerodynamic 
lift over most of their flight path, and which are either (1) flight- 
tested from or deployed on aircraft (air-launched cruise missiles), or 
(2) for use in underwater launchers of certain types referred to in Ar
ticle IX. The definition of cruise missiles in the Treaty does not apply 
to ground-launched or sea-launched cruise missiles. Limitations on 
these latter systems are contained only in the Protocol, and ground- 
launched and sea-launched cruise missiles are defined separately 
therein.

There are a number of agreed Statements and Common Under
standings associated with the Treaty paragraph defining cruise 
missiles.

There is a type rule for distinguishing between cruise missiles and 
pilotless guided vehicles which also sustain flight through aero
dynamic lift. If an unmanned aerodynamic vehicle has been flight- 
tested or deployed for weapon delivery, all vehicles of that type will 
be considered weapon-delivery vehicles, i.e., cruise missiles (Third 
Agreed Statement). Cruise missiles must be distinguishable from 
unarmed pilotless guided vehicles on the basis of differences in exter
nally observable design features (Third Common Understanding). 
These differences could be in the basic engineering design of the vehi
cle or they could be observable differences in certain dimensions. The 
differences need not be functionally related.

In addition, neither Party will convert unarmed pilotless guided 
vehicles into cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilo
meters, nor will either Party make the reverse conversion (Fourth 
Common Understanding).

The Parties have also stated that they have no plans during the 
period of the Treaty to flight-test from or deploy on aircraft unarmed, 
pilotless, guided vehicles capable of a range in excess of 600 
kilometers. However, such flight-testing and deployment is not pro
hibited. In the event such plans change in the future, the Parties will 
notify each other prior to flight-testing or deploying such vehicles. 
This statement of current planning and the obligation to provide such
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notification does not apply to target drones (Fifth Common Under
standing).

There is a definition of cruise missile range capability. The range 
capability of a cruise missile is defined as the maximum distance 
which can be covered by the missile in its standard design mode fly
ing until fuel exhaustion, determined by projecting its flight path on
to the earth’s sphere from the point of launch to the point of impact 
(Second Agreed Statement). The key features of this definition are as 
follows:

• Standard design mode. The missile is assumed to fly its design 
operational profile (speed and altitide).

• Fuel exhaustion. The total store of fuel is assumed to be burned. 
No fuel reserve is held back.

• Projecting its flight path onto the earth’s sphere. The distance 
measured would be that measured by the odometer of an automobile 
driven beneath the missile on a smooth model of the earth.

During the negotiations, the United States advised the Soviet 
Union that an appropriate approach for calculating the maximum 
range which a cruise missile can cover in its standard design mode 
flying until fuel exhaustion, in those cases where the cruise missile 
flying a standard profile has not exhausted its fuel, is to assume that 
the remaining fuel will be used by continuing to fly at the same 
altitude and speed at which the cruise missile was flying in the last 
segment of its flight. The Soviets responded that the definition of 
cruise missile range had already been agreed, that no additional 
clarifications were needed, and that any specific questions arising in 
the future could be dealt with on a case-by-case basis.

A second cruise missile type rule distinguishes between cruise 
missiles that are capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers and 
those that are not; if any cruise missile is capable of a range in excess 
of 600 kilometers, all cruise missiles of that type shall be considered 
capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers (First Agreed State
ment). Cruise missiles not capable of a range in excess of 600 kilo
meters must be distinguishable on the basis of externally observable 
design features from those of greater range capability (Second Com
mon Understanding).

If a cruise missile has been flight-tested to a distance in excess of 
600 kilometers, regardless of the flight profile, it will be considered to 
be capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers (First Common 
Understanding).

Article III—Overall Aggregate Limitations
Article III sets forth the initial overall aggregate limitation 

established by the Treaty (which will require initial Soviet reduc
tions), as well as the aggregate limitation to become effective subse
quently (which will require additional Soviet reductions). Current 
operational deployments by the United States are below the specified 
levels, and we will only be required to dismantle or destroy approxi
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mately thirty strategic systems (probably to be chosen from among 
mothballed B -52 heavy bombers which have already been heavily 
cannibalized for parts).

Paragraph 1 of Article III requires each Party, upon entry into 
force of the Treaty, to limit ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, heavy 
bombers, and ASBMs to an aggregate number not to exceed 2,400.

Paragraph 2 provides that from January 1, 1981, the aggregate 
limit on strategic offensive arms will be reduced to 2,250 and that 
reductions will be initiated for arms which, as of that date, would be 
in excess of this aggregate number. Article XI requires that these ad
ditional reductions be completed by December 31, 1981.

Paragraph 3 of Article III establishes the principle of freedom to 
mix types of strategic systems within the overall aggregate limita
tions. This paragraph provides that, within the aggregate limits set 
forth in paragraphs 1 and 2 and subject to any other applicable Trea
ty provisions, each Party has the right to determine the composition 
of its strategic forces, that is, the number of its ICBM launchers, 
SLBM launchers, heavy bombers and ASBMs.

Paragraph 4 of Article III sets forth the method for counting 
ASBMs on a bomber. It provides that the aggregate numbers set 
forth in paragraphs 1 and 2 shall include for each bomber of a type 
equipped for ASBMs the maximum number of ASBMs for which any 
bomber of that type is equipped for one operational mission.

Paragraph 5 of Article III provides that if a heavy bomber is 
equipped only for ASBMs, that bomber shall not itself be included in 
the aggregate limitations. In that case only the ASBMs for which it is 
equipped will count in the aggregate. Should a heavy bomber 
equipped for ASBMs also be equipped for bombs, for example, then 
both the bomber and the ASBMs would be included in the aggregate.

Paragraph 6 of Article III provides that reductions necessary to 
reach the limitations set forth in paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article III 
shall be carried out as provided in Article XI of the Treaty.

Article IV —Special ICBM and Related Limitations
This Article establishes several restrictions on ICBM launcher con

struction and modification as well as other qualitative limitations on 
ICBMs, ICBM launchers, SLBMs, ASBMs, and ALCMs. Several of its 
ICBM provisions re-establish obligations contained in the 1972 SALT I 
Interim Agreement, some refine obligations in that Agreement, and 
others create new restrictions.

Paragraph 1 of Article IV obligates the Parties not to s tart con
struction of additional fixed ICBM launchers. Thus, the freeze on new 
construction of fixed ICBM launchers, established in the Interim 
Agreement, is continued in the Treaty, as agreed at Vladivostok.

Paragraph 2 of this Article obligates the Parties not to relocate fixed 
ICBM launchers. This obligation makes it clear that the freeze on 
fixed ICBM launcher construction applies to all such construction, not 
only to construction which would add to the deployed totals.
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Paragraph 3 of Article IV restates the obligation, also contained in 
the Interim Agreement, not to convert launchers of light ICBMs, or 
of ICBMs of older types deployed prior to 1964, into launchers of 
modern heavy ICBMs (e.g., Soviet S S -9  and SS-18).8 (The older 
types of ICBMs referred to in this paragraph are Titan II for the 
United States and S S -7  and S S -8  for the Soviet Union. All of the 
launchers for the S S -7  and S S -8  have now been dismantled, for the 
most part to be replaced by new Soviet SLBM launchers, under the 
Interim Agreement.)

Paragraph 4 of Article IV is based on the limitation on increases in 
silo dimensions contained in the Interim Agreement. This paragraph 
provides that in the process of modernization and replacement of 
ICBM silo launchers the original internal volume of an ICBM silo 
launcher shall not be increased by more than thirty-two percent. 
Within this limit, each Party has the right to determine whether to 
make such an increase through an increase in the original internal 
diameter or in the original internal depth of an ICBM silo launcher, or 
in both of these dimensions.

The Agreed Statement associated with this paragraph explains 
that the word “original” refers to the internal dimensions of an ICBM 
silo launcher, including its internal volume, as of May 26,1972, or as 
of the date on which such launcher became operational, whichever 
was later.

An associated Common Understanding provides that the diameter 
or depth of a launcher may not be increased by an amount greater 
than that which would result in a thirty-two percent internal volume 
increase if the other dimension were not changed. The effect of this 
understanding is to place an upper limit on permitted increases in 
diameter (fifteen percent) or depth (thirty-two percent) in cases 
where the other dimension is reduced in the course of modernization 
and replacement. (A fifteen percent increase in diameter alone would 
result in a thirty-two percent increase in volume.)

Paragraph 5(c) of this Article prohibits the development, testing, 
and deployment of systems for rapid reload of ICBM launchers. As 
reinforcing commitments, the Parties undertake in subparagraphs 
5(a) and (b), respectively, not to supply ICBM deployment areas with 
ICBMs in excess of a number consistent with normal deployment, 
maintenance, training, and replacement requirements, and not to pro
vide storage facilities for or to store ICBMs in excess of “normal 
deployment requirements” at launch sites. The associated Agreed 
Statement defines “normal deployment requirements” as the deploy
ment of one missile at each ICBM launcher.

Paragraph 6 of Article IV requires the Parties not to have under 
construction at any time strategic offensive arms (ICBM launchers, 
SLBM launchers, heavy bombers and ASBMs) in excess of numbers 
consistent with a normal construction schedule. The associated Com

8 The definition of heavy ICBMs is contained in paragraph 7 of Article II, discussed  
above. [Footnote in original.]
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mon Understanding declares that a normal construction schedule is 
one consistent with the past or present construction practices of each 
Party.

The purpose of this provision is to prohibit a Party from construct
ing large numbers of strategic offensive arms (e.g., SLBM launchers) 
to a stage short of the final stage of construction, as defined in Article 
VI, thereby avoiding having them counted in the aggregate limita
tions. Such a practice could afford that Party a “breakout” potential.

Paragraph 7 sets the upper limits for launch-weight and throw- 
weight of heavy ICBMs. The Parties undertake not to develop, test, 
or deploy ICBMs which have a launch-weight greater or a throw- 
weight greater than that of the heaviest, in terms of either launch- 
weight or throw-weight, respectively, of the heavy ICBMs deployed 
by either Party as of the date of signature of the Treaty. The Third 
Common Understanding associated with paragraph 5 of Article II 
states that the Soviet SS-18 is the heaviest in terms of launch- 
weight and throw-weight of heavy ICBMs. Thus, paragraph 7 of A rti
cle IV prevents the Soviet Union during the period of the Treaty 
from developing, testing or deploying an ICBM with a launch-weight 
or throw-weight greater than that of the SS-18. The F irst and 
Second Agreed Statements associated with Paragraph 7 of Article II, 
which define launch-weight and throw-weight, apply also to this pro
vision, as does the Common Understanding to paragraph 7 of Article 
II.

The eighth paragraph of Article IV prohibits conversion of land- 
based launchers of ballistic missiles 'hich arc not ICBM s into launch 
ers of ICBMs, and testing them for this purpose. Thus, the conversion 
of an intermediate range ballistic missile (IRBM) launcher into an 
ICBM launcher would violate the Treaty. (Note that a “dual-capable” 
launcher, e.g., a launcher which could, without conversion, launch 
either an IRBM or an ICBM, would be handled differently. Such a 
launcher would in fact be an ICBM launcher; therefore, it and all 
launchers of its type would be counted as ICBM launchers, pursuant 
to the launcher definition and type rule in paragraph 1 of Article II.)

In the associated Common Understanding the Soviet Union under
takes, for the period of the Treaty, not to produce, test, or deploy 
ICBMs of the S S - 16 type, and not to produce the unique components 
of the missile, that is, its third stage, its reentry vehicle, or its ap
propriate device (post-boost vehicle) for targeting the missile’s single 
reentry vehicle. This obligation is important because of the apparent 
commonality of the first two stages of that missile and the booster of 
the SS-20 missile, which is a two-stage IRBM deployed on a land- 
mobile launcher. This apparent commonality was a cause for U.S. con
cern that the SS-20 launcher could launch SS-16 ICBMs with little 
or no change, and thus not only raise verification questions but also 
give the Soviet Union a mobile ICBM “break-out” potential.

In paragraph 9, each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy 
“new types” of ICBMs with the exception of one new type of ICBM 
for each Party, which must be a “light” ICBM. ICBMs of a type which
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have been flight-tested as of May 1,1979, are not considered to be of a 
new type. The one exception to the prohibition on new types of 
ICBMs may be either MIRVed or non-MIRVed.

This provision will permit the United States to flight-test and 
deploy the one new type of ICBM that we currently have under 
development, the MX. The Soviet Union will also be limited to only 
one new type of light ICBM. They must choose, for example, between:
(1) replacing the multiple reentry vehicle (RV) SS-17 (4-RVs) and 
SS-19 (6-RVs) with a 10-R V  light ICBM; and (2) replacing their 
SS-11 with a single-warhead light ICBM that differs substantially 
from the SS-11. They cannot do both.

The Agreed Statements and Common Understandings to 
paragraph 9 define a new type and at the same time limit the degree 
of permitted changes to existing types of ICBMs. An ICBM of a new 
type is defined to be an ICBM which is different from all ICBMs 
flight-tested as of May 1,1979 with respect to: the number of stages 
of the missile; or the type of propellant (liquid or solid) of any of its 
stages; or differences of more than five percent (plus or minus) in the 
length, the largest diameter, the launch-weight, or the throw-weight 
of the missile (First Agreed Statement and First Common Under
standing).

The five percent limit on reductions in launch-weight and throw- 
weight may be exceeded if the additional reduction in excess of five 
percent is due solely to reducing the number of reentry vehicles or 
penetration aids or both. (This allows a Party, for example, to extend 
the range of an ICBM by decreasing the number of its reentry 
vehicles.) In cases where the quantity of propellant carried by the 
missile is reduced, these five percent reduction limits may also be ex
ceeded, provided that the number of reentry vehicles or penetration 
aids or both is also reduced and that the entire reduction in throw- 
weight and launch-weight is due solely to reducing the quantity of 
propellant and the number of reentry vehicles or penetration aids or 
both (Third Common Understanding). (For example, in this latter case 
the weight of the missile structure could not be reduced.)

With respect to the one new type of light ICBM permitted to a 
Party, each ICBM of that type must have the same number of stages 
and the same type of propellant (liquid or solid) of each stage as the 
first ICBM of that type launched by that Party. The baseline values 
of the length, the diameter, the launch-weight, and the throw-weight 
are established as of the twenty-fifth launch or final launch before 
deployment, whichever occurs earlier. The values of these para
meters may not differ in subsequent tests by more than five percent 
from the baseline values (Second Agreed Statement and Second Com
mon Understanding). Here, too, the five percent limit on reductions in 
launch-weight and throw-weight may be exceeded for the purpose of 
reducing the number of reentry vehicles or penetration aids, and, ad
ditionally, propellant (Fourth Common Understanding).

As a further constraint on the flight-testing of the one permitted 
new type of ICBM, the values of the length, the diameter, the launch-
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weight, and the throw-weight of the missile may not differ by more 
than ten percent during the last twelve launches before the twenty- 
fifth launch or the final launch before deployment, whichever occurs 
earlier (Second Common Understanding). This inhibits a Party from 
actually testing more than one new type of ICBM under the guise of a 
test program for a single new type. Significant inconsistencies 
between the values demonstrated in these last twelve launches and 
the previous launches of the missile could be a subject for discussion 
in the Standing Consultative Commission.

The Second Agreed Statement further provides that a Party which 
launches an ICBM of the one permitted new type shall promptly 
notify the other Party: (1) of the date of the first launch; and (2) of the 
date of either the twenty-fifth launch or the last launch before deploy
ment, whichever occurs earlier. This requirement will increase con
fidence in verification of compliance with the new-type limitations.

In paragraph 10 of Article IV, the Parties agree not to flight-test or 
deploy an ICBM of an existing type with more reentry vehicles than 
the maximum number that had been flight-tested on that type of 
ICBM (MIRVed or non-MIRVed) as of May 1, 1979.

The First Agreed Statement associated with this paragraph (and 
with paragraph 12, which deals with SLBM fractionation) records the 
agreement on the maximum number of reentry vehicles that have 
been flight-tested on existing types of MIRVed ICBMs: seven for the 
Minuteman-III, four for the SS-17, six for the SS-19, and ten for the 
SS-18 —and MIRVed SLBMs: fourteen for the Poseidon C -3 , seven 
for the Trident C -4 ,9 and seven for the S S -N -1 8 .

Although Minuteman III has previously been flight-tested with up 
to seven reentry vehicles, it has never been deployed with more than 
three. The United States has agreed that, consistent with its plans 
during the term of the Treaty, it will not flight-test or deploy 
Minuteman III with more than three reentry vehicles (Common 
Understanding).

The Second Agreed Statement makes clear what is considered and 
counted as a flight-test of a reentry vehicle, whether from ICBMs, 
SLBMs, or ASBMs. After May 1, 1979, a flight-test of a reentry 
vehicle includes procedures for the actual or the simulated releasing 
or dispensing of reentry vehicles. Such procedures mean maneuvers 
of a missile associated with targeting and releasing or dispensing 
reentry vehicles whether or not a reentry vehicle is actually released 
or dispensed.

The United States stated its understanding that such missile ma
neuvers include changes in orientation as well as changes in position 
and velocity and that in the event a question arises concerning proce

9 The figure of seven reentry vehicles for the Trident C -4  is based on the maximum 
number of reentry vehicles actually released during flight-tests of the m issile as of May 
1,1979. If simulated releases of reentry vehicles had been counted as flight-tests of reen
try vehicles, as is the case for simulations occurring after May 1,1979, the figure for the 
C -4  would have been eight, which is the largest number of reentry vehicles for which 
the missile is designed and with which it will be deployed. [Footnote in original.]
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dures for targeting and releasing reentry vehicles which do not 
involve such changes, this could be a subject for discussion in the 
Standing Consultatative Commission. The Soviet Union did not 
respond.

The purpose of the Second Agreed Statement is to prevent a Party 
from evading the fractionation restrictions through simulations. 
However, the Parties may test procedures for releasing antimissile 
defense penetration aids during the flight-test of a missile without 
such a test being considered as a flight-test of a reentry vehicle, pro
vided that the procedures for releasing them are different from the 
procedures for releasing or dispensing reentry vehicles.

In addition, each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy: (a) a 
multiple-reentry vehicle ICBM (MIRVed or non-MIRVed) of an exist
ing type, with a reentry vehicle that is lighter than the lightest re
entry vehicle flight-tested on that type of ICBM as of May 1, 1979; 
(b) a single-reentry vehicle ICBM of an existing type that does not 
have an appropriate device for targeting a reentry vehicle (e.g., a 
post-boost vehicle), with a reentry vehicle that is lighter than the 
lightest reentry vehicle flight-tested on an existing type of MIRVed 
ICBM by that Party as of May 1,1979; and (c) a single-reentry vehicle 
ICBM of an existing type that has such an appropriate device, with a 
reentry vehicle that weighs less than fifty percent of the throw- 
weight of that ICBM (Third Agreed Statement). These provisions are 
intended to inhibit a Party from quickly deploying, at a later date, 
more reentry vehicles than the number to which existing types of 
ICBMs are limited by paragraph 10 of Article IV.

In paragraph 11, the Parties undertake not to flight-test or deploy 
ICBMs of the one permitted new type with more than ten reentry 
vehicles, which is the maximum number of reentry vehicles with 
which an ICBM of either Party has been flight-tested as of May 1, 
1979. Further, a Party may not flight-test or deploy ICBMs of the one 
new type with more reentry vehicles than the maximum number 
flight-tested on this type as of the twenty-fifth launch or the last 
launch before deployment begins, whichever occurs earlier (First 
Agreed Statement). The provision related to paragraph 10 for simu
lated release of reentry vehicles on flight-tests after May 1,1979, is 
carried over and repeated (Second Agreed Statement).

There is no lower limit on the weight of individual reentry vehicles 
on the permitted new type of ICBM. (As noted above, there are such 
limits for existing types of ICBMs). However, a concern could arise 
were a side to flight-test a reentry vehicle on the permitted new type 
of ICBM for which the total weight of ten such reentry vehicles was a 
relatively small fraction, e.g., forty percent, of the missile's throw- 
weight. Such a practice would raise serious questions as to whether 
the missile were really designed to be one for which the payload 
would not exceed 10 reentry vehicles. In light of such a possibility we 
stated to the Soviets that, if such a problem arose in the future, it 
woyld be an issue for discussion and resolution in the Standing Con
sultative Commission. The Soviets made no response.
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In paragraph 12, the Parties undertake not to flight-test or deploy 

SLBMs with more than fourteen reentry vehicles, which is the maxi
mum number of reentry vehicles with which an SLBM of either Party 
has been flight-tested as of May 1, 1979. This limit applies to all 
SLBMs, both existing and future. As noted earlier, the First Agreed 
Statement to paragraph 10 of Article IV specifies the number of re 
entry vehicles with which MIRVed ICBMs and SLBMs of existing 
types have been flight-tested, and that Statement is repeated for 
paragraph 12 (First Agreed Statement). The provision for simulated 
release of reentry vehicles on flight-tests after May 1,1979, is again 
repeated (Second Agreed Statement).

In paragraph 13, the Parties undertake not to flight-test or deploy 
ASBMs with more than ten reentry vehicles, which is the maximum 
number of reentry vehicles with which an ICBM of either Party has 
been flight-tested as of May 1, 1979. The simulation provision for 
reentry vehicle tests after May 1, 1979, again applies (Agreed 
Statement).

Paragraph 14 of Article IV establishes an undertaking by the Par
ties not to deploy on heavy bombers equipped for long-range cruise 
missiles at any one time a number of such cruise missiles in excess of 
an average of twenty-eight per bomber so equipped. This sets no limit 
on the number of ALCMs that can be placed on a given bomber, so 
long as the average over the whole force of bombers equipped for 
ALCMs does not exceed twenty-eight. The First Agreed Statement 
provides that for the purposes of this limitation there shall be consid
ered to be deployed on each heavy bomber of a given type, the max
imum number of long-range cruise missiles for which any bomber of 
that type is equipped for one operational mission. This Agreed State
ment is similar to the language of paragraph 4 of Article III, which 
establishes an ASBM carrier counting rule.

In the Second Agreed Statement, the Parties state that they will 
not equip any heavy bomber of existing types (B-52 and B - l  
bombers for the United States and Tupolev-95  and Myasishchev 
bombers for the Soviet Union) for more than 20 long-range cruise 
missiles. This would not affect current U.S. plans for deployment of 
long-range cruise missiles on B-52s. During the Vienna summit, the 
two Parties made parallel statements to the effect that neither has 
plans to deploy during the period of the Treaty new types of aircraft 
equipped with more than twenty long-range cruise missiles. How
ever, such deployment is not prohibited under the provisions of the 
Treaty.

Article V—MIRV Limitations
This Article sets a sublimit on MIRVed systems and heavy bomb

ers equipped for cruise missiles under the overall aggregate limita
tions contained in paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article III.

Paragraph 1 of Article V provides that within the overall aggre
gate numbers, each Party undertakes to limit launchers of ICBMs
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and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs, ASBMs equipped with MIRVs, 
and heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in 
excess of 600 kilometers to an aggregate number not to exceed 1,320.

Paragraph 2 provides that within the aggregate number set forth 
in paragraph 1 of this Article (1320), each Party undertakes to limit 
launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs, and ASBMs 
equipped with MIRVs, to an aggregate number not to exceed 1,200. 
Thus, of the 1320 aggregate, only 1200 can be used for MIRVed sys
tems. The remaining 120 can be used only for heavy bombers 
equipped for long-range cruise missiles. A Party may, however, have 
more than 120 such bombers, if it has correspondingly fewer MIRVed 
systems, thereby complying with the 1320 aggregate.

Paragraph 3 provides that, within the aggregate number set forth 
in paragraph 2 of this Article (1200), each Party undertakes to limit 
launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs to an aggregate number 
not to exceed 820. As noted in the discussion of paragraph 5 of Article 
II, all of the Soviet ICBM launchers at the deployment areas near 
Derazhnya and Pervomaysk are included in the 820 limit.

Paragraph 4 establishes the method for counting MIRVed ASBMs 
under the 1320 and 1200 aggregates. It provides that the aggregate 
numbers set forth in paragraphs 1 and 2 shall include for each bomber 
of a type equipped for MIRVed ASBMs the maximum number of 
ASBMs for which a bomber of that type is equipped for one opera
tional mission. The method is analogous to that established in Article 
III for counting ASBMs under the overall aggregate limitation. An 
associated type rule provides that if a bomber is equipped for 
MIRVed ASBMs, all bombers of that type will be considered to be 
bombers equipped for MIRVed ASBMs (Agreed Statement).

Finally, paragraph 5 provides that within the aggregate numbers 
provided for in paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of this Article and subject to 
the other provisions of the Treaty, each Party has the right to deter
mine the composition of these aggregates, thereby adopting the same 
principle of freedom to mix for MIRVed systems as for strategic of
fensive arms generally.

Article VI—Rules for Inclusion of Arms in the Aggregates
Paragraph 1 of this Article is patterned on paragraph 2 of Article

II of the ABM Treaty.10 It provides that the Treaty limitations apply 
to all strategic offensive arms which are: (a) operational; (b) in the 
final stage of construction; (c) in reserve, in storage, or mothballed; 
and (d) undergoing overhaul, repair, modernization, or conversion. Its 
purpose is to ensure that strategic offensive arms begin to count in 
the aggregate limitations when they enter the final stage of construc

10 Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic M issile System s, signed at Moscow, 
May 26, 1972, 23 UST 3435, TIAS 7503. [Footnote in original. The treaty text may also 
be found in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197-201.]
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tion, and that they continue to be included regardless of changes in 
status until removed under agreed procedures. For example, under 
subparagraph (d), an ICBM launcher remains subject to the aggre
gate limitations even while undergoing modernization or conversion, 
and a heavy bomber remains subject to such limitations, even if 
placed in storage or mothballed (such as certain United States 
B-52s).

Paragraph 2 defines the term “final stage of construction”. For 
SLBM launchers, this stage begins when the submarine on which 
such launchers are deployed begins sea trials (the same criterion as 
used under the Interim Agreement). ASBMs enter the final stage of 
construction after a bomber equipped for such missiles has been 
brought out of the shop, plant, or other facility where its final 
assembly or conversion for the purpose of equipping it for such mis
siles has been performed. Other strategic offensive arms which are 
finally assembled in a shop, plant, or other facility, are likewise in the 
final stage of construction after they come out of the shop, plant, or 
other facility where their final assembly has been performed. This 
provision will apply to heavy bombers and to mobile ICBM launchers.

Paragraph 3 provides rules as to when existing ICBM and SLBM 
non-MIRV launchers which are converted to MIRV launchers become 
subject to the limits of Article V. ICBM launchers undergoing conver
sion for MIRVs become subject to Article V when work on their con
version reaches the stage which first definitely indicates that they 
are being so converted, ie ., when work has advanced to a stage that 
permits verification by national technical means that conversion, as 
opposed to other work such as silo hardening, is taking place. SLBM 
launchers which are being converted to accept MIRVed SLBMs 
become subject to Article V when the submarine on which such 
launchers are deployed first goes to sea after conversion has been 
performed.

An associated Agreed Statement states that procedures for deter
mining when mobile launchers of non-MIRVed ICBMs being con
verted to launchers of MIRVed ICBMs become subject to Article V 
will be developed in the Standing Consultative Commission (pursu
ant to paragraph 7 of this Article), unless the Parties agree that such 
launchers shall not be deployed after expiration of the Protocol.

Paragraph 4 provides that ASBMs on a bomber which is being con
verted from one equipped for non-MIRVed ASBMs to one equipped 
for MIRVed ASBMs become subject to the MIRV limitation of Article 
V when such a bomber is brought out of the shop, plant, or other facil
ity where the conversion of the bomber has been performed.

Paragraph 5 provides for the inclusion under the 1,320 limitation 
contained in paragraph 1 of Article V of types of bombers being con
verted to a bomber of a type equipped for long-range cruise missiles. 
A heavy bomber so converted becomes subject to such limitation 
when it is first brought out of the conversion facility. Likewise, air
planes other than heavy bombers become subject to both the Article 
III and Article V aggregate limitations when they are first brought
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out of the facility where they have been equipped for long-range 
cruise missiles.

Paragraph 6 contains the rule as to when strategic offensive arms 
will cease to count under the Treaty limitations. It provides that the 
arms subject to the limitations provided for in the Treaty shall 
remain subject to these limitations until they are dismantled, are 
destroyed, or otherwise cease to be subject to these limitations under 
procedures to be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative Commis
sion. The last phrase covers cases in which a strategic delivery ve
hicle is lost by an accident such as a submarine sinking or a bomber 
crash. In addition, the associated Agreed Statement makes clear that 
procedures for arms ceasing to be subject to the Treaty limitations 
shall include procedures for removal from the limits of Article V if 
such launchers should be converted from launchers of MIRVed mis
siles to launchers of non-MIRVed missiles. Also to be included are 
procedures for converting bombers to remove them from the overall 
aggregate limitation of Article III as well as the Article V limitation 
as appropriate. The Common Understanding to paragraph 6 provides 
that procedures to be developed for removal of converted bombers 
from the aggregate limitations must be based on existence of func
tionally related observable differences.

Paragraph 7 states that, in accordance with the provisions of Ar
ticle XVII, the Parties shall agree in the Standing Consultative Com
mission upon procedures to implement the provisions of Article VI.

Article VII—Test and Training Launchers
Paragraph 1 of Article VII provides that the aggregate numerical 

limitations of Article III of the Treaty (as well as the sublimits set 
forth in Article V) do not apply to ICBM and SLBM test and training 
launchers or to space vehicle launchers for exploration and use of 
outer space. ICBM and SLBM test and training launchers are defined 
as ICBM and SLBM launchers used only for testing and training. 
Thus, operational launchers cannot be removed from the aggregate 
limitations by virtue of their being used also as test and training 
launchers. No exemption exists for heavy bombers used for purposes 
of testing or training except for the special provision for cruise mis
sile and ASBM test aircraft associated with Article VIII. The Com
mon Understanding associated with this paragraph states that the 
term “testing” as used in Article VII includes research and develop
ment activities.

In paragraph 2 of Article VII the Parties agree on certain specific 
limitations on ICBM and SLBM test and training launchers which are 
not otherwise limited by the Treaty. These limitations resemble limi
tations in the SALT I Interim Agreement, although they are made 
more precise in this Treaty. Paragraph 2 prohibits any significant 
increase in the number of ICBM or SLBM test and training launchers, 
or in the number of such launchers of heavy ICBMs.
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The First Agreed Statement defines “significant increase” as an 
increase of 15 percent or more. In a meeting between the Chiefs of 
Delegations on May 5, 1976, the United States and the Soviet Union 
agreed that the number of test and training launchers in existence on 
the date of entry into force of the Treaty would be the base for count
ing increases in the numbers of test and training launchers. The First 
Agreed Statement also provides that any new ICBM test and train
ing launchers which replace launchers at test ranges must be located 
at test ranges. As a result, except for the permitted increase (up to 15 
percent), a Party could not locate new test and training launchers at 
an operational complex.

Paragraph 2 further provides, as did the Interim Agreement, that 
construction or conversion of ICBM launchers at test ranges shall be 
undertaken only for purposes of testing and training. The Second 
Agreed Statement specifies the locations of current ICBM test 
ranges: for the United States, near Santa Maria, California, and at 
Cape Canaveral, Florida; and for the Soviet Union, in the areas of 
Tyura-Tam and Plesetskaya. The Statement also obligates the Par
ties to give notification in the Standing Consultative Commission of 
the location of any additional test range used to flight-test ICBMs.

The First Common Understanding states that other arms may also 
be tested at ICBM test ranges.

The Second Common Understanding deals with the disposition of 
eighteen Soviet launchers located at the Tyura-Tam test range, 
which the Soviet Union stated were test and training launchers asso
ciated with fractional orbital missiles, but which the United States 
assessed to be part of the operational S S -9  missile force. Twelve of 
these launchers will be dismantled or destroyed within eight months 
after the entry into force of the Treaty. Dismantling or destruction 
must begin upon entry into force of the Treaty and follow procedures 
to be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative Commission. These 
twelve launchers, unlike test and training launchers which are dealt 
with elsewhere in Article VII, may not be replaced. The remaining 
six launchers may be converted to launchers for testing missiles 
undergoing modernization and will be included in the base from 
which the permitted increase will be measured. After entry into force 
of the Treaty, the missiles they now contain will be removed and 
destroyed pursuant to Articles IX and XI, and may not be replaced 
by other missiles unless the launchers are converted. Prior to such 
conversion, any activities associated with the launchers must be lim
ited to normal maintenance requirements for launchers in which 
missiles are not deployed. The six launchers will be subject to the 
provisions of Article VII and, if converted, must be distinguishable as 
launchers of MIRVed missiles or launchers of non-MIRVed missiles 
on the basis of externally observable design features, pursuant to 
paragraph 5 of Article II of the Treaty.

Finally, paragraph 2 includes a prohibition on conversion of test 
and training launchers or of space vehicle launchers into ICBM 
launchers subject to the limitations in Article III (and Article V).
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Article VIII— Limitations on Aircraft Other than Heavy Bombers11
Under paragraph 1 of this article, the Parties undertake not to 

flight-test long-range cruise missiles or ASBMs from aircraft other 
than bombers, or convert such aircraft into aircraft equipped for such 
missiles.

The associated Agreed Statement excepts up to sixteen test air
planes from the Article III aggregate limitation (and the 1,320 sub
limit), so long as these airplanes are used only for test purposes. 
These test airplanes must be distinguishable by functionally related 
observable differences (FRODs) from airplanes otherwise of the same 
type that are not equipped for long-range ALCMs or ASBMs (with 
the exception noted below). These airplanes may either be initially 
constructed or converted for this purpose, notwithstanding the con
version ban of paragraph 1 of Article VIII. Airplanes which would be 
considered to be heavy bombers even if not equipped for long-range 
ALCMs or for ASBMs may not be included among those sixteen test 
airplanes.

The exception to the FROD requirement noted above is limited to 
airplanes other than heavy bombers which were used for testing 
long-range cruise missiles prior to March 7,1979. These airplanes will 
not be used for such testing after six months after entry into force of 
the Treaty unless they are made distinguishable from other airplanes 
with the same basic airframe on the basis of FRODs. The United 
States proposed this exception to cover two existing U.S. A -6  
bombers which were in use as cruise missile test airplanes and which 
are not distinguishable from other A -6s.

The First Common Understanding makes clear that the term 
“testing” includes research and development. The Second Common 
Understanding provides for notification in the Standing Consultative 
Commission of exempted test airplanes. The Third Common Under
standing provides that none of the sixteen test airplanes may be 
replaced except in the case of its dismantling or destruction. The 
Standing Consultative Commission will develop procedures to cover 
this situation as well as to provide for conversion of such airplanes 
from the ALCM or ASBM test function.

A principal effect of paragraph 1 of this Article is to prohibit the 
conversion of previously constructed airplanes, other than bombers, 
e.g., existing transport airplanes, for use as operational cruise missile 
carriers or ASBM carriers, with the exceptions mentioned above. 
Existing bombers which are not heavy bombers, such as the Backfire 
or the F B - 111, may be converted to cruise missile or ASBM carriers. 
However, if they are so converted, they will be included as heavy 
bombers in the Article III aggregate limitations and in the 1320 Ar
ticle V limitation. Furthermore, all other bombers with the same 
basic airframe would also be included, unless they have FRODs indi

11 Note that the Treaty makes a distinction between the term “airplane” (a vehicle 
which sustains flight by use of fixed or variable-geometry wings) and the term “aircraft” 
(which also includes vehicles such as helicopters and dirigibles). [Footnote in original.]
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eating they could not be used as long-range cruise missile or ASBM 
carriers.

Paragraph 2 of the Article prohibits the conversion of aircraft 
other than bombers into aircraft which can carry out the mission of a 
heavy bomber in a manner similar to or superior to that of current 
types of heavy bombers, i.e., the B-52, B - l ,  Tupolev-95; and 
Myasishchev types.

Article IX —Special Prohibitions on Weapon Systems
This article prohibits or restricts certain types of weapon systems.
Subparagraph 1(a) prohibits the development, testing, and deploy

ment of ballistic missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilome
ters for installation on waterborne vehicles other than submarines, 
and of launchers of such missiles. This provision prohibits the devel
opment of a long-range ballistic missile system for surface ships. The 
United States has no plans for such a system. An associated Common 
Understanding declares that this prohibition does not affect current 
practices for transporting ballistic missiles, such as would be used in 
supplying missiles to operating bases.

Subparagraph (b) of paragraph 1 of Article IX prohibits the devel
opment, testing, and deployment of fixed ballistic or cruise missile 
launchers for emplacement on the seabed or on the beds of internal 
waters, or mobile launchers of such missiles which move only in con
tact with the beds of such waters, as well as missiles for such launch
ers. The effect of this provision is: (a) to extend the prohibitions of the 
Seabed Arms Control Treaty12 to the entire territorial waters and 
internal waters of the Parties; and (b) to extend its obligations to 
include development and testing in addition to deployment. The 
Seabed Arms Control Treaty essentially prohibits Parties from 
emplacing nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction as 
well as structures, launching installations or any other facilities spe
cifically designed for storing, testing or using such weapons, on the 
seabed and the ocean floor (or its subsoil) beyond a 12-mile coastal 
“seabed zone” measured from the baseline of the territorial sea. An 
associated Agreed Statement makes clear that the obligation con
tained in this subparagraph applies, inter alia, to all areas covered by 
the Seabed Arms Control Treaty.

The prohibition on mobile launchers which can move only in con
tact with the seabed does not include launchers on submarines, as 
submarines need not be in contact with the seabed in order to move.

Subparagraph 1(c) of Article IX prohibits the development, testing 
and deployment of systems for placing into earth orbit nuclear weap
ons or any other kind of weapons of mass destruction, including frac

12 The Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other 
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor ana in the Subsoil 
Thereof, signed at Washington, London and Moscow February 11, 1971, 23 UST 701, 
TIAS 7337. The United States and Soviet Union are both Parties to this Treaty. [Foot
note in original. The treaty text may also be found in Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1971, 
pp. 7 -1 1 .]
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tional orbital missiles. This subparagraph expands the obligations of 
the Outer Space Treaty,18 in that the Outer Space Treaty prohibits 
only the actual placement in space of weapons of mass destruction, 
and does not cover fractional orbital missiles.

An associated Common Understanding states that the prohibition 
on fractional orbital missiles does not require dismantling or destruc
tion of existing launchers of either Party. However, under the Second 
Common Understanding to paragraph 2 of Article VII the Soviets 
have agreed to dismantle or destroy twelve S S -9  launchers at the 
Tyura-Tam test range which have been used to test a fractional 
orbital bombardment system (FOBS) several times in the past. More
over, any fractional orbital missiles in existence must be dismantled 
or destroyed pursuant to the obligation of paragraph 4 of Article XI, 
and such missiles cannot be developed in the future.

Subparagraph (d) of paragraph 1 prohibits the development, te st
ing, and deployment of mobile launchers of heavy ICBMs. This obliga
tion complements what is in effect a ban on additional fixed launchers 
of modern heavy ICBMs contained in Article IV. Heavy ICBMs are 
defined in paragraph 7 of Article II.

Subparagraphs (e) and (f) prohibit heavy SLBMs and their launch
ers and heavy ASBMs. These subparagraphs in effect define heavy 
SLBMs and heavy ASBMs in language parallel to that for the defini
tion of heavy ICBMs in paragraph 7 of Article II. A heavy SLBM or 
ASBM is one with a launch-weight or throw-weight heavier than that 
of the Soviet SS-19 ICBM. The First and Second Agreed Statements 
defining launch-weight and throw-weight and the Common Under
standing concerning “other appropriate devices” for SLBMs and 
ASBMs also parallel those under paragraph 7 of Article II. The 
mutual understanding of the Parties on the terminology related to 
the definition of throw-weight set forth in the plenary statements by 
both Parties on October 29,1976 (stated above), applies here as well.

The second paragraph of this Article prohibits the flight-testing 
and deployment on heavy bombers of long-range cruise missiles 
equipped with multiple independently targetable warheads. An 
Agreed Statement to paragraph 2 defines “independently target- 
able” warheads of cruise missiles. This definition is similar to that of 
MIRVs, which are defined under paragraph 5 of Article II. This 
definition does not include cruise missiles equipped with “cluster 
warheads”; nor does it include a recoverable, single-warhead cruise 
missile which can attack independent targets on separate flights.

Article X —Modernization and Replacement
This Article, like Article IV of the Interim Agreement, provides 

explicitly that the Parties may modernize and replace strategic offen
13 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use 

of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, signed at Washington, 
London and Moscow, January 27,1967,18 UST 2410, TIAS 6347. The United States and 
Soviet Union are both Parties to this Treaty. [Footnote in original. The treaty text has 
also been published in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1967, pp. 3 8 -43 .]
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sive arms, subject to the provisions of the Treaty. Examples of 
Treaty provisions that restrict this right include: the prohibition on 
the conversion of launchers of light and older heavy ICBMs to launch
ers of modern heavy ICBMs; the establishment of an upper limit on 
the launch-weight and throw-weight of light and heavy ICBMs; the 
prohibitions on mobile launchers of heavy ICBMs, heavy SLBMs and 
their launchers, and heavy ASBMs; the ban on ICBM rapid-reload 
systems; the limitations on the flight-testing and deployment of new 
types of ICBMs; the fractionation limits on ICBMs, SLBMs, and 
ASBMs; and the various aggregate limits and sublimits.
Article X I—Dismantling and Destruction of Excess and Prohibited Arms

Paragraph 1 of this Article provides that strategic offensive arms 
in excess of the numbers specified in the Treaty, as well as those 
which are prohibited by the Treaty, shall be dismantled or destroyed 
under procedures to be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative 
Commission. This paragraph is similar to Article VIII of the ABM 
Treaty.

Paragraph 2 provides that the dismantling or destruction of s trate
gic offensive arms which would be in excess of the 2,400 ceiling speci
fied in paragraph 1 of Article III shall begin on the date of the entry 
into force of the Treaty and shall be completed within four months for 
ICBM launchers, six months for SLBM launchers, and three months 
for heavy bombers. The time periods specified for ICBM launchers 
and SLBM launchers are derived from procedures agreed upon in the 
Standing Consultative Commission pursuant to the Interim Agree
ment. The concept of dismantling or destroying excess systems in
cludes the possibility of converting excess systems to a non-limited 
status. For example, the Soviets have stated their intention of con
verting their Myasishchev (Bison) heavy bombers into tankers or for 
other purposes. In so doing, they would be given features indicating 
that they cannot be used as heavy bombers.

Paragraph 3 provides that dismantling or destruction of strategic 
offensive arms which would be in excess of the 2,250 ceiling provided 
for in paragraph 2 of Article III shall be initiated by January 1,1981 
and completed no later than December 31,1981. Reductions pursuant 
to this paragraph shall be carried out throughout the prescribed 
period.

Paragraph 4 of this Article provides that dismantling or destruc
tion of strategic offensive arms of types which are prohibited by the 
Treaty must be completed no later than six months after entry into 
force. As of the date of signature, the only strategic offensive arms of 
these types are the fractional orbital missiles of the Soviet Union, as 
noted above.

Article X II—Non-Circumvention
Article XII contains an undertaking by the Parties that they will 

not circumvent the provisions of this Treaty, through a third state or
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states, or in any other manner. This provision simply makes explicit 
the inherent obligation any state assumes when party to an inter
national agreement not to circumvent the provisions of that agree
ment. The provision does not impose any additional obligation, nor 
does it broaden the interpretation of the other obligations in the 
Treaty. It will not affect existing patterns of collaboration and coop
eration with our Allies, nor will it preclude cooperation in 
modernization.

Article X III—Prohibition of Conflicting Obligations
Article XIII provides that, during the term of the Treaty, neither 

Party will assume any international obligations which would be in 
conflict with this Treaty. The Article refers only to the assumption of 
obligations in the future, and existing agreements are therefore not 
affected. The article is identical to Article X of the ABM Treaty.

Article X IV —Future Negotiations
In this Article the Parties undertake to begin the next phase of the 

SALT negotiations promptly after the entry into force of this Treaty. 
Such negotiations are described in this Article as negotiations on fur
ther measures for the limitation and reduction of strategic arms. 
These negotiations are also the subject of the Joint Statement of 
Principles.

The Parties also state in this Article their intention to conclude a 
successor agreement to this Treaty well in advance of its expiration 
in 1985.

Article X V — Verification
Paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article are adopted verbatim from the 

first two paragraphs of Article XII of the ABM Treaty and Article V 
of the Interim Agreement. In the first paragraph, the Parties agree 
that, for providing assurance of compliance with the Treaty, they will 
utilize the national technical means of verification at their disposal in 
a manner consistent with accepted principles of international law.

National technical means include a broad range of systems for col
lecting intelligence. Such systems include, inter alia, photo
reconnaissance satellites, the ships and aircraft which are used to 
monitor Soviet missile tests, and ground stations, such as the large 
U.S. radar on Shemya Island in Alaska.

In the second paragraph, the Parties state their commitment not to 
interfere with the national technical means of verification of the 
other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article. 
For example, this provision prohibits use of anti-satellite systems 
against satellites of the other Party that are used for Treaty 
verification.

The third paragraph of this Article prohibits deliberate conceal
ment measures which impede verification by national technical 
means of compliance with the Treaty. This obligation does not re
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quire changes in current construction, assembly, conversion, and 
overhaul practices. This provision repeats paragraph 3 of Article XII 
of the ABM Treaty and Article V of the Interim Agreement. How
ever, two Agreed Statements and two Common Understandings fur
ther elaborate its meaning, and a third Common Understanding 
broadens its scope in one area.

Deliberate concealment measures are measures carried out delib
erately to hinder or deliberately to impede verification by national 
technical means (First Agreed Statement). The purpose of this 
understanding is to indicate that the concept of deliberate conceal
ment measures includes means of impeding verification other than 
physical concealment — for example, measures such as camouflage, 
decoys, or encryption of telemetry (discussed below).

The prohibition on deliberate concealment measures does not pre
clude the testing of anti-missile defense penetration aids, even 
though penetration aids may have as their purpose the concealment 
or imitation of reentry vehicles (Second Agreed Statement).

The ban on deliberate concealment in paragraph 3 and the defini
tion of deliberate concealment in the F irst Agreed Statement apply 
to all provisions of the Treaty, including provisions associated with 
testing (First Common Understanding). This Common Understanding 
further notes that the prohibition on deliberate concealment mea
sures includes measures associated with testing. Thus testing prac
tices, such as the encryption of telemetry, are covered. Also, the Com
mon Understanding notes that the prohibition includes measures 
intended to conceal the association between ICBMs and their launch
ers during testing. For example, this would prohibit the kinds of 
covered facilities employed at a Soviet test range several years ago 
which impeded our ability to associate the SS-16 ICBM with its 
launcher.

The question of deliberate denial of telemetric information is ex
plicitly addressed. Although each Party is free to use various meth
ods of transmitting telemetric information, including its encryption, 
the deliberate denial of telemetric information by any means, such as 
by encryption, is prohibited whenever such denial impedes verifica
tion of compliance with the provisions of the Treaty (Second Common 
Understanding). Because the only purpose of encryption is to conceal 
information from other than the intended recipient, any encryption of 
telemetry is a deliberate denial of telemetric information; therefore, 
any encryption of telemetry that impedes verification of compliance 
with the provisions of the Treaty is prohibited.

In further discussions of the telemetry encryption issue at the 
Vienna summit the Soviets stated that there must be no encryption 
of information involving parameters covered by the Treaty, that 
there was an understanding between the Parties on this issue and 
that if any misunderstandings arose, they could be considered in the 
Standing Consultative Commission.

The use over ICBM silo launchers of shelters, such as environ
mental shelters, which impede verification by national technical
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means is prohibited (Third Common Understanding). This prohibition 
applies whether or not the use of such shelters is deliberately 
designed to impede verification. The language of this Common 
Understanding refers only to ICBM silo launchers, which are fixed 
launchers of ICBMs; thus it does not apply to mobile ICBM launchers.

Article X V I—Advance Notification of ICBM Launches
The first paragraph of Article XVI provides that before conducting 

each planned ICBM launch, each Party will notify the other well in 
advance that such a launch will occur. An exception is provided for 
single ICBM launches, whether from test ranges or launcher deploy
ment areas, which are not planned to extend beyond the launching 
Party’s national territory. Thus, the Treaty requires advance notifi
cation of all planned multiple ICBM launches, and of all single ICBM 
launches that are planned to extend beyond the launching side’s na
tional territory.

This provision will require notification of all Soviet multiple ICBM 
launches (more than one missile in flight at once), from both test 
ranges and ICBM launcher deployment areas, as well as all Soviet 
ICBM launches which are planned to extend beyond Soviet national 
territory.

All United States ICBM launches are planned to extend beyond its 
national territory, so advance notice will be required of all United 
States ICBM launches. Since all U.S. ICBM launches extend over the 
high seas, the United States already gives notice of all its ICBM 
launches under the Incidents at Sea Agreement14 by means of a gen
eral notice to mariners.

The Soviets also already give such a general notice of their extra
territorial ICBM launches under the Incidents at Sea Agreement. 
However, under paragraph 1 of Article XVI of the Treaty they will 
now be required to give notice to the United States of each such 
planned launch (as opposed to a general notice of possible launches 
during some period of time), and also of each intra-territorial launch 
for which two or more ICBMs are planned to be in flight at one time 
(for which no notice is now required).

The word “launch” as used in Article XVI does not cover so-called 
pop-up tests. (In a pop-up test, a missile is ejected from a silo by com
pressed air or some other device, but its fuel is either not ignited or 
only burns for a very short time.)

The First Common Understanding associated with this Article 
declares that the obligations of Article XVI include those ICBM 
launches for which advance notification is already required pursuant

14 Agreem ent Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Prevention of Incidents On and Over the High Seas, signed at Moscow, 
May 25, 1972, 23 UST 1168, TIAS 7379. [Footnote in original.]
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Agreement. In addition, the Parties also agree in this Understanding 
that nothing in Article XVI is intended to inhibit advance notification 
on a voluntary basis of ICBM launches not covered by the obligations 
of the Article in cases when, in the judgment of the conducting Party, 
notification would enhance confidence between the Parties. The Sec
ond Common Understanding defines a multiple launch as one which 
would result in two or more ICBMs of a Party being in flight at the 
same time. The Third Common Understanding provides that the 
ICBM test ranges referred to in this Article are those designated pur
suant to the Second Agreed Statement to paragraph 2 of Article VII.

Paragraph 2 indicates that procedures will be agreed upon in the 
Standing Consultative Commission to implement the provisions of 
this Article.

Article X V II—Standing Consultative Commission
Article XVII is based in part on Article XIII of the ABM Treaty18 

and includes a number of provisions contained in that Article. This 
Article also includes significant new provisions, such as the provision 
for the maintenance of an agreed data base.

Paragraph 1 of Article XVII states that the Parties, in order to pro
mote the objectives and implementation of the Treaty, shall use the 
Standing Consultative Commission established, pursuant to Article 
XIII of the ABM Treaty, by a bilateral Memorandum of 
Understanding.17

Paragraph 2 sets forth the functions of the Standing Consultative 
Commission with respect to this Treaty, which are based in large 
part on Article XIII of the ABM Treaty. Subparagraph (a) authorizes 
the Commission to consider questions concerning compliance with 
the obligations assumed under the Treaty and related situations 
which may be considered ambiguous. This provision establishes a 
broad authority for the Commission.

Subparagraph (b) states that each Party will provide on a volun
tary basis such information as it considers necessary to assure confi
dence in compliance with the obligations assumed.

Subparagraph (c) states the Commission’s authority, as under the 
ABM Treaty, to consider questions involving unintended interfer
ence with national technical means of verification, and adds to this 
the authority to consider questions involving unintended impeding of 
verification by national technical means of compliance with the provi

16 Agreem ent on M easures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War Between  
the United States and the Soviet Union, signed at W ashington, September 30 ,1971,11  
UST 1590, TIAS 7186. [Footnote in original. The text of the agreem ent has also been 
published in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1971, pp. 634-635.]

16 The Interim Agreem ent also stated that the Parties would use the Standing Con
sultative Commission to promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of 
that agreem ent. [Footnote in original.]

17 Memorandum of Understanding between the United States and the Soviet Union 
Regarding the Establishment of a Standing Consultative Commission, signed at Geneva 
December 21, 1972, 24 UST 238, TIAS 7545. [Footnote in original. The memorandum 
may also be found in Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 868-869.]
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sions of the Treaty. The latter authority was added as a result of the 
Parties’ discussions associated with the negotiation of paragraph 3 of 
Article XV and the meaning of deliberate concealment measures 
which impede verification. This additional provision specifically au
thorizes the Parties to consider questions such as unintentional con
cealment which results in the impeding of verification by national 
technical means.

Subparagraph (d) states the Commission’s authority to consider 
possible changes in the strategic situation which have a bearing on 
the provisions of the Treaty.

Subparagraph (e) provides that the Parties will agree on proce
dures for replacement, conversion and dismantling or destruction of 
strategic offensive arms as provided by the provisions of the Treaty 
(most notably Articles VI and XI), and also upon procedures for re
moval of such arms from the aggregate numbers when they other
wise cease to be subject to the limitations provided for in the Treaty 
(as specified in Article VI).

This subparagraph also requires notification at regular sessions of 
the Commission, in accordance with the aforementioned procedures, 
of actions completed and those in process. Such notifications shall 
occur at least two times a year. This carries over into the Treaty the 
concept of procedures and notification developed in the course of 
implementing the Interim Agreement. It should be noted that under 
the Interim Agreement the Parties successfully negotiated in the 
Commission detailed procedures for dismantling, destruction, re
placement, and notification for ICBM and SLBM launchers.

Subparagraph (f) states the Commission’s authority to consider 
proposals to increase the viability of the Treaty, including proposals 
for amendment, as well as proposals for additional measures limiting 
strategic offensive arms.

In paragraph 3, the Parties agree that in the Commission they will 
maintain, by category, the agreed data base on the numbers of stra te
gic offensive arms established by the Memorandum of Understanding 
of June 18, 1979 (discussed below). The Agreed Statement to this 
paragraph provides that, in order to maintain the agreed data base, 
the Parties agree to notify each other of and consider at each regular 
session of the Commission (at least twice yearly) any changes in the 
agreed numbers for each of the categories listed.

Article X V III—Amendments
Article XVIII states that each Party may propose amendments to 

this Treaty and that any amendments shall enter into force in accord
ance with the same procedures as those governing the entry into 
force of the Treaty.

Article X IX —Entry Into Force and Duration
Paragraph 1 of Article XIX provides that the Treaty shall be sub

ject to ratification in accordance with the constitutional procedures
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of each Party and shall enter into force on the day of the exchange of 
instruments of ratification. This Treaty is of limited duration and 
shall remain in force through December 31, 1985, unless replaced 
earlier by an agreement further limiting strategic offensive arms.

Paragraph 2 of this Article states that the Treaty shall be regis
tered with the United Nations pursuant to Article 102 of the United 
Nations Charter.18

Paragraph 3 of this Article contains the “supreme national inter
ests” withdrawal clause which has been a standard provision in most 
modern arms control agreements. It provides for the right of a Party 
to withdraw from the Treaty if extraordinary events related to the 
subject m atter of the Treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. 
Withdrawal under this provision requires a six-month advance 
notification.

T h e  P r o t o c o l

The Protocol is an integral part of the Treaty. It sets forth limita
tions of shorter duration on certain systems, which limitations will re
main in force until December 31,1981. The Protocol consists of a pre
amble and four Articles. The limitations in the Protocol will not serve 
as a precedent for any limitations which may be addressed in future 
negotiations.

Preamble
In the preamble, the Parties state that, having agreed on limita

tions on strategic offensive arms in the Treaty, they have agreed on 
additional limitations for the period of the Protocol.

Article I —Mobile ICBM Launchers
In this Article, the Parties undertake, for the period of the Proto

col, not to deploy mobile ICBM launchers or to flight-test ICBMs from 
such launchers. This Article will permit the development, construc
tion and testing of mobile ICBM launchers, provided that the testing 
does not involve ICBM flight-testing from such launchers during the 
period of the Protocol. The MX missile will not be ready for flight- 
testing prior to the expiration of the Protocol, and this Article will 
therefore not affect the development of a mobile-based MX missile.

Article I I—Sea-Launched and Ground-Launched Cruise Missiles
In paragraph 1 of this Article the Parties, for the period of the Pro

tocol, undertake not to deploy long-range cruise missiles on sea-based 
launchers or land-based launchers. This Article does not limit the 
range capability of cruise missiles flight-tested from sea-based or 
land-based launchers or the range of such tests. (It should also be

18 Article 102 of the U.N. Charter provides that every treaty and international agree
ment entered into by any U.N. Member shall as soon as possible be registered with the 
Secretariat and published by it. [Footnote in original.]
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noted that there is no upper range limit, either in the Treaty or in the 
Protocol, on cruise missiles flight-tested from or deployed on heavy 
bombers.)

After the expiration of the Protocol, no limits are provided for 
either flight-testing or deployment of sea-launched cruise missiles 
(SLCMs) or ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs), since no such 
limits are contained in the Treaty.

This Article will not affect United States plans for testing or de
ploying ground-launched and sea-launched cruise missiles, which will 
not be ready for deployment prior to expiration of the Protocol.

Paragraph 2 of Article II of the Protocol prohibits the flight-testing 
of long-range cruise missiles equipped with multiple independently 
targetable warheads from sea-based or land-based launchers. An 
Agreed Statement to paragraph 2 defines “independently target- 
able” warheads. The definition is the same as that used in Article IX 
of the Treaty for independently targetable warheads of long-range 
cruise missiles on aircraft.

Paragraph 3 of Article II provides a definition of sea-launched 
cruise missiles and ground-launched cruise missiles. For the purposes 
of the Protocol, cruise missiles are defined as unmanned, self- 
propelled, guided, weapon-delivery vehicles which sustain flight 
through the use of aerodynamic lift over most of their flight path and 
which are flight-tested from or deployed on sea-based or land-based 
launchers, that is, sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs) and ground- 
launched cruise missiles (GLCMs), respectively. The Agreed State
ments and Common Understandings associated with this paragraph 
for SLCMs and GLCMs parallel those for ALCMs under paragraph 8 
of Article II of the Treaty.

The purpose of carefully limiting the cruise missile definition and 
its associated provisions in the Treaty to those cruise missiles 
covered by the Treaty, and likewise limiting the definition in the Pro
tocol, is to reinforce the concept that the definition of cruise missiles 
in the Protocol applicable to sea-launched and ground-launched cruise 
missiles expires with the Protocol. As the U.S. has made clear in the 
negotiating record, this definition sets no precedent for future limits, 
if any, on weapon systems covered by Article II of the Protocol.

Article III—ASBMs
Article III prohibits for the period of the Protocol the flight-testing 

and deployment of ASBMs.

Article IV —Entry Into Force and Duration
Article IV of the Protocol states that the Protocol is an integral 

part of the Treaty and shall enter into force on the date of the entry 
into force of the Treaty, and remain in force until December 31,1981, 
unless replaced earlier by an agreement on further measures limiting 
strategic offensive arms.
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J o i n t  S t a t e m e n t  o f  P r i n c i p l e s  a n d  B a s i c  G u i d e l i n e s  f o r  
S u b s e q u e n t  N e g o t i a t i o n s  o n  t h e  L i m i t a t i o n  o f  S t r a t e g i c  A r m s

The Joint Statement of Principles, also signed on June 18, 1979, 
sets forth the intent of the Parties concerning subsequent negotia
tions on strategic arms limitations. In Article XIV of the Treaty the 
Parties have agreed to begin these negotiations promptly after the 
entry into force of the Treaty. The Joint Statement consists of three 
preambular paragraphs and four sections.

Preamble
In the first paragraph, the Parties state that they have concluded 

the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.
In the second paragraph, the Parties reaffirm that the strengthen

ing of strategic stability meets the interests of the Parties and the 
interests of international security.

In the third paragraph, the Parties state their belief that early 
agreement on the further limitation and reduction of strategic arms 
will serve to strengthen international peace and security and to 
reduce the risk of outbreak of nuclear war.

First Section
In the first section, the Parties state that they will continue negoti

ations, in accordance with the principle of equality and equal security, 
on measures for the further limitation and reduction in the numbers 
of strategic arms, and for further qualitative limitation of such arms. 
The Parties, in furtherance of existing agreements on the limitation 
and reduction of strategic arms, and in order to reduce the risk of 
nuclear war, will continue to seek measures to strengthen strategic 
stability by, among other things, negotiating limitations on those 
strategic offensive arms most destabilizing to the strategic balance 
and by measures to reduce and to avert the risk of surprise attack.

Second Section
The second section addresses the question of verification of compli

ance with limitations to be agreed upon. It states that further limita
tions and reductions of strategic arms must be subject to adequate 
verification by national technical means, using additionally, as appro
priate, cooperative measures contributing to the effectiveness of 
verification by national technical means. The United States stated to 
the Soviets that this section recognizes that future negotiations may 
involve more complicated qualitative limitations with a resultant 
need for additional cooperative measures which go beyond national 
technical means alone as a method of verification. The Soviets did not 
disagree. The section also states that the Parties will seek to 
strengthen verification and to perfect the operation of the Standing 
Consultative Commission in order to promote assurance of compli
ance with Treaty obligations.
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Third Section
The third section sets forth shared objectives of the Parties in 

these negotiations. The Parties state that they will pursue significant 
and substantial reductions in the numbers of strategic offensive 
arms, e.g., reduction in strategic nuclear delivery vehicles signifi
cantly below the overall aggregate limitation provided for in Article
III of the SALT II Treaty. They also state that they will negotiate on 
further qualitative limitations on strategic offensive arms, including 
restrictions on new types of strategic offensive arms and on the 
modernization of existing arms. In addition, the Parties state that 
they will seek resolution of the issues addressed in the Protocol in the 
context of implementing the other agreed joint principles.

Fourth Section
In the fourth section, the Parties declare that they will consider 

other steps to enhance strategic stability, to ensure the equality and 
equal security of the Parties, and to implement the aforementioned 
principles and objectives. They also state that they will consider fur
ther joint measures, as appropriate, to strengthen international 
peace and security and to reduce the risk of outbreak of nuclear war. 
It is stated that either Party will be free to raise any issue relative to 
the further limitation of strategic arms during the next phase of the 
SALT negotiations. This could include the limitation of strategic 
defenses, as well as the limitation of strategic offensive arms.

M e m o r a n d u m  o f  U n d e r s t a n d i n g

On June 18, 1979, Ambassadors Earle and Karpov (Chiefs of the 
United States and Soviet SALT Delegations) signed a Memorandum 
of Understanding Regarding the Establishment of a Data Base on the 
Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms. On the same date they signed 
and exchanged Statements of Data updating the agreed numbers for 
each side as of the date of signature of the Treaty. These steps were 
taken in connection with paragraph 3 of Article XVII of the Treaty, 
under which the Parties are required to maintain an agreed data base 
consisting of the numbers of strategic offensive arms of each Party 
by specific categories.

The Memorandum of Understanding establishes such an agreed 
data base and states that the Parties have, for the purposes of the 
Treaty, agreed on the number of arms in each category for each Party 
as of November 1,1978. The numbers are stated for each Party in the 
following categories:
Launchers of ICBMs
Fixed Launchers of ICBMs
Launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs
Launchers of SLBMs
Launchers of SLBMs equipped with MIRVs 
Heavy bombers
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Heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in 
excess of 600 kilometers 

Heavy bombers equipped only for ASBMs 
ASBMs
ASBMs equipped with MIRVs

The Memorandum further states that the Parties will update the 
agreed data, in the categories listed, at the time of entry into force of 
the Treaty.

In each of the two Statements of Data the Party in question declares 
that it possesses the stated numbers of strategic offensive arms in the 
categories listed above as of the date of signature of the Treaty.

The exchange of data accomplished by these documents (and the 
semiannual update of data which will take place within the Standing 
Consultative Commission pursuant to paragraph 3 of Article XVII of 
the Treaty) is an important step in ensuring that the Parties have the 
same interpretation of Treaty obligations, and in providing a base 
against which to assist verification.

B a c k f i r e

At the Vienna Summit, President Brezhnev handed President 
Carter a written statement in which the Soviet Union informed the 
United States that it did not intend to give the Backfire bomber the 
capability of operating at intercontinental distances, and would not 
increase the production rate of this airplane over the current rate nor 
increase the radius of action of the Backfire in such way as to enable 
it to strike targets on the territory of the United States.

President Brezhnev confirmed that the Backfire production rate 
would not exceed thirty per year.

President Carter affirmed that the United States has the right to 
an aircraft comparable to Backfire.

President Carter stated that the United States enters into the 
SALT II Agreement on the basis of the commitments contained in 
the Soviet statement and that it considers the carrying out of these 
commitments to be essential to the obligations under the Treaty.

Soviet Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Draft International Convention on 
the Strengthening of Guarantees of the Security of 
Non-Nuclear States, June 21, 19791

The States Parties to this Convention,
Conscious of the fact that a nuclear war would have devastating 

consequences for all mankind,

1 CD/23. The paper was also sponsored by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, 
Mongolia, and Poland.
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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 obligations 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 neighbors,

Having regard to Security Council resolution 255 (1968) of 19 June 
1968,2 General Assembly resolution 2936 (XXVII) of 29 November 
19723 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,4 

Regarding 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 i c l e  I

The nuclear-weapon States Parties to this Convention pledge 
themselves not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against 
non-nuclear States Parties to this Convention which renounce the 
production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and which have no 
nuclear weapons in their territory or anywhere under their jurisdic
tion or control, on land, on the sea, in the air or in outer space.

A r t i c l e  II

The obligation set forth in article 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 i c l e  I I I

Any State Party to this Convention which has reason to believe 
that the actions of any other State Party are contrary to the provi
sions of articles I and II of the Convention may request that consulta
tions be held between the States Parties with a view to clarifying the 
actual circumstances of the matter. Such a request must include any

2 The tex t of the res. may be found in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, p. 444.
3 See ibid., 1972, pp. 848-849.
4 The Final Document has been reprinted ib id , 1978, pp. 411-439 .
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information relating to the m atter 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 Na
tions of its secession, giving three months' notice. Such notification 
must include a statement of the exceptional circumstances which it 
regards as having placed its higher interests in jeopardy.

A r t i c 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 transm it 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 i c l e  VI
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 con
cerning 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 
deposit 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 con
cerning accession, the date of the entry into force of this Convention
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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 accor
dance with article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

A r t i c 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 for
ward 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 . . .  .

Message From President Carter to the Senate Trans
mitting the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Of
fensive Arms, June 22, 1979 1

I transm it herewith, for the advice and consent of the Senate to 
ratification, the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms, known as SALT II, including the Protocol thereto, both signed 
in Vienna, Austria, on June 18, 1979.2

I transm it also, for the information of the Senate, the Report of the 
Secretary of State with respect to the Treaty,3 together with the 
following related documents:

1. a series of Agreed Statements and Common Understandings 
concerning the obligations of the Parties under particular articles of 
the Treaty;

2. a Memorandum of Understanding that will establish an agreed 
data base by categories of strategic offensive arms along with asso
ciated statements of current data;

3. a Joint Statement of Principles and Basic Guidelines on the 
Limitation of Strategic Arms concerning the next phase of negotia
tion on this subject;4 and

4. a Soviet statement on the Backfire bomber, together with a U.S. 
response.5

For thirty  years the United States has pursued a fundamentally bi
partisan foreign policy towards the Soviet Union, with the objectives 
of deterring aggression by maintaining strategic forces second to

1 W eekly  Com pilation of P residen tia l Docum ents, July 2, 1979, pp. 1155-1156.
2 The tex ts of the treaty and its protocol may be found above.
3 The Secretary’s transmittal letter and its annex, his report on the treaty, were sub

m itted on June 21 and are included above.
4 The documents to which the Secretary refers were all dated June 18 and have been 

printed above.
5 Handed to the President on June 16, see above.
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none, creating a pattern and tradition of negotiation to settle dif
ferences, building a strong framework of allies, and stabilizing the 
globe by halting the uncontrolled growth and spread of nuclear 
weapons.

SALT II strengthens each of these objectives. The seven years of 
negotiations, under three administrations representing both political 
parties, were carried out in closer consultation with Congress and 
under greater public scrutiny than any other arms limitation treaty. 
SALT II is truly a national accomplishment.

It is my best judgment and firm belief that these patiently nego
tiated agreements further the long-standing goals for our nation’s 
security. They improve our strategic situation and allow for further 
improvements in the future. They reaffirm our leadership of the 
world in the cause of nuclear arms control. They allow us to negotiate 
for peace from strength in SALT III.

Like SALT I, the Test Ban Treaty, and the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty,6 SALT II is another important step forward toward our basic 
goal of a secure America at peace in a stable world.

I pledge the full cooperation of my Administration in helping to ex
plain the principles and details of the agreements.

Therefore, I request with a sense of special urgency the advice and 
consent of the U.S. Senate to ratification of the SALT II Treaty.

News Conference Remarks by Soviet Foreign Minister 
Gromyko: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extracts], 
June 25, 1979 1

A resolution of the Politburo of the CPSU Central Committee, the 
Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet and the USSR Council of 
Ministers, which gave a high appraisal of the Soviet-American sum
mit meeting and its results, was published recently.2 But evidently it 
is necessary to dwell in somewhat greater detail on a number of ques
tions, to expand on some of our views and to give some evaluations of 
various aspects. . . .

In general, summit meetings between representatives of the 
Soviet Union and the United States of America are infrequent 
phenomena. This circumstance in itself lends special significance to 
the meeting just held. This meeting was replete with major political 
content, content of exceptional importance, maybe to a greater ex
tent than any other international meeting of its kind.

Needless to say, the chief place at this meeting was held by the 
question of the Treaty Between the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.3 . . .

6 For the tex ts of these agreem ents, see D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197 ff.; 
ib id , 1963, pp. 291-293; ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

1 Current D ig est o f the S o v ie t Press, vol. XXXI, no. 26 (July 25,1979), pp. 1 -3 ,  5 -6 .
2 Ibid., no. 25, p. 13.
3 Concluded on June 18 and printed above.
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It must be said that it [the treaty]4 is far richer than the Interim 
Agreement on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms5 that was concluded between the Soviet 
Union and the United States at one time. By the way, the latter is still 
in force. The sides reached an understanding that the agreement will 
remain in force until the present treaty enters into force.

The Interim Agreement covered two components: intercontinental 
ballistic missiles and submarine launched ballistic missiles.

The treaty signed in Vienna covers three components: the two I 
have mentioned, plus strategic aircraft. In addition, it deals with 
more diverse parameters relating to strategic weapons. . . .

One can often hear voices in the US alleging that the treaty signed 
in Vienna meets the interests of the Soviet Union more than it does 
those of the US. This, to put it mildly, is not true. It meets the inter
ests of the Soviet Union and the United States in equal measure. . . .

A crucial time is beginning in the US now, a time when, after the 
treaty has been signed, certain circles are still trying to figure out 
what position to take with respect to the treaty. I would like to ex
press the hope that this will be a correct and objective position. . . .

I have already said that the talks were difficult. Speaking for the 
Soviet Union—or, as it is customary to say during negotiations, for the 
Soviet side —I can say, taking this opportunity, that the Soviet leader
ship, our Party’s Central Committee, the Soviet government, the Polit
buro and Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev personally continually dealt with 
this question in an active way and constantly kept it in their field of 
vision from the beginning of the talks to their end. L. I. Brezhnev per
sonally, who knows this problem well —I want to place special empha
sis on this point —constantly kept track of the main, fundamental 
questions and lines of the talks. . . .

Basic guidelines were set along which subsequent talks on the limi
tation of strategic arms are to be conducted. The two sides agreed 
that a new treaty may ensure —if matters are brought to a successful 
conclusion —the further limitation and reduction of strategic offen
sive weapons. This must involve above all the relevant nuclear 
weapons carriers and launchers. . . .

I would like to call attention to another aspect of this matter, one 
that thoughtful people cannot fail to notice. . . .  I mean the qualita
tive aspect. The treaty not only imposes clear commitments on the 
two sides with respect to quantitative limitations but also provides 
for certain commitments that limit the qualitative aspect, the qualita
tive improvement of strategic weapons. . . . These limitations 
involve the power of missiles, the number of warheads and other 
parameters. . . .

Guided by the principle of equality and equal security, the two 
sides reached a positive conclusion of the talks on the treaty signed in 
Vienna. Only guided by this principle can the sides achieve success 
during talks on a future treaty.

4 Brackets in the original.
5 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 202-204 .
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It may be asked: Who will conduct future talks —only the Soviet 
Union and the US, or perhaps some other powers too? After all, 
besides the USSR and the US there are also other nuclear powers, 
well known to us all. We would answer this question as follows: The 
US and the Soviet Union cannot endlessly conduct talks on a bilateral 
basis alone. This is impossible. They can conduct such talks up to a 
definite point in time, but only up to that point. Other nuclear powers 
must also join the talks. How many and which ones is a question that 
so far has not been discussed in detail, either in Vienna or elsewhere. 
But I would like to add that L. I. Brezhnev and J. Carter agreed in 
Vienna that who the participants in talks concerning the conclusion of 
a future strategic arms limitation treaty will be is a pressing question.

One may ask: Good, the SALT-II Treaty has been signed, there is 
agreement concerning the holding of talks on the possibility of con
cluding a new treaty, but how do things stand with the arms race? 
Does the signed treaty put an end to the arms race? I must say most 
emphatically: No, it does not put an end to the arms race. . . .

Hardly a year, a half-year, a month or, if you please, a week goes by 
that the Soviet Union does not try to prove to its partners in the 
talks, its partners in the appropriate international forums, that there 
is a need to reduce military budgets. But we get the answer: First 
monitoring is needed. It is well known that in the final analysis mili
tary budgets are adopted and approved by parliaments. All this takes 
place before the eyes of all the people.

Therefore, the talk about some kind of monitoring in this respect 
cannot be regarded as anything but camouflage that covers up the 
speakers’ actual position, their reluctance to move to reduce military 
budgets and military appropriations, and their endeavor to continue 
the arms race. So we find ourselves —the Soviet Union, the US and 
the world at large —in a situation in which treaties are concluded that 
are without question an impediment to the arms race. Such as the 
treaty signed in Vienna. But if one considers all the components of 
the arms race, it’s perfectly clear that it is continuing.

Sooner or later mankind must find a solution to the question of 
nuclear weapons, exclude them from the arsenals of states and switch 
to the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes alone. But this is 
not yet the case. Why not? Because it is not desired in a number of 
countries; it is not desired above all by those who are at the helm of 
foreign policy there. . . .

There are other international questions under discussion at pres
ent. Some are more important, some less important. But in sum total, 
they have exceptionally great importance. There are quite a few such 
questions. I won’t go into them in detail, but I will say that the situa
tion with respect to their discussion is, with a few exceptions, un
satisfactory. Progress is either insignificant or lacking altogether. 
The following situation also occurs: A partner will sit down at the 
negotiating table, but the next day he is absent and can’t explain why 
he received instructions not to go on with the negotiations.
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In Vienna Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev and J. Carter voiced the common 
viewpoint that the signing of the SALT-II Treaty should have a posi
tive effect on talks concerning other questions as well, such as ending 
nuclear weapons tests, banning chemical weapons, banning radiologi
cal weapons, restricting military activity in the Indian Ocean, the 
possibility of concluding an international agreement on the nonuse of 
force, etc. One would like to believe that as a result of the signing of 
the SALT-II Treaty in Vienna these talks too will at last receive a 
needed and useful impetus.

Although the treaty itself does not say this, the communique signed 
at the summit in Vienna states that neither the US nor the Soviet 
Union will strive for military superiority. This is a very forceful pro
vision. . . .

One would like to hope that this good provision, accepted by the 
American side and registered in a document signed at the highest 
level, will be fulfilled without fail. This would be very important, 
would facilitate the solution of a number of problems and would con
tribute, in particular, to the forthcoming talks on strategic arms limi
tation and to all other talks currently under way that have, if not a 
direct, then an indirect relation to ending the arms race and to the 
international situation in general.

Q. — What, in your opinion, are the chances for ratification of the 
SALT-II Treaty in light of the contradictory sentiments now existing 
in the American Senate?A. — It would be rather immodest for us to give any figures on the 
chances for the trea ty’s ratification by the American Senate— i.e., to 
say that such-and-such a percentage is in favor of ratifying the treaty 
and such-and-such a percentage is against ratification.

I would rephrase the question somewhat and give the following 
reply.

Those politicians in the United States who as of now object to the 
treaty  or who are wavering should, guided by their consciences and 
their political awareness, show objectivity. Fairness and objectivity — 
this is what should guide them. They should proceed, and we hope 
they will proceed, from the premise that the treaty is needed equally 
by the Soviet Union and the US. The Soviet Union, as I have already 
said here, receives no unilateral advantages from this treaty, and 
neither does the US.

I would also like to touch upon the allegations that it is very dif
ficult to rely on the Soviet Union without verification and control. In 
the first place, if anyone can be relied on, it is the Soviet Union. It has 
not violated any international agreement or treaty. We are not in the 
habit of violating international treaties or agreements.

Second, as far as verification is concerned, the two sides agreed 
earlier, when the talks started on the first SALT agreement, signed 
here in Moscow during the Nixon Presidency, that verification would 
be accomplished by national means. Each side has adequate national
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means. The American side knows this very well. But if some American 
politicians believe this insufficient, we can advise them to ask their 
official agencies if national means of verification are sufficient or not. 
We hope they will receive a quite definite answer. By the way, Presi
dent J. Carter and the whole American delegation to Vienna were 
unanimous on the point that national means are sufficient for carry
ing out verification of compliance with the treaty. Under the SALT-I 
agreement, this principle is already in effect. We must continue to be 
guided by it. We sincerely hope that American politicians, above all 
those who have a voice in the ratification of the treaty, will take a 
fair, honest and objective position.

Q. — If the American Senate fails to ratify the treaty, do you believe 
it possible to resume negotiations for the purpose of a new examina
tion of the treaty? What can happen if the treaty is not ratified?A. — There is no possibility of resuming negotiations. If the treaty 
is not ratified, the situation will be difficult. There will be no contain
ment and limitation of the strategic arms race, as envisaged by the 
treaty, and the bridges that lead from the second treaty, signed in 
Vienna, to a third treaty will be destroyed.

Those politicians who as of now have not decided on their position 
or have decided, but on the wrong side, should think this over.Q. — If the Senate makes some amendments to this treaty anyway, 
will you agree to discuss them? What amendments could you agree 
with?A. — I tell you frankly that it would be impossible to resume nego
tiations. This would put an end to negotiations. Regardless of what 
amendments were made, it would be impossible to resume negotia
tions. An incredible situation would be created. . . .

Q. — Could you discuss the basic guidelines for the SALT-III talks 
in somewhat greater detail?A .— I must say that there was no discussion in any detail of the 
question of the SALT-III talks. Therefore, if I were to go into detail, 
it would be a presentation of the Soviet position or of something close 
to the Soviet position. Only the basic guidelines, the basic lines of the 
future talks were discussed. But I want to call your attention to cer
tain aspects.

Successful progress in the forthcoming talks on the conclusion of a 
third strategic arms limitation treaty is possible only if all the factors 
that affect the strategic situation in the world, Europe included, are 
considered. If the situation is deciphered and algebraic language is 
translated into simple language, the following can be said: Success 
will be possible only when the negotiators discuss the question of 
American forward-based facilities, i.e., American military bases, of 
which there are plenty both in Europe and elsewhere —bases that, as 
is known, are part of a military strategy aimed at the Soviet Union. 
The American side knows this very well.
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Stotement by the French Government: The SALT II 
Treaty, June 26, 19796

Based on a presentation given by the Defense Minister (in the 
absence of the Foreign Minister), the government proceeded with a 
thorough examination of the text of the U.S.-Soviet agreement on the 
limitation of strategic arms (SALT II).7

The government concluded after that examination that the agree
ment signed in Vienna constitutes, in its principal aspects, an event 
to be saluted for its range and positive character.

From the political point of view, the agreement represents the 
conclusion of several years of difficult negotiations and marks an 
important step on the road to international detente.

From the point of view of disarmament, the agreement signals only 
relative progress in that it barely provides for significant reductions 
in the size of the Soviet and American arsenals. On the other hand, 
the genuine limitations that the agreement imposes on quantitative 
and qualitative growth act to brake the accumulation of nuclear arms 
by the world’s two principal military powers.

From the point of view of security, the agreement can be con
sidered balanced overall, taking into account the different structure 
of the military apparatus to which it applies.

The government notes in conclusion that the Soviet-American 
agreement does not jeopardize the vital security interests of third 
party states. In particular, the independence of the French nuclear 
deterrent force is not affected in any way.

Consequently, the government considers that the Vienna agree
ment meets conditions which permit the government to express its 
approval.

The government hopes that the agreement will come into effect 
soon, and thus open the way to a new series of negotiations which will 
not only prevent increases in the American and Soviet nuclear 
arsenals, but also reduce their size and power in a balanced and duly 
verifiable fashion.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Negative 
Security Assurances, June 26, 19791

The Committee on Disarmament is taking up the next item on its 
agenda entitled “Effective international arrangements to assure non

9 The S A L T  II Treaty: H earings Before the C om m ittee on Foreign R elations  . . . 
Pt. 2, p. 332. The statem ent was issued by the Council of M inisters after a m eeting 
chaired by President Giscard d’Estaing.

7 The treaty, which was signed on June 18, has been printed above with its accom
panying documents.

' C D I P V M ,  pp. 1 4 -1 9 .



ISSRAELYAN STATEM ENT, JUNE 26 293

nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons”.

This is one of the urgent questions connected with the limitation of 
the arms race and with disarmament. It is in line with the main task 
of our age, namely, how to avert the danger of a nuclear catastrophe. 
Of course, our position is that the most effective means of achieving a 
complete and final solution to this problem would be to halt the pro
duction of nuclear weapons of all types and gradually to reduce and 
subsequently completely eliminate stockpiles of these weapons, as 
suggested in the well-known proposals submitted by the socialist 
countries. However, the task of achieving progress in the field of 
nuclear disarmament must not overshadow or rule out efforts to deal 
with other issues directed at the same goal of reducing the risk of the 
outbreak of a nuclear conflict and limiting the possible sphere of 
application of nuclear weapons. A positive solution to the question of 
the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States will undoubtedly also contribute to the achievement 
of agreement on other problems of the limitation of the nuclear arms 
race and of nuclear disarmament.

Present conditions are conducive to the adoption by the Committee 
on Disarmament of practical and concrete measures to strengthen 
guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon countries. These 
favourable conditions are the result of such factors as, on the one 
hand, the efforts of non-nuclear-weapon countries to obtain additional 
guarantees of their security from the nuclear-weapon States and, on 
the other, the willingness of the nuclear-weapon States to take fur
ther steps towards that end. Moreover, as you know, all the nuclear- 
weapon States currently participating in the work of the Committee 
have, in recent years, made important statements in which this will
ingness has taken the form of a definite obligation.

The existence of these favourable conditions made it possible, in 
the Final Document of the special session of the General Assembly, to 
adopt special provisions (paragraphs 32 and 59) in which the General 
Assembly noted that “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”, and called upon nuclear-weapon 
States “to pursue efforts to conclude, as appropriate, effective ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
the threat of use of nuclear weapons”.2

In accordance with its consistent policy in the field of disarmament, 
and in an effort to arrive at practical agreements on this question, the 
Soviet Union made a specific proposal at the thirty-third session of 
the General Assembly aimed at strengthening guarantees of the 
security of non-nuclear-weapon States. This proposal was fully consis
tent with the above-mentioned provisions of the Final Document of 
the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 418, 422.
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As you know, two resolutions dealing with this question were 
adopted at the thirty-third session of the General Assembly. One of 
these resolutions was sponsored by a large group of States which 
included the Soviet Union, while the other was sponsored by 
Pakistan. Both resolutions were supported by the overwhelming 
majority of States Members of the United Nations. This is quite natu
ral, since both resolutions are basically directed towards the same 
goal.

It should be recalled that, at its thirty-third session, the General 
Assembly specifically requested the Committee on Disarmament to 
“consider . . .  at the earliest possible date the drafts of an inter
national convention on the subject, submitted to the General Assem
bly 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” (General Assembly resolution 
33/72 A).8 Although the corresponding paragraph of resolution 
33/72 B sponsored by Pakistan differs somewhat from the wording of 
that part of resolution 33/72 A referred to, it addresses approxi
mately the same request of the Committee.4

The task of the Committee is to conduct business-like discussions 
and to work out concrete arrangements. This has been said often by 
all members of the Committee. Is it possible to conduct such discus
sions on the agenda item before us? In the view of the Soviet delega
tion, it definitely is possible.

The most important factor is the favourable international climate 
created by the recently concluded Soviet-United States summit meet
ing; there are also, as we have already noted, the decisions of the 
General Assembly, the important statements made by the nuclear- 
weapon States and, finally, something that is particularly important 
to us —the members of this Committee—the concrete proposals and 
documents submitted on the question of the strengthening of guaran
tees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.

What, then, does the Committee on Disarmament have before it 
under this agenda item? First of all, there is the draft international 
convention on the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non
nuclear States, contained in the working paper (CD/23) submitted by 
the group of socialist countries,6 which includes the Soviet Union, a 
draft international convention to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons set out in docu
ment CD/10, submitted by Pakistan,6 and the various proposals and 
comments put forward by a large number of States during the discus
sion of this question at the thirty-third session of the General 
Assembly.

3Ibid., pp. 760-761 .
4 Ib id ,  pp. 761-762 .
5 Submitted June 21, 1979, printed above.
• Submitted Mar. 27, 1979, printed above.
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In our view, the task of the Committee is also made easier by the 
fact that the nuclear-weapon States, including those that did not sup
port the idea of concluding a multilateral agreement, have expressed 
their willingness to participate in discussions on the strengthening of 
negative guarantees for the non-nuclear-weapon countries, par
ticularly in the Committee on Disarmament. This was the line taken 
in 1978 by the then Prime Minister of the United Kingdom when he 
said that “the United Kingdom will be prepared itself to take part 
with other nuclear Powers in firm, far-reaching and permanent assur
ances to the non-nuclear States” (A/S-10/PV.14).

Permit me also to refer to the letter from Ambassador A. Fisher, 
the representative of the United States in the First Committee at the 
thirty-third session of the General Assembly, the annex to which 
states, in the name of the United States, that “there may be other 
forums, such as the Committee on Disarmament, in which the ques
tion of negative security assurances could be treated, so long as all 
views and all ways of treating this subject are open for considera
tion” (A/C.l/33/7).7

The representative of France spoke along the same lines.
The position of the Soviet Union with regard to the strengthening 

of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States is, we 
hope, sufficiently well known to the members of this Committee. We 
spoke in favour of the granting of additional guarantees of the secu
rity of non-nuclear-weapon States as early as 1966 during discussions 
on the conclusion of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons. We have also, in the recent past, firmly and unambiguously 
reiterated our willingness to grant such guarantees. The Soviet 
Union announced that it would never use nuclear weapons against 
States which refrained from producing or acquiring such weapons 
and which did not have such weapons on their territory. Our position 
is that, by acting in this way, such countries are making a substantive 
contribution to the prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons, 
thereby making it possible to reduce and, in the final analysis, 
eliminate the threat of the outbreak of nuclear war; they are there
fore entitled to the necessary assurances that nuclear weapons will 
never be used against them.

Moreover, our country suggests going beyond mere solemn decla
rations on the non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- 
weapon States which renounce the production and acquisition of 
nuclear weapons and which do not have nuclear weapons on their te r
ritories. For its part, the USSR has expressed its willingness —and 
this still applies in full —to conclude special agreements to this effect 
with any such country, and it has called upon all the other nuclear- 
weapon Powers to follow suit and assume the appropriate 
obligations.

It is quite obvious that the most complete and effective solution to 
the problem of protecting non-nuclear-weapon States from the use of

''Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 653.
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nuclear weapons against them might be the adoption by the nuclear- 
weapon Powers of agreed universal international legal guarantees. 
For this reason, the Soviet Union is a firm supporter of the idea of 
concluding an international convention with the participation, on the 
one hand, of nuclear-weapon States that are prepared to provide 
appropriate guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
and, on the other, interested non-nuclear-weapon States which re
nounce the production or acquisition of nuclear weapons and which do 
not have nuclear weapons on their territory. As you know, the Soviet 
Union submitted a draft for a convention on this matter.

We note with satisfaction that a significant majority of countries — 
socialist and non-aligned — also favour the conclusion of a multilateral 
international agreement on this question. The Soviet delegation 
hopes that the Committee will embark upon the preparation of the 
text of such a convention without delay, and is ready to make every 
possible contribution to this work.

In the course of these discussions, we will have an opportunity of 
setting out our views in greater detail on all the main provisions of 
the draft convention submitted by the group of socialist countries. At 
this stage, I would like to dwell only on the idea underlying the con
vention, namely, the basic obligation to be assumed by nuclear- 
weapon States to guarantee the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States. We are convinced that the formula proposed in the socialist 
countries* draft offers the most effective solution to this question and 
covers the largest number of non-nuclear-weapon countries.

As you know, under one of the suggested formulas, it is intended to 
guarantee the security only of those non-nuclear-weapon countries 
that are situated within a nuclear-free zone. At present, the only 
nuclear-free zone established in international law —and even so not 
yet fully —is in Latin America. This means that all the other non- 
nuclear-weapon countries of the world are outside this region and will 
not enjoy such guarantees. However, the formula used in the socialist 
countries* draft does of course provide for the extension of these 
guarantees to countries comprising a nuclear-free zone as well.

Or to take another formula, according to which a nuclear-weapon 
State retains the right to use nuclear weapons against any non- 
nuclear-weapon State, even if there are no nuclear weapons on the 
la tte r’s territory, simply if it is the ally of a nuclear-weapon State. 
According to this formula, it will be enough for the nuclear-weapon 
Power in question to determine that an attack has been made against 
it, its territory, its armed forces or its allies, for a non-nuclear-weapon 
State merely suspected of being involved in these acts to become the 
target of a nuclear strike. The draft convention submitted by the 
socialist countries contains no such provision, which in essence de
prives of much of its meaning the undertaking not to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States and not to allow the use 
of nuclear weapons against countries and territories from which 
there is no threat of a nuclear attack.
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Lastly, there is the formula according to which the obligations of 
nuclear-weapon States would extend only to non-nuclear-weapon 
countries not parties to agreements on nuclear security concluded 
with nuclear-weapon States. This formula also considerably reduces 
the number of non-nuclear-weapon countries to which guarantees 
could be extended. The socialist countries propose that guarantees 
should be given both to non-nuclear-weapon countries not members 
of military or political alliances and to those non-nuclear-weapon 
countries which, although tied to nuclear-weapon States by the obli
gations of an alliance, nevertheless do not possess or produce nuclear 
weapons and do not have nuclear weapons on their territory.

It is clear from the above that the formula used in the draft sub
mitted by the socialist countries is fair and effective, as it takes ac
count of the interests of a large number of States. The merit of this 
formula is that, firstly, it covers the largest possible number of States 
that, in view of the actual state of affairs in the world, could be given 
guarantees against the use of nuclear weapons, and secondly, it en
courages States to renounce the possession of nuclear weapons and 
their deployment in their territory, thereby helping to narrow down 
the possible sphere of the use of nuclear weapons and strengthening 
the non-proliferation regime, and as a result, it reduces the risk of 
nuclear war.

As has already been emphasized, the Soviet Union is a firm and 
convinced supporter of the idea of concluding a multilateral conven
tion on the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon States. At the same time, we are also prepared to 
consider other proposals, and we are trying in particular to co
operate with other nuclear-weapon States with a view to working out 
an approach acceptable to all. It would probably not be superfluous to 
recall that, in 1968, three nuclear-weapon States succeeded in agree
ing on a commitment concerning guarantees of the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon countries, a commitment which was subsequently 
formalized in Security Council resolution 255.8

The Soviet delegation considers that, since the Committee has 
before it two working papers containing draft international agree
ments on this question, as well as the comments and suggestions of 
States made at the thirty-third session of the General Assembly, the 
Committee should begin practical negotiations without delay. Of 
course, such negotiations need not take place only at meetings of the 
Committee, and use could be made of the other possibilities provided 
for in rule 23 of the Committee's rules of procedure.9 The Soviet dele
gation is prepared to be flexible in this m atter and to take account of 
the views of other delegations.

A constructive approach on the part of all delegations to the ques
tion of the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States will enable the Committee to make significant 
progress on this question and to submit a concrete proposal to the 
thirty-fourth session of the General Assembly.

8 Ibid., 1968, p. 444.
9 The Committee’s Rules of Procedure, which were adopted on Feb. 28, have been 

printed ante.
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Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Fein) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Negative 
Security Assurances, June 26, 19791

Today I wish to attem pt a modest analysis of the issue before us — 
the question of how to develop “effective international arrangements 
to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons”. Our interest in this question is not new. Several 
times in the past we supported, albeit with some reservations, Paki
stan resolutions in this field in the United Nations General Assembly. 
We also welcomed the unilateral statements made by some nuclear- 
weapon States last year. We consider the question of nuclear security 
guarantees as a highly important one, also in the context of an effec
tive non-proliferation regime.

The problem is, basically, how to safeguard a State which has given 
up the nuclear option, against nuclear attack.

This question presents itself differently for different States. Coun
tries that have joined a military alliance with one or more nuclear- 
weapon States could obtain a credible commitment that they will be 
supported by the nuclear-weapon State or States in their alliance 
against an attack by another nuclear-weapon State. Such an arrange
ment has an important deterrent function, but is of course only or 
mostly relevant for those countries that have joined such a military 
alliance.

It seems difficult to envisage that such a credible positive guaran
tee could be given to non-nuclear-weapon States that have chosen to 
be neutral or non-aligned. It may be assumed that nuclear-weapon 
States are not prepared to give the assurance that they would assist 
all non-nuclear-weapon States automatically should they be attacked 
with nuclear weapons, since this could lead to a further spread of con
flicts. It is therefore doubtful that much can be done in this context 
beyond Security Council resolution 255 of 19 June 1968.2

For this reason, one has concentrated now on the possibility of so- 
called negative security guarantees, that is, a commitment or prom
ise by nuclear-weapon States not to use, or threaten to use, nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States, under certain conditions 
or without such conditions.

All nuclear-weapon States have more or less clarified their position 
in this field. Some of them last year made formal unilateral declara
tions which go beyond their earlier statements. I shall discuss these 
positions later.

Both Pakistan and the Soviet Union have now proposed the conclu
sion of an international convention on negative security guarantees. 
Such an international convention —the sponsors claim —would pro
vide the commitment not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- 
weapon States with a stronger standing as compared to the unilateral

1 CD/PV.36, pp. 3 1 -3 6 .
2 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, p. 444.
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declarations on nuclear policy. I do not believe any country is against 
an international instrument in principle if, in fact, such a common for
mula for guarantees could be found.

Since some countries apparently doubt the possibility of achieving 
a common formula within the near future, the idea has been put for
ward of enshrining the unilateral declarations in a Security Council 
resolution. This is, in the view of my Government, certainly a possi
bility which would reinforce the present declarations and enhance 
their international status.

However, my delegation feels that we must not give up too soon 
our endeavours to achieve a common formula or to take other steps in 
this field. From a political and legal point of view, an internationally 
binding instrument is certainly to be preferred to unilateral policy 
declarations. In this connexion we were rather struck by the forceful 
arguments in support of an international instrument put forward by 
the distinguished delegate of Pakistan on 25 January.3 With this in 
mind, I should like to explore whether, in the various declarations 
made by the nuclear-weapon States, enough common elements may 
be found to form a basis for a meaningful common negative nuclear 
security guarantee.

As is generally recognized, the problem lies in the different condi
tions which have been indicated by some nuclear-weapon States.

The most far-reaching declaration has been made repeatedly by 
China. China has declared, point blank, that it will never use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States.4

For other nuclear-weapon States such a blanket guarantee would 
be difficult to give without important security implications. Situa
tions are imaginable in which a military attack by a State in associa
tion or alliance with a nuclear-weapon State is directed against 
another nuclear-weapon State or its allies. It would seem unlikely 
that the territory of a non-nuclear-weapon State, engaged in an a t
tack together with a nuclear-weapon State, would remain a sanc
tuary. A condition which has to be demanded, therefore, from a non- 
nuclear-weapon State is that it must not be engaged in an attack in 
association or alliance with a nuclear-weapon State.

The second condition would be the following.
If nuclear-weapon States assume a binding commitment not to 

attack non-nuclear-weapon States, the non-nuclear-weapon State 
involved must give a binding commitment that it is indeed a non- 
nuclear-weapon State, which means that it has undertaken not to 
receive or manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices. The State could make this commit
ment by becoming a party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty,5 by 
becoming a member of a properly established nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, or, as a minimum, accept full scope safeguards on its nuclear 
activities.

3 Printed above.
4 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1971, p. 854; ibid., 1972, p. 719.
6 Ib id , 1968, pp. 461-465.
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These are the only two conditions, it seems to me, which would 
have to be asked of a non-nuclear-weapon State to qualify for a nega
tive security guarantee.

Let us now review the different statements by the nuclear-weapon 
States, to see whether they contain these two elements.

Let us look first at the United States declaration of 1978. The fol
lowing was stated:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any 
non-nuclear-weapon State party to the 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-weapon State or associated 
with a nuclear-weapon State in carrying out or sustaining the 
attack.8

The statem ent on behalf of the United Kingdom seems basically 
the same, and reads as follows:

. . .  I accordingly give the following assurance to non-nuclear- 
weapon States which are parties to the NPT or to other inter
nationally binding commitments not to manufacture or acquire 
nuclear explosive devices: Britain undertakes not to use nuclear 
weapons against such States except in the case of an attack on 
the United Kingdom, its dependent territories, its armed forces 
or its allies by such a State in association or alliance with a 
nuclear-weapon State.7

Although one could perhaps discuss the exact wording of these 
statements, it is clear that they follow closely the two basic condi
tions I have mentioned before.

The Soviet Union made a somewhat different declaration in one 
respect. It reads as follows:

The Soviet Union states that it would never use nuclear weap
ons against those States which renounce the production and 
acquisition of such weapons and do not have them on their 
territories.8

We find this same approach in article I of the working paper 
(CD/23) introduced this morning by the distinguished representative 
of Hungary on behalf of seven socialist States; we listened with inter
est to that introduction and we will study that proposal.

We must, however, also take into account some other relevant 
Soviet statements in this field. President Brezhnev declared on 
25 April 1978 that:

The Soviet Union, for its part, wishes to state as emphatically 
as it can that we are against the use of nuclear weapons, that

9 Ibid., 1978, p. 384.
7 A/S-10/PV.26, June 28, 1978, p. 4.
8D ocum ents on D isarm am ent 1978, pp. 572-573 .
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only extraordinary circumstances, only aggression against our 
country or its allies by another nuclear Power, could compel us 
to have recourse to that extreme means of self-defence.9

This is clearly a different statement, since the emphasis is on the 
element which is missing in the formal Soviet declaration, namely, 
the question of an attack against the Soviet Union or its allies.

In this connexion one should also consider the declaration made by 
the Soviet Union when it signed Additional Protocol II to the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco. It reads as follows:

Any action taken by a State or States party to the Tlatelolco 
Treaty that are inconsistent with their non-nuclear status, as 
well as the commission by one or several States party to the 
Treaty of an act of aggression with the backing of a State pos
sessing nuclear weapons or jointly with such a State will be re
garded by the Soviet Union as incompatible with the relevant 
obligations of these countries under the Treaty. In such 
instances the Soviet Union reserves the right to reconsider its 
commitments arising from the Additional Protocol II.10

Taking into account these last two declarations, it would appear 
that the position of the Soviet Union, on the one hand, and the posi
tions of the United States and the United Kingdom, on the other, are 
in fact not basically different.

To be complete, I must also mention the press conference held by 
the French President on 24 October 1974, in which Monsieur Giscard 
d’Estaing stated:

Personally I can only speak of the exercise of my own mandate 
as President of the Republic. I consider that the French nuclear 
dissuasive force can be used only against Powers which them
selves are nuclear Powers or against Powers —and I would 
hasten to add that this is a very unlikely hypothesis, but we must 
cover all possibilities —which threaten our own soil. The purpose 
of our nuclear dissuasive force, which would then have to be 
used, would be to oppose a nuclear threat to our own soil on the 
part of a nuclear Power or to respond to a threat to invade our 
territory. On the other hand, with respect to non-nuclear Powers 
I consider that France should neither utilize nor even threaten to 
utilize its nuclear capabilities, and it is my hope that this attitude 
will progressively be adopted by others so that the means of 
nuclear dissuasion will only be used against nuclear threats and 
not in any other type of conflict.11

Although this statement seems to be of a less formal character 
than the declarations made by the other nuclear Powers, it is in gen
eral not very different from the earlier-mentioned statements.

9 Current D ig est of the S o v ie t P ress , vol. XXX, no. 17 (May 24, 1978), p. 6; Pravda, 
Apr. 26, 1978, pp. 1 -2 .

10 Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1978, p. 311.
11 Cited by the French representative in the First Com. of the UNGA, ibid., 1976, 

p. 905.
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It would appear clear from what I ventured to suggest that there 
seems to be a common denominator between at least three nuclear- 
weapon States: that nuclear weapons will not be used against 
(a) States which have formally renounced the nuclear explosive op
tion, and (b) States which are not engaged in an attack against 
nuclear-weapon States or their allies together with a nuclear-weapon 
State. This would be a very important conclusion, because it would 
mean that a common approach can theoretically be found.

Now I realize, of course, that other conditions have been men
tioned. I hope, however, that on the basis of the earlier-mentioned 
two conditions a solution is possible, especially when we realize that 
we are trying in particular to strengthen the security of those non- 
nuclear-weapon States which are neutral or non-aligned.

We all realize that credible nuclear security guarantees could play 
a significant role in strengthening the non-proliferation r§gime and in 
enhancing security and peace. With the Second NPT Review Con
ference before us, we hope that the nuclear-weapon States can soon 
find a common approach to this complicated and important question.

Statement by the British Government: 
The SALT II Treaty, June 27ff 1979 1

“The British Government welcomes the strategic arms limitation 
agreement between the U.S. and the Soviet Union which was signed 
in Vienna on 18 June.2 Successive British Governments have strongly 
supported the efforts of the U.S. Administration to negotiate bal
anced and verifiable agreements limiting strategic arms. Throughout 
the negotiations leading to the new agreement the U.S. has kept its 
allies informed of progress and has consulted them, particularly on 
aspects of special concern to them. The Government are satisfied that 
the agreement will not interfere with continued nuclear and conven
tional cooperation between the U.S. and its allies and that the essen
tial security interests of the alliance are safeguarded. They hope that 
the treaty will be ratified.”

The Foreign Office spokesman also said that day:
“SALT II must be seen as a carefully balanced compromise 

between the different interests and attitudes of the two sides. It 
breaks new ground in placing equal ceilings on the strategic arms of 
both sides which will involve the dismantling of some Soviet delivery 
systems and in applying qualitative limits. It is thus an important 
step in the continuing process of arms control which the Government 
sees as complementary to the alliance’s defence capability.”

1 The S A L T  II  Treaty: H earings Before the C om m ittee on Foreign R elations  . . . 
Pt. 2, p. 331. The statem ent was issued by the Foreign Office.

2 The tex t of the treaty has been printed above.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Negative Security 
Assurances, June 28, 1979 1

The United States recognizes the subject of our deliberations this 
week as one that is of considerable importance to the countries repre
sented in this forum and in the world at large. That is why on 12 June 
1978, during the United Nations special session devoted to disarma
ment, Mr. Vance, the Secretary of State, announced a Presidential 
declaration elaborating the United States position on security assur
ances, giving a pledge that applies to the vast majority of nations of 
the world. For the record, I will repeat that declaration:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any 
non-nuclear-weapons state 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 States, its territories or armed forces, or its 
allies, by such a state allied to a nuclear-weapons state or associ
ated with a nuclear-weapons state in carrying out or sustaining 
the attack.3

The United States is not alone among the nuclear-weapon States in 
recognizing the desire for assurance against nuclear attack. Other 
nuclear-weapon Powers have given pledges in different forms, re
flecting their differing perceptions of their security requirements 
and that of the countries which rely on them for their collective secu
rity. These pledges were referred to in paragraph 59 of the Final 
Document of the special session devoted to disarmament,4 which also 
urged the nuclear-weapon States to conclude, as appropriate, effec
tive arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

The several pledges are quite diverse, both in their content and in 
their form. We have recently heard the views of the group of socialist 
States contained in CD/23, which is a proposal for:

A binding commitment in a new international convention not 
to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
States parties to such a convention which renounce the produc
tion and acquisition of nuclear weapons and which have no nu
clear weapons in their territory or under their jurisdiction or 
control, and to consult whenever any party to the convention has 
reason to believe that the actions of any other party are in viola
tion of this commitment.5

In addition to this proposal, our colleague from the Netherlands, 
the day before yesterday, directed our attention to the following 
statement made by President Brezhnev on 25 April 1978:

1 CD/PV.37, pp. 3 4 -3 7 .
2 Brackets in the original.
3 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1978, p. 384.
4 For the Final Document, see ibid., pp. 411 ff.
5 Soviet working paper of June 21, above.
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The Soviet Union, for its part, wishes to state as emphatically 
as it can that we are against the use of nuclear weapons, that 
only extraordinary circumstances, only aggression against our 
country or its allies by another nuclear Power, could compel us to 
have recourse to that extreme means of self-defense.0

We have also noted the pledge of the United Kingdom:
not to use nuclear weapons against States which are parties to 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty or other internationally binding 
commitments not to manufacture or acquire nuclear explosive 
devices, except in the case of an attack on the United Kingdom, 
its dependent territories, its armed forces or its allies by such 
State in association or alliance with a nuclear-weapon state.7

The other nuclear-weapon States have taken different approaches 
to the problem. We have noted the statement by China uto call for the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons 
and at no time and in no circumstances to be the first to use nuclear 
weapons”,8 and the suggestion made by France “to participate in 
negotiating the necessary agreements with nuclear-free zones the 
term s of which preclude, 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.”9

There seem to the United States delegation to be two problems 
that have to be resolved in dealing with this issue. The first is to what 
countries should assurances be given; the second is the form of these 
assurances.

On the first issue, it should be noted that CD/23 is not precise in 
defining the basis for determining to which countries the assurances 
should be given. It merely refers to parties which renounce the pro
duction and acquisition of nuclear weapons and which have no nuclear 
weapons in their territory or anywhere under their jurisdiction or 
control. This would appear to make a unilateral declaration of renun
ciation without any binding legal obligation or any form of verifica
tion sufficient to entitle a State to the protection of the proposed con
vention. The thrust of the proposal in CD/1010 is similar, although it 
recognizes that some non-nuclear-weapon States have sought to 
assure their security through association with nuclear-weapon 
States.

The United States pledge requires a substantially greater degree 
of binding and verifiable commitment before the assurance becomes 
effective. It limits the application of the non-use declaration to par
ties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty or to any other State that has

fl Current D ig est o f the S o v ie t P ress , vol. XXX, no. 17 (May 24, 1978), p. 6; Pravda, 
Apr. 26, 1978, pp. 1 -2 .

7 A /S-10/P V .26, June 26,1978, p. 4. For the treaty, see Docum ents on Disarm am ent, 
1968, pp. 461-465 .

8 Cf. ibid., 1978, pp. 360-361 .
•Cf. ibid., pp. 340-341 .
10 I.e., Pakistani paper of Mar. 27, printed ante.
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undertaken “a comparable internationally binding commitment not 
to acquire nuclear explosive devices."

Some may ask what are such comparable internationally binding 
commitments. One possibility comes to mind: the nuclear-weapon-free 
zone. As early as 1971, the United States extended an appropriate 
non-use assurance to full parties to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the Latin 
American nuclear-weapon-free zone.11 Another regional effort with 
provisions comparable to those in the Treaty of Tlatelolco would be 
covered by the United States’ assurance. Other alternatives may 
exist.

The second issue is the form in which such assurance should be 
given. We have heard views ranging from a draft international con
vention to solemn declarations by heads of State. The United States 
delegation cannot accept the concept that a solemn declaration by a 
head of State can be shrugged off because it is not an “internationally 
binding legal commitment.” 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 con
sideration of all its implications and the obligations it imposes. And 
its effect is immediate, not at some future date.

There is, in the view of the United States, another reason for pre
ferring declarations to an attempt to negotiate an international con
vention: the varied approaches by the nuclear-weapon States to the 
important problem of security assurances offer very little hope that 
we could work out these differences so that a single draft convention 
could be elaborated. The United States does not believe that we 
should because of the quite different security requirements of the 
countries of the world, whether looked at singly or in the various 
groupings.

We are grateful to our distinguished Netherlands colleague for the 
analysis he has made of the statements made by the chiefs of State or 
heads of Government of four of the five nuclear-weapon States in 
which he found some important common elements,12 although each 
reflects an understandable concern for the particular security needs 
of his own country. Unfortunately, these common elements do not 
appear in the proposal put before us by the group of socialist States 
in CD/23. It seems to the United States that it would be more profit
able to attempt to enhance the individual assurances that countries 
are willing to stand by than to try  to fit them into an artificial mould. 
It is unlikely that we here would be able to devise a common formula 
that would satisfy each of the nuclear-weapon Powers.

One way of enhancing the individual assurances would be for this 
Committee to recommend that the General Assembly should adopt a 
resolution which 1. recognizes the legitimate security concerns of 
States that have undertaken legally binding obligations not to ac
quire nuclear explosive devices; 2. takes note of the individual assur

11 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1971, p. 311. For the text of the treaty, see ibid., 1967, 
pp. 6 9 -8 3 .

12 The Netherlands statem ent, June 26, appears above.
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ances given by the nuclear-weapon States; and 3. sets forth in its text 
the various assurances to which I have referred.

It might be argued that such a resolution would have little practical 
effect. But the United States delegation would argue that if all five of 
the nuclear-weapon Powers were to vote for such a resolution, it 
would cease to be merely a recommendation. Rather, the vote of the 
five Powers for the resolution would indicate that the five them
selves consider that this General Assembly resolution is one which 
has international status and a binding character.

To this end, we are requesting the Chairman to circulate a specific 
proposal pertaining to such a United Nations General Assembly reso
lution and we urge other delegations to give it their most careful 
consideration.13

Statement by the British Representative (Marshall) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Negative 
Security Assurances, June 28, 1979 1

Let me say at the outset that my Government fully understands 
the desire of the non-nuclear-weapon States (NNWS) to seek assur
ances against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. It was for 
this reason that in February last year this subject was included in the 
draft programme of action presented to the United Nations special 
session devoted to disarmament by my Government and a number of 
other Western Governments. In that programme it was the second 
item under the heading of “Immediate measures of arms control and 
disarmament”.

Furthermore, at the special session, as is well known, my Govern
ment’s representative gave a solemn assurance in the following 
terms:

I accordingly give the following assurance on behalf of my 
Government to non-nuclear-weapon States which are parties to 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty or other internationally binding 
commitments not to manufacture or acquire nuclear explosive 
devices: Britain undertakes not to use nuclear weapons against 
such States except in the case of an attack on the United 
Kingdom, its dependent territories, its armed forces or its Allies 
by such a State in association or alliance with a nuclear-weapon 
State.2

Other nuclear-weapon States also gave security assurances last 
year. We welcome these pledges and believe they represent an im
portant measure of security for non-nuclear-weapon States. The ques-

13 The proposal referred to was submitted as a working paper on July 2 (see below).
1 CD/PV.37, pp. 4 2 -4 5 .
2 A/S -  10/PV.26, June 28, 1978. The Nonproliferation Treaty may be found in Docu

m en ts on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465 .
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tion now before us is whether we can move forward from here to pro
vide something stronger or more effective. Obviously this will 
depend in part on what is possible from the point of view of the 
nuclear-weapon States. But a security assurance is only as good as it 
is perceived to be by the non-nuclear-weapon States to which it is 
offered. My delegation would accordingly have been pleased to hear 
more in the course of this week from the non-nuclear-weapon States 
about how they believe the present assurances could be strength
ened. In particular I have in mind the representatives of States out
side Europe.

The other preliminary observation I should like to make is that to 
have real value any proposals formulated as a result of our discussion 
here would need to have the support of all nuclear-weapon States.

There seem to me to be two aspects of the question which are in 
fact distinct: the first is the nature of a security assurance itself; the 
second is the form in which it is expressed. With these two aspects in 
mind I should now like to comment briefly on three strands in the 
exchange of views we have been having.

One suggestion before us is that it would be possible to conclude a 
convention incorporating a common formula for a security assurance. 
The attraction of this idea is presumably that a convention appears to 
be the most binding form of international undertaking. There would 
nevertheless seem to be serious obstacles to this approach. Apart 
from the difficulty of reconciling the different security perceptions 
and commitments of the five nuclear-weapon Powers there is some
thing inappropriate about a convention as the framework for obliga
tions which would flow only from a very limited number of the Par
ties. Surely a convention should embody the sense of contract, or of 
mutual participation? This element is missing from both the proposed 
conventions before the Committee. Or if the idea is present, it is cer
tainly not stated explicitly.

In this connexion we noted with great interest the analysis pre
sented by the distinguished delegate of the Netherlands on 26 June. 
He identified two conditions which should be attached to an under
taking by nuclear-weapon States not to attack non-nuclear-weapon 
States with nuclear weapons. One of these was that the non-nuclear- 
weapon States must give a binding commitment that they were 
indeed non-nuclear-weapon States. My Government would attach fun
damental importance to this point. We believe that adherence to the 
non-Proliferation Treaty would be the clearest commitment. But, as 
my Government's assurance states, there are “other international 
binding commitments" which would have the same effect. What is 
important is that there should be a clear undertaking by non-nuclear- 
weapon States not —in everyday language —to go into the nuclear 
weapons business.

I should comment here on a further point which appears in the for
mula for a convention contained in document CD/23.3 By relating the

8 I.e., the Soviet working paper of June 21, printed above.
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proposed assurance to the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the 
territories of States, it introduces an additional idea which is in prac
tice of rather limited application, since it could be relevant only in a 
particular part of the world. This is clearly a controversial proposi
tion, and would not seem to my delegation to provide a basis for a 
draft intended to secure universal acceptance. I note in this con
nexion paragraph 4 of the informal working paper submitted by Paki
stan.4 This recognizes the limitations which attach to the concept of 
security assurances as applied to members of military alliances when 
these alliances have nuclear weapons at their disposal.

In sum, as representatives of my Government have already made 
clear on several occasions, we doubt whether the path to a convention 
is a fruitful one to pursue.

Now, turning from the question of a convention to my second 
strand —the idea that the security assurances already given would be 
strengthened if they could in some way be harmonized. Of course the 
reason the present assurances are different from each other is that 
they reflect the different perceptions of security to which I have 
already referred. There is always a risk attached to a common for
mula, since it would inevitably involve some degree of compromise — 
some element of the “highest common factor”. The risk is that it could 
end up offering less protection to non-nuclear-weapon States than 
that contained in the declarations already made.

For this reason I was surprised to hear a distinguished speaker 
this morning criticize the British assurance on the grounds that we 
had not renounced the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- 
weapon States in all circumstances.

Now the only exception envisaged in our guarantee is self-defence 
in the event that we or our allies were attacked by a non-nuclear- 
weapon State in alliance or association with a nuclear-weapon State.

In other words, our guarantee is valid for all non-nuclear-weapon 
States which do not attack us in those particular circumstances. I can
not therefore share the view that our guarantee is less satisfactory 
than others he mentioned.

For example, it is certainly not clear that the absolute undertaking 
my Government has made could be rendered more effective. It should 
be borne in mind that the British negative security assurance is al
ready operative. It does not require, nor does it depend on, any bilat
eral negotiations to bring it into force.

However, my delegation was impressed by the expos6 on this point 
given to this Committee earlier in the week —again by Ambassador 
Fein. He drew attention to the fact that the nuclear-weapon States 
were already on record with various statements which had a greater 
similarity than perhaps many of us had realized.

This observation seems to shed new light on the subject, and my 
delegation will certainly be looking further into it. It would be valu
able to have clarification in the Committee from the delegations con-

4 The Pakistani working paper of Mar. 27, printed above.
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cerned of the extent to which the statements referred to by our dis
tinguished colleague may be taken as a basis for further examination 
of this question.

As regards the last strand of my remarks —the third element —I 
can be very brief. It concerns the possible strengthening of security 
assurances by procedural means, as distinct from the reconsideration 
of their substance, about which I have just been speaking.

It has been suggested that greater weight, in both the legal and 
moral sense, would be imparted to the security assurances as they 
now stand if they could be the subject of solemn international recog
nition—perhaps within the framework of the United Nations. I will 
simply say that my delegation regards this as a very promising ap
proach which should certainly be examined further.

I have tried to offer some reflections on the subject under discus
sion. As I said at the outset, my Government attaches importance to 
this subject and will give serious consideration to any proposal for 
strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Negative 
Security Assurances, June 28, 19791

The French Government attaches the greatest importance to the 
question of negative guarantees. My delegation has therefore fol
lowed our debate with a great deal of interest.

It wishes to call to mind the principles governing France’s policy in 
this field:

The first of these principles is the maintenance of security. 
However, security depends on political and strategic conditions 
which differ from one region of the world to the other.

It is important therefore —and this is the second principle —to take 
account of regional conditions. There is a geography of security.

This geography reveals two major zones at the world level: in 
one —the one in which France is situated — nuclear weapons exist and 
constitute, in prevailing conditions, a factor of political and strategic 
equilibrium, and hence a security factor. The non-nuclear-weapon 
States of this zone which are associated with alliances benefit, on this 
account, from what certain speakers in this debate have called a posi
tive guarantee.

The problem with which we are dealing —that of negative guaran
tees—concerns the other zone, or zones, where there are no nuclear 
weapons; according to the view generally expressed in our discus
sion, this problem arises for all non-nuclear-weapon States which 
have entered into a commitment not to acquire or manufacture such 
weapons.

1 CD/PV.37, pp. 4 8 -5 0 .
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The French Government understands the legitimate concern of 
States that have entered into such a commitment that they should 
not be discriminated against in the m atter of security; it considers 
that the guarantees which may be given to these States constitute a 
fair counterpart for the contribution they make by this commitment 
to the regime of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

There are two main schools of thought concerning the form of these 
guarantees. Some of our partners show preference for a convention of 
universal scope. We do not believe that this formula corresponds to 
the present conditions of the international community. Security con
ditions are too different, depending on regions and political and stra
tegic situations, for it to be possible to enter into uniform 
commitments.

Other Governments have chosen another way: that of statements 
which endeavour to take account of these differing situations. To this 
end they have been led to introduce a special condition covering 
States members of alliances, which would participate in an attack in 
association with a nuclear State.

The French Government also wanted to take account of the speci
ficity of situations. It has attached importance to nuclear-free zones 
and is prepared to enter into commitments of a conventional nature 
in respect of them. Addressing the General Assembly of the United 
Nations last year, the President of the French Republic said the fol
lowing on this point:

. . . the decision by the States of a region to preserve a nuclear- 
free status should entail an obligation for the nuclear-weapon 
States to refrain from seeking a military advantage from the sit
uation. Nuclear-weapon States should in particular preclude, 
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 . . . France would welcome it if continents decided to 
become either wholly or partially nuclear-free zones. While it is 
not up to my country 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 binding form to the commitments I 
have mentioned.2

The French delegation sincerely hopes that the initiatives, already 
taken or envisaged, and the proposals and ideas which have been put 
forward will be examined in the Committee; it hopes that this exami
nation will reveal similarities of approach. The Committee will prob
ably not be able during this session to reach comprehensive conclu
sions on a subject of such importance and complexity; but we hope 
that it will be able to adopt, for the attention of the General Assem
bly, a recommendation expressing our will to make progress.

If we are to achieve this result we shall probably need a little more 
time than our programme of work has provided for. But the question

2Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 340-341 .
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of guarantees is unquestionably one of those where the results we 
might achieve justifies some flexibility in our timetable — flexibility 
we have already in principle recommended in respect of questions 
that might lend themselves to negotiation. With the same desire for 
efficiency, we support the proposal that we should continue our 
debate on negative guarantees in a working group.

Statement by the United States to the North Atlantic 
Council: Non-Circumvention Provision of the SALT II 
Agreement, June 29, 1979 1

In the view of the United States, the non-circumvention provision 
in the SALT agreement simply makes explicit the inherent obligation 
any state assumes when party to an international agreement not to 
circumvent the provisions of that agreement. It is a basic tenet of 
international law that agreements once entered into are to be carried 
out and not circumvented, and the United States would be so obli
gated with or without a non-circumvention provision. It is the posi
tion of the United States that the non-circumvention provision does 
not impose any additional obligation whatever on it beyond the spe
cific obligations of the provisions of the Treaty and, for the period of 
its effectiveness, the Protocol, nor does it broaden the interpretation 
of those obligations.

The United States has consulted intensively with the Alliance 
throughout the SALT TWO negotiations, recognizing the important 
Alliance interest in the SALT TWO agreement which deals with the 
strategic relationship between the United States and the Soviet 
Union.2 In view of the possible implications of the non-circumvention 
clause for Alliance cooperation, the United States reiterates what it 
has specifically stated in Alliance consultations during the negotia
tions, that is, the non-circumvention provision will not affect existing 
patterns of collaboration and cooperation with its Allies, nor will it 
preclude cooperation in modernization. The United States believes 
that, in practice, the non-circumvention provision, which it will apply 
as stated below, will not interfere with continued nuclear and conven
tional cooperation with its Allies.

As to the issue of transfers, the United States has consistently 
rejected the inclusion of a provision on non-transfer in the SALT 
agreement. We have made clear in the negotiating record that trans
fers of weapons or technology to our Allies will continue and cannot, 
ipso facto, constitute circumvention. The United States will deal with 
future requests for transfers of weapons systems and technology on a 
case-by-case basis under the SALT TWO agreement, as it has done in 
the past. The transfer of weapons systems or technology for systems

1 S A L T  and the N A T O  A llies: A  S ta ff  R eport to the Subcom m ittee on European  
Affairs of the C om m ittee on Foreign Relations, United S ta tes  Senate  (Cmt. prt.; 96th 
Cong., 1st sess.), Oct. 1979, pp. 3 6 -3 7 .

2 The agreem ent was concluded on June 18. The text is included above.
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which were not numerically limited or prohibited by the agreement 
would be unaffected by the agreement. With respect to systems 
numerically limited in the agreement, as under the Interim Agree
ment, transfers would not be necessarily precluded by the agree
ment. Of course, requests for such transfers would, in many cases, 
involve policy issues, and would have to be dealt with in light of the 
circumstances of the situation and the particular request. This would 
also be the case if there were no agreement.

The United States will not be able to transfer to its Allies or other 
states those weapons systems or technology uniquely related to such 
systems, which are prohibited to the United States itself by the 
agreement. The United States fully accepts its responsibility not to 
circumvent the agreement. For the United States to supply to other 
states systems of a type that is prohibited to the United States itself 
by a provision of the agreement would be a circumvention of the 
agreement, even if there were no non-circumvention provision.

In accordance with recognized international practice, no third 
party can be bound or legally affected by the obligations the United 
States assumes under the SALT Agreement. The United States 
would reject and would view as inconsistent with the political and 
strategic purposes of the agreement any attem pt by the Soviet Union 
to raise, on the basis of the non-circumvention provision, questions 
concerning the activities of states not party to the agreement. In both 
a legal and practical sense, only the United States is subject to chal
lenge in connection with questions raised by the Soviet Union with 
respect to the SALT agreement.

Statement on Behalf of the North Atlantic Council by 
NATO Secretary-General Luns: The SALT II Treaty, 
June 29, 19791

After detailed review, against the background of regular ex
changes of views which had taken place within the Alliance through
out the negotiations, the Allies have concluded that the new agree
ment is in harmony with the determination of the Alliance to pursue 
meaningful arms control measures in the search for a more stable 
relationship between the East and West. The Allies therefore hope 
that the agreement will soon enter into force.

This treaty  responds to the hope of the Allies for a reduction in 
nuclear arsenals and thus offers a broader prospect for detente. The 
Allies note that the Treaty fully maintains the U.S. strategic deter
rent, an essential element for the security of Europe and of North 
America. They have been given explicit assurances by the United 
States, which they welcome, that nuclear and conventional coopera
tion among the Allies can and will continue.

1 The S A L T  II T rea ty: H earings Before the C om m ittee on Foreign R elations  . . . 
Pt. 2, pp. 330-331 . The treaty, which was signed on June 18, appears above.
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Department of State Report: Compliance With SALT I 
Agreement, July 1979 1

The purpose of this paper is to provide a brief account of the back
ground, discussion, and status of those questions related to com
pliance with the SALT agreements of 1972 —the ABM treaty and the 
Interim Agreement on strategic offensive arms —which have been 
raised by the United States and the U.S.S.R.2 It also provides a brief 
discussion of matters which have been mentioned 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 frame
work 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 propos
ed, 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 XIII 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 ambig
uous.”

Article VI of the Interim Agreement provides that the parties use 
the SCC in a similar manner in connection with that agreement. In 
December 1972, during the first session of SALT II, the SCC was for
mally established.3

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 compli
ance. All intelligence information is carefully analyzed in the context 
of the provisions of those agreements, and recommendations on ques
tions which arise are developed by interagency intelligence and 
policy advisory groups within the NSC system. Currently, these are 
an Intelligence Community Steering Group on Monitoring Strategic 
Arms Limitations and the Standing Consultative Commission Work
ing Group of the NSC Special Coordination Committee. Should 
analysis of intelligence information indicate that there could be a

1 Dept, of State, Special R ep o rt  No. 55.
2 The SALT agreem ents may be found in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197

I
3 See ibid., pp. 868-869.
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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 Standing Consultative Commission, the positions and 
actions taken by the U.S. representatives are also guided in the same 
manner.
Questions Raised by the U.S.

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 
missile (ICBM) launchers after July 1, 1972.“

In 1973 the United States determined that additional silos of a dif
ferent 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 discus
sions 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 m atter on the basis that the silos in 
question were being used as launch-control facilities. We will, of 
course, continue to watch for any activity which might warrant 
reopening of this matter.

Concealment Measures. Article V of the Interim Agreement and 
article XII 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 mea
sures which impede verification by national technical means of com
pliance with the provisions . . . ” of the agreement or the treaty. 
Both articles provided that the latter obligation “ . . . shall not re
quire changes in current construction, assembly, conversion, or over
haul 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 con
cealment measures continued to expand.
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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 ISS-19 Issue). Article II of the In
terim Agreement states: “The Parties undertake not to convert land- 
based launchers for light ICBM’s, or for ICBM’s of older types 
deployed prior to 1964, into land-based launchers for heavy ICBM’s 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 I negotiations [May 26, 1972]:4

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 nec
essary 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.5

The U.S.S.R. delegation maintained the position throughout SALT 
I that an agreed definition of heavy ICBM’s was not essential to the 
understanding reached by the sides in the Interim Agreement on the 
subject of heavy ICBM’s and made clear that they did not agree with 
the U.S. statement quoted above. When deployment of the SS-19 
missile began, its size, though not a violation of the Interim Agree
ment provisions noted above, caused the United States to raise the 
issue with the Soviets in early 1975. Our purpose was to emphasize 
the importance the United States attached to the distinction 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 II agreement under negotiation at the time. Following some 
discussion in the SCC, further discussions of this question in that 
forum were deferred because it was under active consideration in the 
SALT II negotiations.

Subsequently, the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations agreed in the 
SALT II treaty on a clear demarcation, in terms of missile launch- 
weight and throw-weight, between light and heavy ICBM’s.

Possible Testing of an A ir Defense System (SA-5) Radar in an ABM Mode. Article VI of the ABM treaty states: “To enhance assur-

4 All brackets are in the original document.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 284-285 .
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ance 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 exam
ple, 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 application 
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 S A -5  
surface-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 S A -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 S A -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 capability for the SA -5, the observed activity 
was, nevertheless, ambiguous with respect to the constraints of arti
cle 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 S A -5  system, it would have been only the first step in such an ef
fort. 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 
S A -5  radar may have been tracking ballistic missiles during the 
reentry 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 or 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
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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 SCC, for 
dismantling excess ABM test launchers entered into force. After the 
detailed procedures entered into effect, the U.S.S.R. provided 
notification in the SCC 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 strate
gic significance, the United States raised the matter as a case of inac
curate notification or reporting to make known our expectation that, 
in the future, care would be taken to insure that notification, as well 
as dismantling or destruction, was in strict accordance with the 
agreed procedures.

Soviet ABM Radar on Kamchatka Peninsula. Article IV of the ABM 
treaty states: “The limitations provided for in Article III [on deploy
ment] shall not apply to ABM systems or their components used for 
development or testing, and located within current or additionally 
agreed test ranges.”

In October 1975 a new radar was installed at the Kamchatka im
pact 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 additionally agreed ranges, 
location of this radar, which the United States identified as an ABM 
radar, on the Kamchatka Peninsula could have constituted establish
ment 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.

(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 signature of the
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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 exchange to estab
lish that Kamchatka is an ABM test range, that Sary Shagan and 
Kamchatka are the only ABM test ranges in the U.S.S.R., and that ar
ticle IV of the ABM treaty requires agreement concerning the estab
lishment 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. In addition, agreement has been reached in the SCC 
clarifying the establishment of ABM test ranges.

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 
launchers and 62 modern, nuclear-powered ballistic missile sub
marines. 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 SCC 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 disman
tle 51 replaced launchers. It soon became apparent to the United 
States that the Soviets would probably not complete all the required 
dismantling actions on all of the launchers on time. Therefore, the 
United States decided to raise this question with the Soviets, but 
before we could do so, the Soviets acknowledged that the dismantling 
of 41 older ICBM launchers had not been completed in the required 
time period. The Soviets explained the situation and predicted that 
all the dismantling actions would be completed by June 1, 1976, and 
agreed to the U.S. demand that no more submarines with replace
ment 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 require
ments, which are that they cannot be used to launch missiles and can
not be reactivated in a short time. As necessary we have pursued the 
question of complete 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 con
cealment measures which impede verification by national technical 
means of compliance with the provisions of this Interim Agreement.”
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• Agreed statement concerning launcher dimensions: 44 . . .  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:44 . . . 
there shall be no significant increase in the number of ICBM and 
SLBM test and training launchers, or in the number of such launch
ers, for modern land-based heavy ICBMs . . . construction or con
version 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 test 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 
discussions on the subject of deliberate concealment measures in con
nection with the SALT II 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 compli
ance with provisions of the Interim Agreement; specifically, the pro
vision which dealt with increases in dimensions of ICBM silo launch
ers 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 confidence and trust which are important to mutual ef
forts to establish and maintain strategic arms limitations.

It has been the Soviet position that the provisions of the Interim 
Agreement were not applicable to the activity in question. Neverthe
less, they subsequently removed the net covering.

Questions Raised by the U.S.S.R.
Shelters Over Minuteman Silos. Paragraph 3 of article V of the In

terim Agreement states: 44Each Party undertakes not to use 
deliberate concealment measures which impede verification by na
tional technical means of compliance with the provisions of this Interim 
Agreement. This obligation shall not require changes in current con
struction, assembly, 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 environ
mental protection during initial construction as well as modernization, 
from 1962 through 1972. Beginning in 1973, in connection with mod
ernization and silo-hardening work, prefabricated shelters of about 
2,700 square feet were used. From four to twelve of these shelters 
were in place over silos at any given time, for from 10 days to 4 weeks 
depending upon the severity of the weather.

The Soviets raised this subject, taking the position that the activi
ty was inconsistent with article V of the Interim Agreement since it
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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, not for conceal
ment, believed 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 explicit 
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 was modified by reducing their size almost 50% 
in recognition of that understanding. The Soviets, however, said that 
the modified shelters still hindered their national technical means in 
carrying out their verification functions. The United States responded 
that it had modified the shelters in response to stated Soviet con
cerns, that it had always been and remained in compliance with the 
provisions of the Interim Agreement, and that it believed that no fur
ther action was necessary.

In November 1978, in the SALT II negotiations, the Soviet side 
raised a question regarding the distinguishability of launchers 
equipped for non-MIRV’ed Minuteman II and MIRV’ed Minuteman
III ICBM’s. They said that the problem of distinguishability was ag
gravated by the use of shelters over Minuteman launchers.

The U.S. side made clear to the Soviets that our use of shelters 
over Minuteman silo launchers was for environmental protection only 
and that it was not a deliberate concealment measure. In the interest 
of satisfying both sides* verification concerns, however, we indicated 
that we were prepared to forego the use of the shelters. Subsequent
ly, because of our view of the importance of verification and because 
of the stated Soviet concern, we decided to discontinue using these 
shelters. In May 1979, in the context of resolving the distinguish
ability issue, the United States ceased using the shelters in question.

The sides subsequently agreed to record, in a common understand
ing to paragraph 3 of article XV of the SALT II treaty, that no 
shelters which impede verification by national technical means shall 
be used over ICBM silo launchers.

Atlas and Titan-1 Launchers. The protocol developed in the SCC 
governing replacement, dismantling, and destruction of 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 T itan -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 reac
tivation time. They raised this issue in early 1975.
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The U.S. view was that these launchers were obsolete and deacti
vated 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 con
dition 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 compo
nents 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. The radar became operational in early 1977. 
This radar is used for national technical means of verification, space 
tracking, and early warning.

The Soviets raised a 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 m atter with the Soviets and as a 
result, we believe, eliminated any concern about possible inconsis
tency with the provisions of the ABM treaty.

Privacy of SCC Proceedings. Paragraph 8 of the regulations of the 
SCC 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 cer
tain questions related to compliance, several articles appeared in var
ious U.S. publications with wide circulation. These articles specu
lated about the possibility of certain Soviet “violations” of the SALT 
agreements which were to be discussed and tended to draw the con
clusion that there were violations, based on what was purported to be 
accurate intelligence information.

The Soviets have expressed to us their concern about the impor
tance of confidentiality in the work of the SCC and about the publica
tion 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.

In March 1978, the Soviets repeated their position on the need for 
privacy of SCC proceedings and objected to the release to the public, 
in February 1978, of the U.S. paper on compliance with the SALT I 
agreements. The United States responded by explaining the factors 
underlying the U.S. view on the need to provide the public with infor
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mation concerning compliance. The Soviets have not formally raised 
this m atter again since that time.

Dismantling or Destruction of the ABM Radar Under Construction at Malms trom 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 
its early stages, at Malmstrom AFB, Montana. Specific procedures 
for the dismantling or destruction of the ABM facilities under con
struction at Malmstrom were negotiated as part of the protocol on 
procedures 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 dismantling 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 conditions there. The question 
was apparently resolved on the basis of that discussion.

US. Radar Deployments. Paragraph 2 of article I of the ABM 
treaty states: “Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems 
for a defense of the territory of its country and not provide a base for 
such a defense . . . .” In paragraph (b) of article VI, the sides under
took “not to deploy in the future radars for early warning of strategic 
ballistic missile attack except at locations along the periphery of its 
national territory and oriented outward.” An agreed statement ini
tialed by the Heads of Delegation on May 26,1972, states: “The Par
ties agree not to deploy phased-array radars having a potential (the 
product of mean emitted power in watts and antenna area in square 
miles) exceeding three million, except as provided for in Articles III, 
IV, and VI of the Treaty, or except for the purposes of tracking ob
jects in outer space or for use as national technical means of 
verification.”

When the ABM treaty entered into force, the United States had 
deployed as part of its ballistic missile early warning system 
(BMEWS) two large radars on U.S. te rrito ry — the phased-array 
F P S-85  radar in Florida and a nonphased-array radar in Clear, 
Alaska. Since that time, the United States has constructed a large 
phased-array radar on Shemya Island (see discussion above) and has 
initiated construction of two, large phased-array radars (PAVE 
PAWS) for early warning of SLBM attack. The latter are located at 
Otis Air Force Base, Massachusetts, and Beale Air Force Base, 
California.
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In October 1978, the Soviets expressed concern that the PAVE 
PAWS radars, along with the other large phased-array radars in the 
United States, could enable the United States to have a radar base 
for an ABM defense of U.S. territory. They asked the United States 
to clarify this matter.

The United States responded in the SCC to the Soviets' expressed 
concern over our radars. We advised the Soviet side that the PAVE 
PAWS radars are for early warning of strategic ballistic missile attack 
and that their deployment is in full compliance with the ABM treaty. 
We said that they are replacing older early warning radars which 
have become obsolete and that as a secondary function they will be 
used for tracking objects in outer space. Additionally, we provided 
technical information —much of which is in the public domain —to 
make clear that they are for early warning and are not ABM radars. 
We noted that the other radars mentioned by the Soviets provide 
early warning coverage from other areas in the United States. The 
Soviets took note of this clarification.

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. 
Activities not raised with the U.S.S.R. as ambiguous or of possible 
concern 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 
discussions 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 I 
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 
energy to “blind” certain U.S. satellites could be an activity inconsis
tent with the obligations in article XII of the ABM treaty and article
V of the Interim Agreement “not to interfere with“ or “use deliber
ate 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
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in the U.S. press alleging Soviet violations and in response to ques
tions about those reports, the U.S. press was informed of those facts 
by several U.S. officials.

Mobile ABM . From time to time, it has been stated that the 
U.S.S.R., in contravention of article V of the ABM treaty, has devel
oped, 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 founda
tions. 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 con
struct. A nationwide ABM system based on this new system under 
development would take a m atter 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 
observed any such tests of the S A -5  air defense system missile, the 
one occasionally mentioned in this connection in the open press.

Mobile ICBM’s. The development and testing of a mobile ICBM is 
not prohibited by the Interim Agreement, but the United States 
stated in SALT I 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 
intermediate-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 missiles. It is judged to be capable of reaching the 
Aleutian Islands and western Alaska from its present and likely de
ployment 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.
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Denial of Test Information. It has been reported in some articles on 
SALT that the Soviets have violated the Interim Agreement by en
coding missile-test telemetry and that such activity is contrary to the 
provision of article V of the Interim Agreement. Such activity 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. The SALT II agreement in
cludes a specific provision that neither party may deliberately deny 
telemetric information whenever such denial impedes verification of 
the provisions of the treaty.

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 pro
hibited, this program does not call into question Soviet compliance 
with existing agreements. The actual use of an antisatellite system 
against U.S. national technical means is prohibited, but this has not 
occurred.

Statement by the U.S. Observer (Wilkinson) at the 
Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean: Implementation of the Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace [Summary], 
July 2f 1979 1

21. Mr. Wilkinson said that the United States was pleased to be 
able to present its views on questions relating to the Indian Ocean at 
the current Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean. It welcomed the constructive and hopeful spirit with 
which the President had addressed the Meeting in his opening 
statement.

22. Since the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace 
had been adopted by the General Assembly in 1971,2 the United 
States had understood the desire of the Indian Ocean regional States 
to avoid a competitive escalation of great Power military presence in 
the region. It had observed the work of the United Nations Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Indian Ocean as it sought to further that goal.

23. The United States shared the belief expressed on many occa
sions by many Indian Ocean States that the Indian Ocean should not 
become an arena for an arms race. It did not favour the competitive 
escalation of the military presence of outside Powers in the Indian 
Ocean. Similarly, it opposed any form of regional arms races among 
the Indian Ocean littoral and hinterland States themselves.

24. However, while the United States appreciated and shared 
many of the goals of the supporters of the Declaration of the Indian

1 A/AC.199/SR.2, July 5, 1979, pp. 6 -9 .
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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Ocean as a Zone of Peace, it had difficulty with several aspects of the 
concept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace as it had been de
scribed in the documents of the General Assembly. He wished to take 
the present opportunity to explain the United States position in 
detail.

25. The United States supported the general proposition that an 
appropriately defined zone of peace, freely determined by all States 
concerned, wherever situated, could be a way to promote and main
tain international peace and security in conformity with the United 
Nations Charter. It also recognized the particular interest that coun
tries of an area shared in the peace, security and stability of that 
area. The United States considered that zones of peace must be con
sistent with and could not abridge the inherent right of individual 
and collective self-defence guaranteed in the Charter or other rights 
recognized under international law, including the right of innocent 
passage in the territorial sea, the traditional high seas freedoms of 
navigation and overflight, and related associated uses of the high 
seas adjacent to the territorial sea.

26. His delegation had stated that its position on the creation of 
any particular zone of peace would depend on the characterization of 
the proposed zone. The United States had closely examined the 1971 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. It shared several 
fundamental objectives underlying the Declaration. It supported the 
determination of the peoples of the Indian Ocean to preserve their 
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity and to resolve 
their political, economic and social problems under conditions of 
peace and tranquillity; it opposed any arms race in the Indian Ocean 
area; it agreed that warships and military aircraft should not use the 
Indian Ocean for any threat or use of force against the sovereignty, 
territorial integrity and independence of any littoral or hinterland 
State in contravention of the United Nations Charter.

27. Several other passages of the Declaration, particularly in its 
operative paragraphs, created difficulties for his country, however.

28. Paragraph 1 of the Declaration stated that the Indian Ocean 
was a zone of peace. As he had stated, however, the United States 
believed that zones of peace could only come into effect through an 
agreement of all States concerned, wherever situated. It could not 
accept the proposition that a regional group of States could declare a 
legal regime for the seas to which other States were expected to 
adhere or which could be binding on other States without their con
sent. Nor could the General Assembly by itself take meaningful 
action to establish such a legal regime, beyond endorsing what might 
have been negotiated and agreed among Members by consensus.

29. Paragraph 2 of the Declaration set out actions desired of the 
great Powers. The United States could support several portions of 
that paragraph but had difficulty with others: it supported preven
tion of the competitive expansion of great Power military presence in 
the Indian Ocean and favoured prevention of the proliferation of 
bases and logistical support facilities in the region. It did not, how
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ever, support the complete elimination of all logistical support facil
ities; it opposed the spread of nuclear weapons into the Indian Ocean 
region and had supported the concept of creating nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia. All of those 
areas bordered on the Indian Ocean. The United States would be pre
pared, under appropriate conditions, to give assurances concerning 
the non-use and non-introduction of nuclear weapons in such areas. It 
could not, however, support a prohibition on nuclear weapons aboard 
naval vessels. Until the common goal of eliminating all nuclear 
weapons from the face of the earth was reached, nuclear deterrence 
would remain essential to the national security of the United States. 
That deterrence would also remain an important element of global 
stability. As part of its defence posture, the United States neither 
confirmed nor denied the presence of nuclear weapons aboard its 
naval vessels or aircraft.

30. The United States had noted that the Declaration called for the 
elimination of any manifestations of great Power military presence in 
the Indian Ocean conceived in the context of great Power rivalry. At 
times, individual Indian Ocean littoral States had made statements 
interpreting that to mean that under a zone of peace there should be 
no great Power military presence in the Indian Ocean. Such an inter
pretation would be completely unacceptable to the United States 
and, in its view, would be inconsistent with the Declaration itself. The 
Declaration recognized that, subject to the provisions of the Charter 
and to the norms of international law, the vessels of all nations had 
the right to free and unimpeded use of the Indian Ocean.

31. The United States agreed with the principle embodied in 
paragraph 3 of the Declaration that warships and military aircraft 
could not use the Indian Ocean to threaten regional States in contra
vention of the principles and purposes of the Charter.

32. He wished to emphasize that the United States did not deploy 
its military forces to the Indian Ocean with the intention of using or 
threatening to use force against littoral States in contravention of 
the Charter. It believed that the countries of the area could and 
should work out their own problems through their own internal pro
cedures. In addition, it supported regional organizations in their 
efforts to resolve disputes between regional States.

33. The United States could not be indifferent, however, when any 
nation supported actions which intruded upon the ability of others to 
solve their own problems or attempts to impose military solutions on 
others. It reserved the right enjoyed by all Members of the United 
Nations and embodied in the Charter to join in collective self-defence 
against armed attack.

34. Paragraph 3 of the Declaration also called for consultations 
among the Indian Ocean littoral and hinterland States, the perma
nent members of the Security Council and other major maritime 
users of the Indian Ocean. In view of its significant substantive diffi
culties with the specific characterization of an Indian Ocean zone of 
peace as described in the 1971 Declaration, the United States had not
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felt that it would be appropriate to participate in consultations de
signed for that purpose. That reflected a difference of view as to how 
to proceed towards the common goal of preventing an arms race in 
the Indian Ocean, however, and not United States disagreement with 
that fundamental objective.

35. He also wished to comment on the status of the United 
S tates-Soviet bilateral talks on arms limitations in the Indian Ocean. 
In early 1977, the United States had taken the initiative in proposing 
to the Soviet Union bilateral discussions on ways to prevent a com
petitive expansion of the United States and Soviet military presence 
in the Indian Ocean. It believed that an agreement of that type would 
further the interests not only of the two principal parties to the talks 
but also of the Indian Ocean regional States and would be in harmony 
with the Objectives of the supporters of the concept of the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace.

36. Between June 1977 and February 1978, there had been four 
rounds of those talks. Unfortunately, while the negotiations had been 
in progress the other side in the talks had significantly increased the 
size of its naval forces in the Indian Ocean in connexion with its mili
tary involvement in the Horn of Africa. It was that which had led to 
the suspension of the negotiations.

37. The United States believed that, if the negotiations were to 
succeed, both sides must exercise restraint in their military activities 
in the region. Failure to do so would only complicate efforts to reach 
an agreement.

38. During the recent summit meeting between President Carter 
and Chairman Brezhnev, it had been agreed that representatives of 
the two sides would meet promptly to discuss resumption of the talks 
on questions concerning arms limitation measures in the Indian 
Ocean. The United States recognized and appreciated the support 
which Indian Ocean regional States had expressed for the resumption 
of the United S tates-Soviet negotiations. It shared the hope that the 
talks would be successfully concluded.

U.S. Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Proposal for a Committee on Disar
mament Recommendation to the General Assembly 
Concerning the Security of Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States Against Nuclear Attack, July 2, 1979 1

The Committee on Disarmament should propose to the United 
Nations General Assembly that the individual unilateral pledges that 
have been made by the nuclear weapon States be incorporated in a 
General Assembly resolution. Such a resolution would (1) recognize 
the willingness of the nuclear-weapon States to be responsive to the 
desire of non-nuclear-weapon States to be assured that they will not

1 CD/27.
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be attacked by nuclear weapons and (2) give international status to 
the individual assurances by the nuclear weapon States, thereby 
enhancing their character as solemn commitments. An illustrative 
General Assembly resolution is attached.

Discussion
The approach of this proposal to strengthening the confidence of 

non-nuclear-weapon States in their security against the use or threat 
of use of nuclear weapons takes into account paragraph 59 of the 
Final Document of the Special Session on Disarmament which states:

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, effec
tive arrangements to assure non-nuclear States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons.2

The proposal also takes into account the diverse nature of the secu
rity requirements, both of the nuclear-weapon 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 their national security.

This proposal recognizes that, in view of these diverse interests, an 
effective and practical way of enhancing the confidence of non- 
nuclear-weapon States in their security against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons is by individual declarations by nuclear- 
weapon States rather than by a single world-wide treaty, which is not 
likely to be a fruitful subject for negotiation. The suggested approach 
can and should be buttressed by treaty obligations regarding the non
use of nuclear weapons in regional situations where appropriate, such 
as in the Treaty of Tlatelolco.8

The pledges by the nuclear-weapon States which would be incorpo
rated in a General Assembly resolution are those that were made in 
connexion with the United Nations General Assembly Special Ses
sion devoted to disarmament. The Presidential statement issued by 
the United States reads as follows:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any 
non-nuclear-weapon 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 associ
ated with a nuclear-weapons State in carrying out or sustaining 
the attack.4

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 422.
3 Printed ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
4 Ibid, 1978, p. 384. Tne text of the Nonproliferation Treaty may be found ibid, 1968,

pp. 461-465.
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Such solemn pledges given by the nuclear powers represent an 
immediately effective measure of security for the non-nuclear- 
weapon States, and the international community should take cogni
zance of them. To accomplish this objective, the proposal suggests 
that they be incorporated in a resolution of the United Nations 
General Assembly.

I l l u s t r a t i v e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b ly  R e s o l u t i o n  

The General Assembly,
Convinced of the need to promote international peace and security, 
Recognizing the legitimate security concerns of States that have 

undertaken firm obligations not to acquire nuclear explosive devices, 
Taking note of paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Special 

Session on Disarmament which called upon the nuclear-weapon 
States to pursue, as appropriate, effective arrangements to assure 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons,

Noting that the five nuclear-weapon States recognize the signifi
cance of action to meet more fully the concerns of the great majority 
of States which have not sought to acquire or develop, alone or with 
others, any nuclear explosive devices,

Recalling that each of the five nuclear powers has stated its will
ingness to take formal action to affirm its support for and to adhere 
to appropriate regional arrangements establishing defined nuclear- 
free zones,

1. Welcomes the declaration of the nuclear-weapon States provid
ing assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States with respect to the use 
of nuclear weapons;

2. Takes note of the following undertakings by each of the five 
nuclear powers:

A. By China —To call for the complete prohibition and 
thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and at no time and in 
no circumstances to be the first to use nuclear weapons;5

B. By France —To participate in negotiating the necessary 
agreements with nuclear-free zones the terms of which preclude, 
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;6

C. By the USSR —To offer a binding commitment in a new 
international convention not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear States parties to such a convention 
which renounce the production and acquisition of nuclear 
weapons and which have no nuclear weapons in their territory or 
under their jurisdiction or control, and to consult whenever any 
party to the convention has reason to believe that the actions of 
any other party are in violation of this commitment;7

5 Ibid., 1963, pp. 268-272, ibid, 1964, pp. 450, 455.
6 Ibid., 1978, pp. 340-341.
7 See the Soviet working paper (CD/23) of June 21 and its statement at the CD on June 

26, above. See also Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 558 -  560.
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D. By the United Kingdom —Not to use nuclear weapons 
against States which are parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
or other internationally binding commitments not to manufac
ture or acquire nuclear explosive devices except in the case of an 
attack on the United Kingdom, its dependent territories, its 
armed forces or its allies by such State in association or alliance 
with a nuclear-weapon State.8

E. By the United States —Not to use nuclear weapons against 
any non-nuclear-weapon State party to the 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 weapon State or associ
ated with a nuclear weapon State in carrying out or sustaining 
the attack.9

3. Recognizes these solemn declarations as important contribu
tions to strengthening international peace and security.

Statement by Secretary of State Vance Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Strategic 
Arms Limitation Treaty, July 9ff 1979 1

We proceed today with the second step in a fateful joint responsi
bility. The President has completed a negotiation in the process 
launched by President Nixon with the first strategic arms limitation 
treaty —SALT I2—and continued by President Ford at Vladivostok.3 
The Senate is now called to perform its equally important function of 
advice and consent on the second strategic arms limitation treaty  — 
SALT II.

President Carter has taken a further step along the path marked 
out by his predecessors. I am sure that the Senate will perform its 
high duties in a totally nonpartisan manner. For the course our coun
try  takes, through this ratification process, will have a profound 
effect on our nation’s security, now and for years to come.

I know we all understand what is at stake. And thus we share a 
common purpose in this undertaking: to do what we believe is best 
for the security of our country. As it has been throughout the negotia
tions, this remains a cooperative undertaking of the executive branch 
and the Senate. In the weeks ahead, we will do all that we can to 
assist the Senate in addressing the trea ty ’s relationship to the cen
tral issues of security and peace.

When the United States and the Soviet Union each have the capac-

8 A/S -  10/PV.26, pp. 3 -4 .
9 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 384.
1 Dept, of State Current Policy No. 72, “SALT II: Secretary Vance’s Testimony,” 

pp. 1 -5 .
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
3 Ibid., 1974, pp. 746-747.
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ity to destroy the other regardless of who strikes first, national secu
rity takes on new dimensions.

First and foremost, we must preserve a stable military balance 
with the Soviet Union. That is the surest guarantee of peace.

Second, we must have the best possible knowledge of the military 
capabilities and programs of the Soviet Union. We must know the 
potential threats we face so that we can deal with them effectively. 
And we cannot rely upon trust to verify that strategic arms control 
obligations are being fulfilled. We must be able to determine that for 
ourselves, through our own monitoring capabilities.

Third, we must sustain the process of placing increasingly more 
effective restraints on the growth of nuclear arsenals.

Fourth and finally, we must take those actions that will strengthen 
our alliances and enhance our leadership in the world.

As I will describe today, the treaty that is before you serves each 
of these imperatives of our national security. Tomorrow, I will focus 
more particularly on the treaty 's bearing on our broader inter
national interests:

• Secretary [of Defense]4 Brown and the Joint Chiefs of Staff will 
discuss in greater detail the strategic balance and the treaty 's rela
tionship to it.

• Secretary Brown and CIA [Central Intelligence Agency] Director 
Turner will focus on the relationship among SALT verification, moni
toring, and our intelligence on Soviet strategic forces.

• ACDA [Arms Control and Disarmament Agency] Director 
Seignious and Ambassador Earle [chairman of the U.S. delegation to 
SALT] will concentrate on the impact of the treaty in restraining the 
nuclear competition.

Let me now turn to the treaty and how it serves the four national 
security imperatives that must guide us in a nuclear armed world.

Maintaining a Stable Balance
First, the SALT II treaty will greatly assist us in maintaining a 

stable balance of nuclear forces. It fully protects a strong American 
defense. Our national defense requires nuclear arms that are suffi
ciently numerous, powerful, and flexible to deter the full range of 
potential threats. As an essential part of this, our strategic forces 
must be —and must be seen as —equivalent to those of the Soviet 
Union.

The SALT II treaty helps us maintain this balance in two fun
damental ways:

• It will permit, and in fact aid, the necessary modernization of our 
strategic forces.

4 All brackets in this document are in the original.
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• And it will slow the momentum of Soviet strategic programs, 
thus reducing the threats we would otherwise face.

As members of the committee know, our strategic nuclear forces 
are securely diversified among three separate delivery systems — 
land-based missiles, submarine-based missiles, and long-range bomb
ers. Each of the three serves a unique and vital role in our defense. 
This diversity is in contrast to the Soviet’s heavy reliance on increas
ingly vulnerable land-based missiles.

SALT II will permit the necessary modernization of each of these 
three forces:

• This fall we will begin fitting our Poseidon submarines with the 
longer range Trident I missile. By the middle of 1981, the first of our 
new Trident submarines, the U.S.S. Ohio, will be deployed. Together, 
these new systems will assure that our submarine-based missiles will 
continue to be invulnerable.

• We are enhancing the effectiveness of our B-52 bombers with 
air-launched cruise missiles. This will enable our B -52’s to overcome 
Soviet air defenses for the foreseeable future. We expect the first 
squadron of B -52’s equipped with air-launched cruise missiles 
(ALCM’s) to be in operation by the end of 1982. Because of our techno
logical lead, this is an area which only the United States will be able 
to exploit fully during the term of the treaty.

• The President has decided to proceed with a new land-based 
missile, the M -X , which will deliver more warheads with greater 
accuracy than our existing Minutemen missiles. The M -X  will be 
mobile, so that it can survive a surprise attack. Each of the mobile 
systems that the President is considering would be verifiable by the 
Soviet Union’s own monitoring capabilities. With that standard met, 
the M -X  is clearly permitted under SALT II as our one new land- 
based intercontinental missile.

Indeed, SALT II allows us to move ahead with each of these neces
sary modernization programs.

The treaty will also assist us in planning our future forces. The 
M -X  missile is a case in point. It is designed to deal with the growing 
vulnerability to a surprise attack of land-based missiles in fixed silos. 
Without some limit on the number of warheads that could be sent to 
attack it, an effective mobile system would be far more difficult to 
deploy, for it would require many more launch sites —and much 
greater cost. SALT II makes the mobile M -X  more survivable by 
limiting the number of warheads on Soviet land-based strategic 
missiles through 1985 and by providing the basis for negotiating such 
limits beyond that period under SALT III.

In this and other ways, the treaty contributes to more certain 
defense planning and thus provides a major benefit to us.

As Secretary Brown will develop in more detail, the treaty will per
mit the modernization of our strategic forces and aid our defense 
planning and will also assist in maintaining the strategic balance 
through the mid-1980’s by restraining Soviet growth.
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For more than 15 years, Soviet investments in nuclear arms have 
risen steadily. Today the overall strength of the two sides is roughly 
equal. What concerns us is not the present balance but the trend. 
SALT II limits the number of missile launchers and long-range bomb
ers and therefore constrains the future threats we will face.

Since the Soviets are well above the 2,250 limit on strategic mis
siles and bombers permitted each side under the treaty, they will 
have to destroy or dismantle over 250 of these systems —about 10% 
of their total. Undoubtedly, some of their older systems will be dis
carded but with nuclear weapons “old” should never be mistaken for 
“frail.” Most of the systems that would be given up have been built 
since 1965. Many have the same destructive power as our existing 
Minuteman II and Polaris missiles. Each could destroy an American 
city.

Beyond these reductions, the fact is that in the absence of the 
SALT II treaty, the Soviets would not only keep these weapons, they 
could add far more new and modern systems. Based on their past 
practices, they could be expected to acquire several entirely new 
types of strategic land-based missiles by 1985; the treaty holds them 
to one. Our best estimates are that they could have 3,000 launchers 
by 1985 — 750 more than they will be permitted with the treaty. And 
they could have several thousand more individual weapons than the 
treaty would allow.

We, of course, would do whatever is necessary to counter an in
creased threat. But it would be at far greater risk and far greater 
cost than by limiting that threat under the treaty.

The treaty  limits Soviet potential in another important way —by 
denying them the ability to exploit fully the greater lifting power of 
their bigger missiles, their throw-weight advantage. The main prac
tical value of this greater throw-weight is that it allows each missile 
to carry more warheads which can be independently directed at sepa
rate targets. In the absence of restraints, the Soviets could load up 
their bigger missiles to gain a lead in the number of nuclear war
heads. However, under the provisions of the treaty which limit 
missile improvements, no land-based strategic missile can be fitted 
with more warheads than have already been tested on that type of 
missile.

Both the Soviet SS-17 land-based missile and the larger SS-19 
are big enough to carry a considerably greater number of warheads 
than they now have. Under the treaty they will be limited to their 
present number —four for the SS-17 and six for the SS-19. The big
gest Soviet missile, the SS-18, has the potential to carry at least 30 
warheads. The treaty  holds it to 10. Ten warheads is the same 
number that will be permitted on our new ICBM, the M -X .

The net effect is that SALT II goes a long way to blunt the Soviet 
throw-weight advantage. Both Soviet and U.S. warheads will be accu
rate enough and powerful enough to destroy the most hardened mili
tary targets. Beyond that, neither greater size nor greater accuracy 
is of much additional value. SALT II thus helps us retain a balance
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not only in the bombers and missiles that carry nuclear weapons but 
also in the weapons themselves.

This, then, is the first contribution of the SALT II treaty to the 
security requirements of the United States. It will serve as a brake 
on Soviet military expansion and on the Soviet improvements we 
could otherwise expect. And it will permit us to move ahead with the 
improvement of our own strategic forces. On this basis, it is clear that 
ratification of SALT II will materially enhance our ability to maintain 
the strategic balance through the 1980’s and beyond.

Assuring Verification
A second way that SALT II serves our national security is by 

improving our ability to monitor and evaluate Soviet strategic forces 
and programs. Verification has been a central concern in every aspect 
of these negotiations. At every stage we put the treaty to this test: 
Can we have confidence in its verification —that is, can we determine 
for ourselves that the Soviets are complying.

The verification terms of SALT II build upon the proven principles 
of earlier agreements —prohibitions on concealing strategic forces 
and prohibitions on interfering with the monitoring systems of the 
other side. And the treaty continues the Joint Commission (Standing 
Consultative Commission) for resolving doubts or disputes. As with 
SALT I, verification will be based upon our own observation and our 
own technical systems, not on faith.

But SALT II goes much further in facilitating our ability to watch 
Soviet strategic forces and our ability to determine for ourselves 
whether they are complying with their treaty obligations. Let me cite 
some of these significant new steps:

• For the first time, there is explicit agreement not to encrypt 
telemetric information —that is, to disguise the electronic signals 
which are sent from missile tests —when doing so would impede veri
fication of compliance with the provisions of the treaty. We would 
quickly know if the Soviets were encrypting relevant information. 
This would be a violation of the treaty.

• We have agreed that we will regularly exchange information on 
the size and composition of our strategic forces. This is by no means a 
substitute for our ability to count for ourselves. But the exchanged 
data will help us confirm that both parties are interpreting their obli
gations in a like manner.

• We have agreed to rules which simplify the job of counting 
weapon systems limited under the treaty. For example, every missile 
or missile launcher of the type that has ever been tested with more 
than one independently aimed warhead will automatically count 
against the multiple warhead ceiling —even though some may, in fact, 
have only a single warhead.

• The Soviet SS-16 long-range mobile missile would have pre
sented us with particular verification problems, because its first two 
stages cannot be distinguished from the intermediate range SS-20.
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To avoid that potential difficulty, the SS-16 has been banned 
entirely.

In the days ahead, Secretary Brown and others will provide, in 
closed session, the detailed classified information that is required for 
Senators to make an informed judgment on verification. I know this 
issue will be central to your consideration. It has been central to ours. 
Let me state very clearly that I am convinced we will be able ade
quately to verify this treaty —that we will be able to detect any 
Soviet violations before they could affect the strategic balance.

Let me emphasize that with or without SALT, we must have the 
best possible information about Soviet strategic programs. Our secu
rity depends on it. Without SALT, there would be nothing to prevent 
the Soviets from concealing their strategic programs. Thus, the 
trea ty ’s verification provisions have an independent value for our 
national security, quite apart from their role in enforcement of the 
treaty.

Thus far I have discussed the impact of the treaty on the strategic 
balance and the trea ty’s contribution to our intelligence capabilities. 
Both elements illustrate a critical point. Arms control is not an alter
native to defense; it is complementary to sound defense planning.

Continuing Arms Control Negotiations
Let me now turn to the third reason for supporting this treaty. It 

not only imposes effective limits on important categories of current 
strategic arms; it also opens the way to negotiating further limits in 
SALT III.

Arms control must be seen as a continuing process. Each agree
ment builds on the last and paves the way for the next. There have 
been significant achievements over the 10-year period in which we 
have been engaged in this evolving process:

• The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 closed off an entire area 
of potential competition —one which could have damaged the very 
foundations of deterrence. It increased stability, and it enabled us to 
proceed with limits on offensive weapons.

• The first agreement on offensive arms —the SALT I Interim 
Agreement of 1972 —froze the race to build more missile launchers on 
each side at a time when the Soviets were building up in this area and 
we were not.

• The SALT II negotiations began immediately thereafter. In 
1974, in Vladivostok, President Ford and President Brezhnev moved 
to another vital stage in the process. They agreed that restraints 
should cover all strategic delivery systems. They agreed to the cen
tral principle of equal limits.

SALT II now secures that Vladivostok formula. The treaty had to 
be carefully structured to balance the differences between our forces 
and theirs. But for both sides, the numerical ceilings and subceilings 
are the same.
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Beyond this achievement, the SALT II treaty begins to tighten the 
limits. There will be actual reductions in nuclear forces. There will be 
significant limits on qualitative improvements —on the race to build 
new weapons and make existing weapons more deadly.

The promotion of an essential balance may prove to be this trea ty ’s 
single greatest contribution to long-term arms stability and to fur
ther arms control progress. With the principle of equivalence estab
lished in SALT II, we have laid a solid foundation —and set a clear 
direction —for further reductions and tighter restraints in SALT III.

We would of course have preferred deeper cuts in SALT II. But it 
is nevertheless clear that this treaty takes us further down the road 
toward greater restraint. Surely the way to achieve more is to secure 
the gains we have made and move on. For this treaty represents a 
step on the road of arms control, not the end of the journey.

The issue we face is not whether this treaty does everything we 
would like it to do —either from an arms control or security perspec
tive. The issue is whether we are better served with this treaty or 
without it. I think the answer to that is clear.

We should build on the progress we have made. The alternative is 
to return to an unrestrained arms competition — with the suspicions 
and fears of an earlier time —but with the ever more devastating 
arms of today and tomorrow.

Strengthening U.S. Alliances
The fourth broad reason for supporting the SALT II treaty is its 

importance to our allies and its effect on our position of leadership in 
the world.

I will discuss these issues in greater detail tomorrow. Let me sim
ply stress one major point this morning. Our allies and friends have 
made clear to us, publicly as well as privately, that they have a vital 
interest in the ratification of this treaty:

• Our NATO allies want to prevent the Soviet Union from achiev
ing superiority; they would be the first to feel the pressure. They 
know this treaty helps preserve a stable and equal strategic balance.

• Our allies want to maintain a stable strategic situation so that 
together we can continue our cooperative efforts to improve the con
ventional balance in Europe. They know this treaty makes a major 
contribution in this respect.

• And they want to avoid the political tensions and pressures that 
would accompany rejection of the treaty.

We consulted with our NATO partners continuously during the 
negotiations of SALT II. We have made clear to them, and to the 
Soviets, that the treaty will not interfere with existing patterns of 
defense cooperation with NATO. SALT II leaves us free to take 
needed measures to modernize and strengthen European-based nu
clear forces. At the same time, we are consulting now with our allies 
on the possibilities for future negotiations which could include limits 
on Soviet as well as U.S. intermediate range systems in Europe.
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These are among the reasons why our allies have welcomed SALT
II and have urged its ratification. Defeat of the treaty would be a pro
found blow to our closest friends. Its approval will benefit our most 
valued alliances. It will signal continued American leadership for 
peace.

In Europe and beyond, all of our friends and allies have a stake in 
international stability. They expect us to manage our relationship 
with the Soviet Union in ways that will reduce its risks while protect
ing our interests. They look to the United States for both decisive 
leadership and sound judgment. They understand that if SALT were 
rejected, the entire fabric of East-West relations would be strained, 
and that the world could easily become a more hazardous place for us 
all.

Cooperation With the Senate
In the days ahead, we will work closely and cooperatively with you 

in your consideration of this treaty. The Senate has had, and will con
tinue to have, a major role in shaping our policy on strategic arms. 
Indeed, SALT II as presented significantly reflects the influence of 
the Senate.

Throughout these negotiations, we have consulted closely with this 
committee and with individual Members of the Senate at every stage. 
Twenty-seven Senators traveled to Geneva to observe the negotia
tions firsthand. We have strongly encouraged that process. Secretary 
Brown, General Seignious, his predecessor Ambassador Warnke, and 
I have discussed SALT issues in nearly 50 separate congressional 
hearings since January of 1977. Most of those have been in the Sen
ate. In the same period there have been over 140 individual SALT 
briefings of Senators by responsible officials of the Administration, 
and another 100 briefings of members of Senators' staffs. The consul
tation and cooperation between the executive and the Congress on 
this treaty  have been extensive.

Those sessions have been held to receive your advice as well as to 
report on our progress. Time and again, issues raised by Members of 
the Senate have been taken up directly in the negotiations. Our nego
tiators were conscious of the need to meet a number of specific objec
tives of the Senate:

• The principle of equality was initiated in the Senate and man
dated by the Congress in 1972, when the SALT I agreement was ap
proved.5 The basic elements of equality were agreed by President 
Ford and President Brezhnev at Vladivostok. Those elements are 
embodied in this treaty.

• The Senate was clearly intent on closing loopholes and ambigu
ities. The definitions and understandings contained in this treaty are 
exhaustive and precise.

“The Congressional res. is printed ibid., 197% pp. 681-683.
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• Many specific provisions on verification —including those on the 
data base and on telemetry encryption — were shaped by concerns 
and views expressed to us by Members of the Senate.

Evaluating the Treaty
We now seek your consent to ratification of a treaty we negotiated 

with these concerns in mind. We have worked together throughout 
the negotiations. I believe that we must continue to do so through the 
ratification process.

The SALT II treaty is the product of almost 7 years of hard bar
gaining, on both sides. As members of the committee know, these have 
been extraordinarily complex negotiations — discussions to limit 
arms not by imposition of a victor over the vanquished but by volun
tary agreement between two powerful nations. To achieve such an 
agreement, compromises were required by both sides.

In far-reaching negotiations such as these, agreement on one provi
sion inevitably becomes intertwined with agreement on others. 
Terms that seem entirely unrelated often depend on each other. Thus 
to be evaluated fairly, the treaty is best judged as a whole. Taken as a 
whole, it is a balanced agreement. Taken as a whole, it clearly serves 
our national interests.

That is the basis for my belief that we cannot realistically expect to 
shift the bargain more in our favor now through a process of amend
ment and reservation.

Even if it were possible to reopen the negotiations, certainly they 
would be reopened to both sides. This could lead to the reopening of 
points that are now resolved in a manner favorable to our interests.

As we move ahead, I urge you not to make premature judgments. 
Let us first carefully consider the treaty as it now stands. Let us see 
if your questions do not, in fact, have satisfactory answers. And let us 
all avoid emotional rhetoric —which can only obscure the real issues.

This treaty is complex. It bears on a difficult and complex relation
ship. Before reaching a final decision, we —the Senate and the Admin
istration together — have an opportunity for a discussion and debate 
that will illuminate our common national goals as well as clarify the 
terms of the treaty itself.

Finally, as we proceed with a debate which will often be technical, 
let me express the hope that the nature of our subject will be kept 
clearly in sight —the terrible power of nuclear weapons. Together, 
the arsenals of the United States and the Soviet Union already hold 
more than 14,000 strategic nuclear warheads and bombs. The small
est of these are several times as powerful as the bomb that destroyed 
Hiroshima. If a fraction of those weapons were ever fired, tens of 
millions of our people and tens of millions of the Soviet people would 
perish. Nuclear war would be a catastrophe beyond our imagina
tion—for the aggressor as much as the victim.

This, in the end, is what this debate is about—not pieces on a chess
board or chips on a table but instruments of mass destruction even as 
they are instruments of deterrence.
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This will be an historic debate. It can be a healthy one for our coun
t r y —a unique opportunity to focus our collective attention on the 
requirements for peace in today’s world and to reassert a broad con
sensus on these obligations.

I believe that most Americans, and most Members of the Senate, 
agree that the security of the United States requires us to maintain 
an effective deterrent and forces that are equivalent to those of the 
Soviet Union —to prevent them from gaining a military or political 
advantage.

And I believe that most Americans and most Members of the 
Senate also agree that the safety of our people requires that the 
major nuclear powers continue the process of step-by-step agreement 
to limit, and reduce, the size and destructiveness of each side’s s trate
gic forces.

Undoubtedly, some believe more strongly in one of these proposi
tions than the other. It will be very difficult to forge a national con
sensus around either by itself. But a strong national consensus can be 
built for both of these propositions together.

I have spent most of the past 20 years of my professional career 
dealing with the requirements of our national security. I have faced 
these issues from a military perspective during 6 years in the Depart
ment of Defense and from the perspective of Secretary of State. I 
know from this experience that neither arms control nor military pre
paredness alone can assure our security. We must pursue both 
simultaneously. For that is the only rational path to secure our 
nation’s safety in a nuclear world.

In seeking your approval of the SALT II treaty, we are recom
mending that we strengthen America’s security —and build a broad 
national consensus—through a sensible combination of a strength
ened defense and arms limitation.

Statement by Secretary of Defense Brown Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: SALT II 
Treaty, July 9, 1979 1

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, today you prepare to 
exercise one of your most weighty responsibilities as Members of the 
U.S. Senate, the decision whether to approve the treaty on control of 
strategic armaments which we call SALT II, recently signed by the 
President in Vienna.

In appearing before you this morning, I am acutely conscious of my 
own, as well as of your, responsibility. As Secretary of Defense, I am 
the senior appointed official charged by law and by the President 
with full-time responsibility for the military capability of the United 
States. Within that charge, my preeminent concern must be to assure 
the physical safety of our Nation from military attack. I speak also

1 Hearings . on Ex. Y, 96 -1  . . . Pt. 1, pp. 97-111.
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from the context of my own experience in strategic military matters. 
Most of my life has been devoted to the security of the United States 
in an era of nuclear weapons and intercontinental missiles. It is in the 
light of those responsibilities and that experience that I offer to you 
this morning my evaluation of this treaty.

UNILATERAL RESTRAINT IN WEAPONS PROGRAMS

Let me say at the beginning that I reject the notion that unilateral 
restraint in weapons programs is the way to enhance our security. I 
would not recommend this treaty to you today if it did not impose on 
the Soviet Union significant restraints that balance those it imposes 
on us, or if it did not in my judgment favorably affect our national 
security.

I would not recommend this treaty if it required us to trust the 
Soviets. Too much is at stake for us to have to rely on their good will 
or scruples. The SALT II Treaty is designed to assure that we do not 
need to rely on trust. It is verifiable. I will in later testimony before 
this and the Senate Select Intelligence Committee discuss this in 
detail. At this point, let me convey my conclusion on the subject. The 
Soviets cannot gain a military advantage by concealed actions that 
violate the agreement. U.S. intelligence capabilities to detect viola
tions and U.S. capacity to respond to detection of violations by adjust
ing and increasing our own program are such that before any Soviet 
secret buildup or other violation could approach a scale that would 
affect the strategic balance, we would detect the effort and be able to 
respond appropriately to prevent any advantage from accruing to 
them from the violation.

I also state to you my strongly held view that the United States 
must not permit the Soviet Union to attain nuclear superiority. Were 
that to happen, I am convinced they would very probably exploit that 
advantage through political intimidation or military action or both. 
No agreement should be approved that would make more likely such 
an outcome. This agreement makes such an outcome less likely. It 
limits the size of Soviet forces and thereby limits what we must do to 
maintain the balance.

SALT II AND U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY ISSUES

Finally, I take the treaty as it is, not as it might have been. The 
issue in national security terms is the effect of this treaty, not some 
ideal or hypothetical one. There are broader issues of international 
relations, the effects of the SALT II Treaty on Soviet-American rela
tions, on our alliances and our allies, Third World diplomacy, nuclear 
nonproliferation, and so forth. These matters also affect our national 
security, and I have views on them. But the principal responsibility 
for those matters lies with Secretary Vance, who has touched on 
them already this morning and will expand on them tomorrow. I have 
concentrated as I reviewed this treaty and participated in its negotia
tions on the national defense considerations I have mentioned. In
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those terms, I ask you now to look at this treaty  from one specific 
point of view, and to ask yourselves a single question: Does this 
treaty serve the security interests of the United States?

I have examined the treaty with care, and in the light of what I 
know about the nuclear armaments that exist in the world today and 
are likely to exist in the future, my judgment is that this treaty will 
make the people of the United States more secure militarily than 
they would be without it. For that reason, I recommend that the Sen
ate give its approval.

In the balance of this statement I will summarize for you the rea
sons that have led me to that conclusion.

ARMS CONTROL

Let me turn first to arms control itself. I s tart with the proposition 
that we cannot be militarily secure unless our strategic military 
forces are at least in approximate balance with those of the Soviet 
Union. The forces of the two countries are in a position of essential 
equivalence today. I invite your attention to the chart that has just 
been put up on that side of the committee room. It is a busy chart, and 
I will not go through it in detail now. I believe that we will probably 
have quite a lot of time to do so later.

[The chart referred to follows:]2
C h a r t  3 

1979
COMPOSITION OF U.S. AND SOVIET FORCES

MISSILE LAUNCHERS & HEAVY BOMBERS

u s - USSR

TOTAL WEAPONS

SLBM's

5000
USSR

THROW-WEIGHT SLBM,.
ICBM's HEAVY &LBM'

HEAVY
BOMBERS

SLBM's
7.2M Lbs. 

U.S.
11.3M Lbs. 

USSR

2 All brackets in this document are in the original.
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I would draw your attention only to one thing, that we have less 
total throw-weight than the Soviets, but more total weapons. The 
total number of missile launchers and heavy bombers is about the 
same. The distribution on the two sides is very different, and by con
centrating on one or another item, one can allege a disparity in capa
bility; but, overall, we are in a position of essential equivalence.

MAINTAINING EQUIVALENCE

There are two ways to maintain that equivalence. One is for both 
sides to add to their nuclear arsenal without limit, but in equivalent 
or offsetting ways. The other is for both sides to limit their arsenal or 
to reduce them on a comparable basis. We have the option to follow 
either course. Either can maintain our security, but the course of 
limiting arms is preferable for a number of reasons.

First, it tends to make the future balance more predictable and 
stable, and less likely to become one sided. Second, it provides more 
certainty to each side about the current program for the other. Third, 
it is obviously less costly for both sides, and overall, it is less risky for 
both sides.

Let me now describe our strategic forces as they have been 
planned and as they exist today and the threat that they face.

UNDERLYING OBJECTIVES OF U.S. STRATEGIC FORCE PLANNING

Two objectives underlie our strategic force planning: deterrence 
and essential equivalence. I have expanded on this matter in my w rit
ten statement which is before you, and I will say more about it on 
Wednesday, but rather than take your time with it now, let me again 
pass to a brief summary.

By any reasonable standard, the United States has a credible 
deterrent today and will have one for the foreseeable future. We 
have and we will continue to have survivable forces capable of 
massive destruction of Soviet cities and industrial potential, even 
after an all-out surprise attack on the United States.

We also have and will have increasingly in the coming years both 
the forces and the targeting and employment policies that permit us 
selective use of nuclear force to respond to more limited action. In 
particular, we will have forces whose capabilities will make it clear 
that the Soviets could not improve their relative military position by 
a first strike attack.

In addition to their purely military capabilities, however, strategic 
nuclear forces like other military forces have a broader role in the 
world. Countries —we ourselves, the Soviet Union, and others —make 
judgments about our strength and that of the Soviets. The behavior 
of all those nations will be influenced by their judgments. It is in that 
respect that our second objective, essential equivalence, particularly 
applies. It requires that our forces overall be, and be recognized as, at 
least on a par with those of the Soviet Union. Otherwise, the Soviets 
would gain in the world —and in my judgment we would lose —with
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out war, from changes in perception about the balance of nuclear 
power.

For those reasons, while we have essential equivalence today, it is 
very important that we keep it. Our most important objective is to in
sure by our own programs, and by arms control, that the Soviets re
main in no doubt that they would not gain from such a conflict now or 
at any time in the future either.

TRIAD CONCEPT OF NUCLEAR DETERRENT CAPABILITY

For many years, our nuclear deterrent capability has rested on the 
Triad concept, that is, maintaining three separate and independent 
sets of nuclear delivery systems to inflict unacceptable damage on 
the Soviet Union. Our Triad of defense consists, as you have heard 
before and will hear again in these hearings, first, of land-based inter
continental ballistic missiles; second, of ballistic missiles launched 
from our submarines; and third, of manned bombers armed with 
bombs, short-range attack missiles, and soon with air-launched cruise 
missiles.

We have continued to increase the capabilities of each of the three 
legs of the Triad, both in quantity and in quality, and again you will 
notice that the chart is divided into those three separate legs of the 
Triad. With that Triad of capabilities is our strategic nuclear deter
rent. The present balance is adequate in terms of our objectives of 
deterrence and equivalence, but we face challenges for the future 
that we can ignore only at great peril.

SIGNIFICANT TRENDS IN STRATEGIC BALANCE

Some trends are of real concern. The Soviets are rapidly eroding 
important advantages we once held in a number of key areas. This is 
especially so with respect to accuracy and warhead numbers. The im
provement in Soviet long-range theater nuclear forces; that is, inter
mediate range forces of the SS-20 or Backfire type that they deploy 
against European or other peripheral targets, that improvement in
creases in significance as the central balance becomes less favorable 
to us. By central balance, I mean balance in areas of ICBM’s, sub- 
marine-launched ballistic missiles, and bombers and their weapons.

Moreover, the growing vulnerability of our land-based missile 
force in the early 1980*s could if not corrected eventually produce a 
significant element of U.S. disadvantage and contribute to a percep
tion of U.S. strategic inferiority.

The consequences would be severely adverse politically and could 
be potentially destabilizing militarily.

The Triad approach improves the assurance of deterrence by forc
ing a prospective attacker to deal with three different components, 
each of which would have to be attacked in a different way, and 
against which active defenses would also have to vary. Because we 
have a Triad, a temporary diminution of survivability of one compo
nent can be restored over time without our overall deterrence going
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through a period of extreme danger. If the temporarily diminished 
component were not eventually restored, however, the Soviets would 
be enabled to concentrate their resources on the remaining legs of 
the Triad — working, for example, on antisubmarine warfare, and 
their defense, neither limited by SALT II, and working also on bar
rage attacks —thus perhaps putting our overall deterrent in doubt in 
the 1990’s.

Although the Soviets are posing increasing challenges in the stra
tegic area, the United States has not been idle itself. During the past
10 years, we have deployed more than 1,000 missiles with multiple 
warheads, thereby increasing our missile warhead total nearly four
fold. We have, with short-range attack missiles increased the capa
bility of the B-52 force. Moreover, we have under way programs to 
improve each of the three legs of the U.S. Triad of strategic forces. 
Again, I will cover these programs in more detail on Wednesday, and 
so we will skip over the detailed statement of it that is contained in 
my written testimony with which you have been supplied.

UNITED STATES-SOVIET MILITARY COMPETITION

SALT II can and does limit to a degree the scale of our military 
competition with the Soviet Union, and the extent of the necessary 
response. Even with SALT II, however, in order to maintain essential 
equivalence, we will need to continue to maintain and to modernize 
our strategic nuclear and other military forces at an annual cost in 
constant dollars; that is, dollars corrected for inflation, which will be 
higher than in recent years. That is true quite irrespective of SALT
II, though needs and costs would both rise further without SALT II.

The nuclear balance does not take care of itself. Unless restrained 
by arms limitation treaties or matched by us, the Soviets present 
momentum could tip the balance in their favor. Neither equivalence 
nor even deterrence will be maintained automatically. To do that re
quires will and resolve and action on strategic programs from the 
people of this country. This situation is not likely to change in the 
foreseeable future. We face a continued military challenge for the 
future that we can ignore only at our peril, but we have an opportuni
ty to limit the scale of that challenge, an opportunity that it would be 
most unwise for us to let pass.

SOVIET STRATEGIC MILITARY CHALLENGE

That, in brief, is how I see the strategic military challenge we face 
from the Soviet Union, and how I think we must respond to it. With 
that as a background, let me now discuss the SALT II Treaty itself, 
and why I support it.

REASON FOR DOD SUPPORT FOR SALT II

I support SALT II, quite simply, because I believe it enhances our 
military security and is in the defense interests of the United States.
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The basic elements of the SALT II agreement are familiar to you. 
They include treaty, protocol, and a statement of principles. Perhaps 
I could have chart No. 1, that shows this in some more detail.

[The chart referred to follows:]

C h a r t l
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SOVIET REDUCTION OF STRATEGIC NUCLEAR DELIVERY VEHICLES

The treaty  is to last through 1985. It does these things: It limits 
each side by the end of 1981 to a total of 2,250 intercontinental ballistic 
missile launchers, submarine-launched ballistic missile launchers, and 
heavy bombers. That number, 2,250, will be reduced over a period by 
the Soviets, because it will require them to reduce by about 250 these 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, called SNDV’s for short. Without 
SALT II, if the present trend continued, as I believe it would, the 
Soviet Union would instead have about 3,000 such weapons by 1985 
instead of 2,250. In contrast, no operational U.S. system will have to 
be reduced.

Within the 2,250 overall limit, the treaty sets a lower limit of 1,200 
lower than the 2,250, for launchers of ballistic missiles that carry 
multiple warheads aimed at more than one target. Those systems are 
called MIRVed [multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle] 
systems for short. Also, the number of such launchers plus the num
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ber of heavy bombers that carry air-launched cruise missiles, so- 
called ALCM’s, cannot exceed 1,320.

Again, these limits hold the Soviets down to a level well below 
what I believe they otherwise could be expected to reach. For exam
ple, without SALT II, I would expect them by 1985 to have in the 
vicinity of 1,800 multiple-warhead missiles instead of 1,200. The limits 
placed on heavy bombers with cruise missiles will permit us to build 
the heavy bomber forces we have planned by 1985. To the extent that 
we may be required to reduce multiple-warhead systems, they would 
be older ones, chiefly Minuteman III missiles of increasing vulner
ability, whose place will be taken by heavy bombers with cruise 
missiles, or by Trident submarines, and the overall effect of that 
change would be to leave us stronger than if we had not made it.

The treaty also sets a sub-limit of 820 on launchers for land-based 
missiles that have multiple warheads that can be aimed at more than 
one target. Those are the most threatening part of the Soviet nuclear 
arsenal, as far as we are concerned. The 820 figure is at least 100 
fewer than we expected a few years ago that the Soviets would reach 
even under the SALT II limits then contemplated, and is much lower 
than the number they could reach by 1985 without SALT, given their 
current trend. The 820 figure, however, is well above the number of 
MIRVed ICBM’s we plan to deploy.

QUALITATIVE LIMITS UNDER TREATY

The treaty  also contains qualitative limits. It limits each side to 
only one new type of land-based ICBM, and it requires that any such 
new missile not carry more than 10 MIRV’s. This limit permits us to 
build the only new land-based missile we have planned to develop 
through 1985, the M -X . It permits us to place on it the maximum 
number of warheads we intended, 10.

The Soviets, on the other hand, have been developing several new 
land-based missiles, their fifth generation of them. The treaty limit 
means that now all but one of those new missiles would have to be 
restricted to quite limited modifications of their predecessors. It will 
also mean that instead of developing a separate specialized new 
missile for each of several missions, the Soviets will have to make 
some tough choices. For example, they will have to choose either a 
replacement for their existing single warhead land-based missile, the 
SS-11, or another new missile with up to 10 warheads to replace 
their SS -17’s, which have 4, and their SS -19’s, which have 6 war
heads. They cannot, under SALT II, develop both of these alter
natives, nor can they develop a new type of missile to replace the 
SS-18.

TREATY LIMITS ON FRACTIONATION

The treaty also places a limit on what we call fractionation. This 
means that the number of reentry vehicles on existing or modified 
ICBM’s cannot be increased from what it is now, and that the per



348 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

mitted new ICBM could not, if provided with multiple warheads, have 
more than 10 of them on each missile.

We have no plans to increase the number of warheads on our prin
cipal ICBM, the Minuteman III. Doing so would not increase its mili
tary effectiveness. The Soviets, however, have much larger missiles 
that could be adapted to carry many more warheads. The treaty 
takes away the ability of the Soviets to exploit this. For example, ex
cept for this limit, the Soviet SS-18 missile could be equipped to 
carry 20 or even 30 independently targeted warheads in the 
1980’s —actually theoretically more than that, but above 30 I think 
you run into limits of practicality — but with SALT II, that won’t 
happen. They will be limited to deployment of no more than 10.

UNIMPEDED VERIFICATION BY NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS

The treaty also provides measures to permit unimpeded verifica
tion by national technical means. As I said, I will come back to this in 
more detail when I return to testify on verification. For the present, I 
will note only the simple but very important point —that all the un
certainties we face about Soviet forces with SALT II would be 
greater without a SALT II agreement, because any deception, con
cealment, and countermeasures which the treaty bans would without 
a SALT II Treaty, be permitted. So much for the treaty itself.

PROTOCOL TO TREATY

The protocol covers a shorter period. It expires on December 31, 
1981. It bars operational deployment of ground- and ship-launched 
cruise missiles, so called GLCM’s and SLCM’s, with ranges greater 
than at 600 kilometers through 1981, but it permits unimpeded te st
ing and development of such vehicles of any range.

This limit will have no impact whatsoever on our present cruise 
missile testing and development schedule.

I might add that the protocol provision was adjusted to our 
schedules, and not vice versa. The protocol also bars deployment of 
mobile land-based or air-to-surface ballistic missiles through 1981. 
Again, this will not affect our M -X  development, which will not 
enter its flight test phase until 1983, and I remind you that the treaty 
allows the deployment of mobile land-based or air-to-surface ballistic 
missiles after 1981.

STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE SALT III

Finally there is a statement of principles to guide SALT III and a 
Soviet commitment not to produce more than 30 Backfire bombers a 
year, and to limit increases in its capability. The Backfire production 
restriction means that the Soviets now will not be able to divert 
Backfires to a strategic role where they would add marginally, any
way, without greatly reducing Soviet capability for the naval and 
regional missions to which Backfires are normally assigned.
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AGREED STRATEGIC FORCE LIMITS

I consider SALT II a significant and most useful step, though not so 
far reaching an agreement as we would have liked or as we hope for 
in the future. The chart that is now available for you to look at shows 
the agreed strategic force limits, first under the Interim Agreement 
of SALT I,3 then under the Vladivostok Agreement of November 
1974,4 and now as negotiated in the SALT II Treaty. Again, we will be 
coming back to this in later testimony to discuss in more detail, but 
this chart shows that, although our predecessors, like we ourselves, 
sought more far-reaching agreements at earlier stages of the talks, 
we filially accepted the more modest limits of the Vladivostok Agree
ment, which is that second pair of bars.

We took the dual track of trying to negotiate the largest possible 
reductions of the Vladivostok overall ceilings and the lowest possible 
sublimits while limiting qualitative improvement in new systems. We 
have achieved real success in both of those areas, reductions to the 
Vladivostok ceilings and sublimits, and also qualitative limitations.

[The chart referred to follows:]

Ch a r t  2
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3Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
4 Ibid., 1974, pp. 746-750.
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We have been able to negotiate the reductions in the Vladivostok 
limits from 2,400 to 2,250 for the overall total. We have also intro
duced new sublimits. Instead of 1,320 ballistic missiles with multiple 
warheads, there can now be only 1,200, while the 1,320 limit applies to 
the sum of those and of heavy bombers equipped with long-range 
cruise missiles.

There is also a new sublimit of 820 on land-based ICBM’s with 
multiple warheads, the most destabilizing strategic force element. In 
addition, we have broken significant new ground in a qualitative area 
by limits on numbers of reentry vehicles on each type of ICBM and 
also maximum limits for submarine-launched ballistic missile war
head numbers, and by allowing each side only one new type of ICBM.

Taken together, these two tracks have resulted in a significant 
step forward in the arms control process, and it is, moreover, a step 
that supports our strategic objectives.

MEASURING UTILITY OF SALT II TO STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

A simple way to measure the utility of SALT II to our strategic ob
jectives of deterrence and essential equivalence is to return to a fact I 
mentioned before in passing: Without the SALT II agreement, the 
Soviet Union could have nearly one-third more strategic systems 
than with the agreement. Instead of the 2,250 delivery vehicles with 
the treaty, they could have 3,000, and there would be corresponding 
effects on other measures, including overall throw-weight, megaton
nage, weapons numbers, and the like. Naturally, we do not know what 
the Soviets would do in the absence of a treaty, but these higher 
strategic system levels are well within their capability, and they are 
our reasonable intelligence projections of what they could be ex
pected to do.

1985 PROJECTIONS FOR UNITED STATES-SOVIET FORCES

The chart [4] that you are looking at now is another busy one.
It shows 1985 projections for United States and Soviet forces by 

various measures with and without SALT. The left-hand side of each 
pair shows what we expect with SALT, and we look at missile launch
ers and heavy bombers, we look at total numbers of warheads and 
bombs at the lower left, we looked at MIRVed missile launchers and 
ALCM equipped; that is, cruise missile equipped heavy bombers on 
the upper right, we look at throw-weight on the lower right.

You will see that in each case the numbers, particularly the Soviet 
numbers, are significantly lower with the SALT agreement than 
without them. Both with SALT and without SALT, there would be 
some uncertainty as to what the situation would be in 1985, but you 
will notice that the uncertainties, which are indicated by those dotted 
white-colored triangles at the top of each bar, are always sub
stantially larger without a SALT II agreement than with it, and that,
I think, is a very significant point to keep in mind about the SALT II 
agreement. It reduces uncertainties. It doesn’t eliminate them, but it 
reduces them.
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[The chart referred to follows:]
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SOVIET BUILDUP WITHOUT SALT II

A Soviet buildup, as allowed without SALT II —and it would be a 
larger one without SALT II —would pose greater challenges and 
make protecting our security more difficult in quite specific ways.

First, the simple addition of numbers would force us to increase 
our own program still further to preserve essential equivalence, to 
maintain areas of U.S. advantage, and to offset Soviet leads in other 
areas. Without SALT, we would lose the greater predictability that I 
have just talked about. In my view, it is probable that without SALT
II we would enter into an era of greater uncertainty in both military 
and political terms. That would result in increased strategic forces on 
both sides as hedges against that uncertainty. This would mean less 
rather than more security for the United States, and for the Soviet 
Union, too.
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For, faced with such a Soviet buildup, the United States could, and 
I am confident would, respond. Given our determination to maintain 
essential equivalence, and the demonstrated Soviet willingness, in 
fact, determination, to avoid strategic inferiority even at great cost, 
the net result of such a numbers race would be greater strategic force 
levels at greater expense and at substantial risk to stability.

MINUTEMAN VULNERABILITY PROBLEM WITH SALT II

Second, while SALT II won’t solve the Minuteman vulnerability 
problem, it will make the solution of the problem easier than without 
an agreement. SALT II will limit to well below previously projected 
levels the number of Soviet MIRVed ICBM’s. It will freeze the 
number of warheads on existing ballistic missile launchers, and will 
limit the number of reentry vehicles allowed for new ICBM’s.

These restrictions sharply reduce the significance of the Soviet 
throw-weight advantage which, without limitation would, for exam
ple, enable them, as I have said, to deploy many more warheads on 
their largest ICBM.

The combination of limitations on missile launchers and numbers of 
warheads per missile limits the total number of ICBM warheads well 
below what it could otherwise be. This will ease somewhat the task of 
maintaining the survivability of our land-based ICBM’s. The deploy
ment of a new mobile ICBM system, regardless of basing mode, will 
be more feasible because an upper bound will be placed on the 
number of warheads that can be aimed at the targets represented by 
that deployment. Even if the fractionation and MIRVed ICBM limits 
were not continued after 1985, which is 1 year before the M -X  
missile will come into the force, the inability to test much larger num
bers of warheads or to add more new ICBM’s with multiple warheads 
before the treaty expires would substantially delay the Soviet 
capability to increase the threat to our mobile systems. Thus the 
SALT II agreement improves what I judge to be already a favorable 
cost exchange ratio for M -X  versus the Soviet systems that 
threaten it. That is, it will be easier and cheaper for us to add hard 
aim points to the M -X  system to preserve its survivability, than for 
the Soviets to add missiles or reentry vehicles to attack it. SALT II 
becomes, then, an important element in insuring ICBM survivability.

GREATER SOVIET PROGRAMS, LARGER U.S. RESPONSES WITHOUT TREATY

Third, to the extent that, as seems to me extremely likely, the lack 
of SALT limits would result in greater Soviet programs and larger 
U.S. responses, we would in the absence of SALT II be diverting 
scarce resources from other defense priorities, such as improvements 
in conventional forces, or risking negative effects on our domestic 
situation, in terms, for example, of social needs and inflationary 
pressures.

SALT II will not by itself be the solution to our strategic nuclear 
force problems. Even with SALT, we will need to and we will be per
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mitted to expand our strategic military force program efforts above 
their present levels. Those levels significantly are about half of what 
they were during the mid-1960's, when measured in constant dollars, 
but SALT will mean greater stability and predictability in the stra te
gic challenges we face, and so the balance will be maintainable at a 
substantially lower level of destructive power than would otherwise 
be the case. Correspondingly, with SALT, it would be significantly 
less expensive, perhaps as much as $30 billion less expensive over the 
next decade, in 1980 dollars, for the United States to maintain that 
balance than it would be without a SALT II agreement.

SALT II, while forestalling this unproductive numbers race, will 
leave us the flexibility to carry out the important qualitative pro
grams to deal with the challenges the treaty will not eliminate. We 
can develop, test, and deploy each of our planned programs, cruise 
missiles, the Trident submarine, and Trident submarine-launched 
ballistic missile [SLBM] and, the M -X , in the fashion and on the 
schedule that we have planned.

SALT II will also leave us free to pursue with our allies the impor
tant issues of modernization of NATO's intermediate range or 
theater nuclear forces and to consider arms control initiatives in that 
area.

SALT II AGREEMENT, SOVIET BEHAVIOR IN OTHER AREAS LINKAGE

Some have argued that we should link the SALT II agreement to 
Soviet behavior in other areas. For example, the Soviets and we cer
tainly are completely at odds about Soviet and Soviet sponsored 
destabilizing actions in developing areas of the world, and about U.S. 
concerns for protection of fundamental human rights. These are ex
pressions of fundamental differences in world view that make us 
adversaries. That adversarial relationship in turn motivates the stra
tegic arms competition, and carried to its extreme, could produce a 
nuclear conflict, but the SALT II Treaty is in the interest of both na
tions. For the United States to frustrate its own interest by insisting 
on such linkage makes no more sense than for the Soviets to use the 
threat of SALT II rejection to try  to inhibit the development of close 
and friendly relations between the United States and the People's 
Republic of China.

CONCERN THAT RATIFICATION WILL ENCOURAGE COMPLACENCY

Concern has also been expressed that SALT II ratification will en
courage complacency and cause the United States to fail to do what is 
necessary to retain adequate deterrence and essential equivalence in 
strategic forces. In fact, the SALT II debate is likely, I trust, to have 
the opposite effect. An understanding of the strategic situation will 
promote awareness of what we need to assure our security in s trate
gic nuclear terms, insofar as security is feasible in the era of thermo
nuclear weapons, ballistic and cruise missiles, and strategic bombers.
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STRATEGIC FORCE BALANCE WITHOUT TREATY

If SALT II is rejected or otherwise fails to come into effect, it is not 
certain that U.S. actions on strategic forces as compared to Soviet ac
tions would produce a more favorable balance than will result under 
SALT II. The United States could and, I think, would respond to a 
heightened competition in strategic arms if we had to. The result, 
however, would be more weapons, higher costs, and probably less 
security for both sides.

In any event, to quote a recent editorial from the Chicago Tribune, 
“We have no need to terrify ourselves into doing what is necessary 
for our security.”

We intend to do what is necessary. Less will be necessary under 
SALT II than without it, and we will be at least as likely to do what is 
necessary. From this, as from other points of view, SALT II is a con
tribution to our national security.

U.S. DEFENSE INTERESTS SERVED

It is my considered judgment, in conclusion, that the SALT II 
Treaty will serve the defense interests of the United States. It 
enhances stability, it allows us the flexibility to modernize our s trate
gic forces, to maintain deterrence and equivalence without unneces
sarily expensive and potentially destabilizing strategic nuclear arms 
competition.

I do not doubt our economic or technical ability to compete suc
cessfully with the Soviets in strategic weapons. I do question 
whether such an effort is desirable to the extent that we can avoid a 
part of it through strategic arms limitation, and I do not believe that 
we would find our security increased after such a further increased 
round of competition. We can maintain flexibility and credible deter
rence under the treaty and assure essential equivalence. Without the 
treaty, we could also do these things, but it would be more costly and 
less certain.

MEETING U.S. STRATEGIC GOALS

I see the treaty as a valuable method of meeting our strategic goals 
as a major component in our efforts to do so, along with our weapons 
programs. In my judgment, it is a very important component, although
I emphasize once again that it will have to be accompanied by sub
stantial U.S. defense programs and specifically by expanded ones in 
the strategic field.

This is my analysis of the SALT II Treaty. It clearly limits the 
Soviet threat with which we will have to contend, while not substan
tially constraining what we would otherwise plan to develop and 
deploy.

My professional career of more than 30 years has been devoted 
principally to maintaining the security of the United States in a 
period during which international developments and technological
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advances have made that goal attainable only to a rather limited 
degree. I have personally seen tens of nuclear explosions, some of 
them of many megatons, but I do not pretend to know what a full- 
scale nuclear war would be like. I am utterly convinced that it would 
be dreadful beyond imagination.

To make it less likely, we have to do two things. We have to remain 
strong militarily — second to none. SALT II allows us to do that, but 
we must retain the will and make the sacrifices to do it, and we must 
limit and then reduce nuclear arsenals and prevent their further pro
liferation to nonnuclear nations.

SALT II, which protects and enhances the military security of the 
United States, is a modest but vital step along that road. We must not 
fail to take that step. Thank you.

Answers by Secretary of Defense Brown to Questions 
by Senator Pell: Portions of the March 1977 Proposal 
Achieved In the SALT II Treaty, July 9f 1979 1

Question. Secretary Brown, could you submit for the record the 
details of the U.S. negotiating proposal of March 19772 and indicate 
specifically, as you indicated earlier, what portion of this proposal's 
details were achieved in SALT II?Answer. The SALT II Treaty provisions and the proposal of 
March 1977 are compared below in each major area of limitation. This 
comparison shows that (while the proposal did not succeed in reopen
ing issues settled in Vladivostok), comparing the March 1977 Compre
hensive Proposal with the final result, the March 1977 proposal 
opened up some new issues for discussion, especially in the area of 
qualitative limits and new sublimits.

AGGREGATE LIMITS

The March 1977 Comprehensive Proposal sought to: reduce the 
overall aggregate to 1800-2000 strategic delivery vehicles; reduce 
MLBM (heavy ICBM) launchers to 150; reduce MIRV launchers to 
1100-1200; and, limit launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs to 
550.

The SALT II Treaty: reduces the overall aggregate to 2250 strate
gic delivery vehicles; limits MLBM launchers to 308 (as at Vladivos
tok); reduces the MIRV launcher aggregate to 1200; and, limits 
launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs to 820.

ICBM RESTRICTIONS

The March 1977 Comprehensive Proposal banned all the modifica
tions to existing ICBMs as well as banning the development, testing

1 Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 9 6 -1  . . . Pt. 1, pp. 599-600.
2 For descriptions of the proposals by President Carter and Secretary of State Vance, 

see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 170-179.
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and deployment of new types of ICBMs. Further, the number of 
flight-tests of existing ICBMs was to be limited to six ICBM tests 
(and six SLBM tests) per year. With regard to the Soviet S S - 16/20, 
the March proposal sought arrangements to distinguish between the 
SS-16 and SS-20 and no further development or deployment of the 
SS-16. Mobile ICBMs were to be banned.

The SALT II Treaty contains limitations in new areas that were 
introduced by the March proposal. Specifically, origin of the new 
types and RV fractionation limits can be traced directly to the March 
1977 proposal. Development of new types of ICBMs is banned in 
SALT II except for one new type of light ICBM. Modifications of 
existing types are limited (though not as rigidly as proposed in March 
1977). Existing ICBMs are not permitted more reentry vehicles than 
the maximum currently deployed on them and new types of ICBMs 
and ASBMs will be limited to 10 reentry vehicles. (SLBM RV num
bers are also constrained —to 14 per missile.) The production, testing 
or deployment of the Soviet SS-16 ICBM is also prohibited as well as 
certain components of it. Reflecting the inability to solve the ICBM 
vulnerability problem by negotiation, SALT II permits the deploy
ment of mobile ICBM launchers after 1981. There are no limits on 
numbers of flight-tests in the SALT II Treaty.

CRUISE MISSILES

The March 1977 Comprehensive Proposal sought to ban the devel
opment, testing and deployment of all cruise missiles, nuclear-armed 
or conventionally armed, with ranges over 2500 kilometers. It also 
proposed that cruise missiles with a range in excess of 600 kilometers 
should not be deployed on aircraft other than heavy bombers.

SALT II has no range limit for air-launched cruise missiles. Heavy 
bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 
600 kilometers will count in the 1320 aggregate. The SALT II Treaty 
also permits the development and testing of GLCM and SLCM to any 
range, and contains no limits on GL/SLCMs after the expiration of 
the Protocol. The deployment of cruise missiles capable of a range in 
excess of 600 kilometers on airplanes other than those counted as 
heavy bombers is banned in SALT II.

BACKFIRE

The March 1977 Comprehensive Proposal did not include the 
BACKFIRE in the overall aggregate provided that in no instances it 
would be deployed as a strategic weapon. The United States was will
ing to consider “a list of constraints” which would preclude its deploy
ment as a strategic weapon.

Assurances, considered as legally binding and essential to the obli
gations of the SALT II Treaty, were given by the Soviets that limit 
production of BACKFIRE to 30 airplanes per year and that limit in
creases in the airplane’s intercontinental capabilities. The BACK
FIRE is not counted in the overall aggregate.
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TELEMETRY

The March 1977 Comprehensive Proposal did not explicitly ad
dress telemetry.

The SALT II Treaty bans the use of concealment measures that im
pede verification including deliberate denial of telemetry information 
when such denial impedes verification. In this regard, any telemetry 
encryption that impedes verification is, ipso facto, considered to be 
such deliberate denial and is prohibited.

Joint Proposal Submitted by the United States and the 
Soviet Union to the Committee on Disarmament: 
Major Elements of a Treaty Prohibiting the Develop
ment, Production, Stockpiling, and Use of Radiologi
cal Weapons, July 9, 1979 1

I

Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to develop, pro
duce, stockpile, otherwise acquire or possess, or use radiological 
weapons.

II
For the purpose of the Treaty, the term “radiological weapon” 

means:
1. Any device, including any weapon or equipment, other than a 

nuclear explosive device, specifically designed to employ radioactive 
material by disseminating it to cause destruction, damage or injury 
by means of the radiation produced by the decay of such material.

2. Any radioactive material, other than that produced, by a 
nuclear explosive device, specifically designed for employment, by its 
dissemination, to cause destruction, damage or injury by means of 
the radiation produced by the decay of such material.

III
Each State Party to the Treaty also undertakes not to employ 

deliberately, by its dissemination, any radioactive material not de
fined as radiological weapon in Paragraph II, Subparagraph 2, and 
not produced by a nuclear explosive device, to cause destruction, 
damage or injury by means of the radiation produced by the decay of 
such material.

IV
Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to assist, encour

age, or induce any person, State, group of States or international

1 CD/32.
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organization to engage in any of the activities which the Parties to 
the Treaty have undertaken not to engage in under the provisions of 
Paragraphs I and III.

V
Provisions of the Treaty shall not hinder the use of sources of 

radiation from radioactive decay for peaceful purposes and shall be 
without prejudice to any generally recognized principles and ap
plicable rules of international law concerning such use.

VI
Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes, in accordance with its 

constitutional procedures, to take any measures which it deems 
necessary to prevent loss of and to prohibit and prevent diversion of 
radioactive materials that might be used in radiological weapons and 
any activities contrary to the provisions of the Treaty in its territory 
or at any place under its jurisdiction or under its control.

VII
Nothing in the Treaty shall be interpreted as in any way limiting or 

detracting from the obligations assumed by any State under the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 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 June 17, 1925,2 or any existing rules of international law 
governing armed conflict.

VIII
1. The States Parties to the Treaty undertake to consult one 

another and to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in 
relation to the objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of, 
the Treaty. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this Paragraph 
may also be undertaken through appropriate international pro
cedures within the framework of the United Nations and in accor
dance with its Charter. These international procedures may include 
the services of appropriate international organizations, as well as of a 
Consultative Committee of Experts as provided for in Subparagraph
2 of this Paragraph.

2. For the purposes set forth in Subparagraph 1 of this Paragraph, 
the Depositary shall, within one month of the receipt of a request 
from any State Party, convene a Consultative Committee of Experts. 
Any State Party may appoint an expert to this Committee, whose 
functions and rules of procedure are set out in the Annex, which con
stitutes an integral part of the Treaty. The Committee shall transmit 
to the Depositary a summary of its findings of fact, incorporating all 
views and information presented to the Committee during its pro-

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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ceedings. The Depositary shall distribute the summary to all States 
Parties.

3. Any State Party to the Treaty which has reasons to believe that 
any other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from 
the provisions of the Treaty may lodge a complaint with the Security 
Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should include all 
relevant information as well as all possible evidence supporting its 
validity.

4. Each State Party to the Treaty 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 Treaty of the 
results of the investigation.

5. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes to provide or sup
port assistance, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of 
the United Nations, to any Party to the Treaty which so requests, if 
the Security Council decides that such Party has been harmed or is 
likely to be harmed as a result of violation of the Treaty.

IX
1. A State Party may propose amendments to the Treaty. Each 

proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary, which 
shall promptly transm it it to all States Parties.

2. An amendment shall enter into force for each State Party 
accepting the amendment after the deposit with the Depositary of 
documents of acceptance by a majority of the States Parties. There
after, the amendment shall enter into force for each remaining State 
Party on the date of the deposit by it of the acceptance document.

X
1. The Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
2. Each State Party to the Treaty shall in exercising its national 

sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides 
that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of the Treaty, 
have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country. It shall give 
notice of such withdrawal to all other States Parties to the Treaty 
and to the United Nations Security Council three months in advance. 
Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it 
regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

XI
1. Ten years after entry into force of the Treaty, or earlier if re

quested by a majority of States Parties, a conference of States Parties 
should be convened to review the operation of the Treaty, with a 
view to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions 
of the Treaty are being realized. Such review should take into ac
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count any new scientific ind technological developments relevant to 
the Treaty.

2. Thereafter, a majority of the States Parties could obtain the 
convening of a conference with the same objectives.

3. If no review conference has been convened within (blank) years 
following the conclusion of a previous review conference, the 
Depositary should solicit the views of all States Parties on the 
holding of such a conference. If (blank fraction) or (blank number) of 
the States Parties, whichever number is less, respond affirmatively, 
the Depositary should take immediate steps to convene the con
ference.

XII
1. The treaty  shall be open to all States for signature. A State 

which does not sign the Treaty before its entry into force in accor
dance with Subparagraph 5 of this Paragraph may accede to it at any 
time.

2. The Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. 
Instruments of ratification and accession shall be deposited with the 
Secretary General of the United Nations.

3. The Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit of the instru
ments of ratification by (blank) Governments in accordance with Sub- 
paragraph 2 of this Paragraph.

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

5. The Depositary shall promptly inform all signatory and ac
ceding States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each 
instrument of ratification or accession and the date of entry into force 
of the Treaty, as well as any amendment to it and of the receipt of 
other notices.

6. The Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary pursuant to 
Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

XIII

The Treaty, the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and 
Spanish texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited with 
the Secretary General of the United Nations, who shall transmit 
duly certified copies of the Treaty to the Governments of the 
signatory and acceding States.

ANNEX TO THE TREATY

C o n s u l t a t i v e  C o m m it t e e  o f  E x p e r t s

1. The Consultative Committee of Experts shall undertake to 
make appropriate findings of fact and provide expert views relevant 
to any problem raised pursuant to Paragraph VIII, Subparagraph 1,
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of the Treaty by the State Party requesting the convening of the 
Committee.

2. The work of the Consultative Committee of Experts shall be 
organized in such a way as to permit it to perform the functions set 
forth in Paragraph 1 of this Annex. The Committee shall decide pro
cedural questions relative to the organization of its work, where 
possible by consensus, but otherwise by a majority of those present 
and voting. There shall be no voting on matters of substance.

3. The Depositary or his representative shall serve as the Chair
man of the Committee.

4. Each expert may be assisted at meetings by one or more ad
visers.

5. Each expert shall have the right, through the Chairman, to re
quest from States, and from international organizations, such infor
mation and assistance as the expert considers desirable for the ac
complishment of the Committee’s work.

Statement by Secretary of State Vance Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Strategic 
Arms Limitation Treaty, July 10f 1979 1

Today I want to discuss how the decision of the Senate will affect 
our broader international interests.

Let me begin by repeating one thought from yesterday’s testi
mony: first and foremost, SALT II must be judged by its impact upon 
our national security. That is its transcendent purpose.

We believe the treaty meets that test. It makes an important con
tribution to maintaining a stable strategic balance, now and in the 
future.

SALT II is not a substitute for a strong defense. It complements 
and reinforces our defense efforts. Together, SALT II and our 
defense modernization programs will give us the security we need as 
we meet other critical challenges to America’s future.

Beyond its direct contribution to our security, the SALT II treaty 
must also be seen in the context of the larger fabric of international 
relations. Approval of the treaty will help us meet several essential 
objectives of our foreign policy:

• It will help us to defend our interests and promote our values in 
the world from a position of strength. For a strategic imbalance could 
lead some of our friends and allies to question our ability to protect 
our interests and theirs.

• It will help us to fashion a balanced relationship with the Soviet 
Union in which we build on areas of mutual interest but do not let the 
benefits of cooperative measures blind us to the reality of our con
tinuing competition.

1 Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 72, “SALT II: Secretary Vance’s Testimony,” pp.
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• It will reinforce the confidence of our allies and help strengthen 
the alliances through which our own security is enhanced.

• And it will enable us to broaden the work of arms control, so we 
can encourage the further transfer of attention and resources to 
steps which will lift the human condition.

SALT will also meet the expectations of the American people. Our 
people look to both the Administration and the Congress to shape a 
sound and sensible national security policy. They know that 
America’s leadership in the world depends upon wisdom as well as 
strength. They want us to search for peace and cooperation even as 
we maintain a strong defense. They wisely reject a euphoric view of 
detente, but they do not want a return to the undiluted hostility of 
the Cold War.

We do not suggest that SALT II will by itself carry us to a new 
world of prosperity and peace. Even with this treaty there will be 
continued tests of our political will. Substantial new investments will 
be required to keep our defenses strong and ready.

Nor do we suggest that if SALT is not approved, we could not sur
vive. We could.

The issue is whether we would be in a better or worse position, 
whether our national security and foreign policy would be enhanced 
and strengthened or hurt and weakened, as some suggest, by the ap
proval of this treaty.

U.S.-Soviet Relations
The decision on SALT II will have a direct and important impact on 

our relationship with the Soviet Union.
The growth of nuclear arms has altered that relationship in funda

mental ways. We continue to have sharply different values and dif
ferent views on many issues. Yet, in a nuclear age, each nation under
stands the importance of seeking agreement where our interests 
coincide.

For the foreseeable future, our relationship with the Soviet Union 
will continue to have two strands. One is the steady pursuit of 
measures of cooperation and restraint. There is no reason why we 
cannot benefit from carefully negotiated arms control, economic, or 
cultural agreements just because the Soviet Union also benefits.

At the same time, the process of seeking restraint and broadening 
areas of cooperation cannot be allowed for a moment to divert our a t
tention and determination from the fact of continuing competition 
with the Soviets in many areas.

It is imperative, in an era of continuing competition, that we not 
allow a military imbalance which could'offer the Soviets either politi
cal or military advantages. During the 1940’s and 50’s, and into the



VANCE STATEMENT, JULY 10 363

60's, the United States enjoyed an extraordinary advantage in 
nuclear weapons. Given the Soviets’ industrial power and the de
structive nature of nuclear weapons, our monopoly could not last. It 
was inevitable that the Soviets would develop a nuclear arsenal of 
their own. Since then we have come to a condition of strategic parity 
which must be preserved. So long as it is preserved, neither side can 
expect to use its weapons for unilateral advantage.

We cannot hope to turn back the clock and recapture our earlier 
wide advantage. All we could expect from the attem pt would be a 
spiraling arms race that would be costly, dangerous, and futile. Secre
tary Brown summed up the situation last April in Chicago when he 
said 44 . . . equivalence and deterrence are at one and the same time 
our maximum feasible, and our minimum tolerable, objectives.”

The challenge of the 1980's and 90’s is to maintain both deterrence 
and equivalence, for both military and political reasons. The Soviet 
Union must never be able to use any edge in military weapons to 
shape the course of world events.

Perceptions of our strength and resolve are crucial. If there were 
doubts about the credibility of our deterrent, third countries could 
feel more vulnerable to Soviet pressure. The result could be a lessen
ing of American influence and a more dangerous world.

We have no way to measure precisely how large a military discrep
ancy would have to be to cause political harm. We also have no in
terest in experimentation. The surest way to prevent political harm 
is to preserve an essential equivalence between our forces and those 
of the Soviet Union. As Secretary Brown and I discussed in detail 
yesterday, that is precisely what SALT II will help us to do. Indeed, 
equivalence is the premise of this treaty. With the future strategic 
balance more secure, we can most effectively compete wherever 
necessary.

What would happen to the U .S.-Soviet relationship if SALT II 
were rejected? We cannot know entirely. But it is clear that we would 
be entering a period of greater uncertainty.

I see no reasonable basis for believing that if SALT II is not 
ratified, the Soviet Union will be induced to moderate its defense 
spending or become more cooperative in the Third World. In the 
absence of SALT, however, we face unlimited nuclear competition 
and a serious increase in U.S.-Soviet tensions. In such an atmosphere, 
each crisis and each confrontation could become far more dangerous.

We do not negotiate arms control on the basis of friendship. We do 
not see it as a reward for Soviet behavior. As President Carter has 
stated, it is precisely because of our fundamental differences that we 
must bring the most dangerous dimension of our military competition 
under control.

We must be clear about the message we want to convey, both to 
current Soviet leaders and to the next generation:

• That we are committed to the building of a stable and peaceful 
world in which fundamental human rights are universally respected;
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• That we will firmly oppose any effort that threatens the peace 
and security of this nation and its friends;

• But that we are also prepared to move ahead in those areas 
where cooperation can bring gains for both sides, particularly in 
lightening the burdens and lessening the dangers of nuclear arms.

Both the competitive and the cooperative strands of our policy 
must be pursued. SALT II contributes to both. Its rejection, by 
diminishing the possibilities for future cooperation, could make the 
competition more dangerous and difficult.

U.S. Alliances
Let me turn to the relationship of this treaty to NATO and our 

other alliances.
America’s allies fully support the SALT II treaty. Just as our part

ners look to us for leadership in strengthening the military position of 
our alliance — which we are doing—they also expect and want us to 
lead in the quest for greater security and stability through arms con
trol.

In particular, our NATO allies see their security enhanced by the 
agreement in three ways:

• A destabilizing and unregulated competition in strategic forces 
between the United States and the Soviet Union could create new 
tensions, and thus military dangers, in Europe;

• Increasing the U.S. resources devoted to such a strategic compe
tition could divert from our efforts, together with our NATO part
ners, to strengthen NATO’s conventional and theater nuclear forces; 
and

• The possibility of improving western security through other 
arms control efforts — especially MBFR [mutual and balanced force 
reductions] and possible future negotiations involving theater 
nuclear forces —depends heavily on securing a SALT II treaty.

Our allies also see their political well-being served by the agree
ment. To them, improved relations with the U.S.S.R. means families 
re-united, contacts with their fellow Europeans in the East expanded, 
and hopes for a more tranquil continent advanced. They know that 
failure to agree on SALT II could cast a chilling shadow over the 
whole range of East-West relations.

Our allies had specific interests and concerns in connection with 
SALT II. The questions they raised were related to specific points, 
not to the enterprise as a whole. And in each case we have developed 
mutually acceptable solutions. Because we have no more important 
international priority than political and military solidarity with our 
allies, I want to describe these solutions in some detail.

In the North Atlantic Council on June 29th, we addressed two 
issues of central importance to our allies’ concerns, on which we con
sulted closely.
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First, to make clear that SALT II does not foreclose future options 
with regard to either arms control or modernization of theater 
nuclear weapons, we stated that any future limitations on U.S. sys
tems principally designed for theater missions should be accom
panied by appropriate limitations on Soviet theater systems.Second, to make clear that nothing in the treaty would prevent 
continued cooperation in weapons technology and systems, we stated 
in detail our views on the effect of the treaty on alliance cooperation 
and modernization. We stressed that in the treaty we have under
taken no obligation on non-circumvention beyond the basic tenets of 
international law, and that the treaty will not affect existing patterns 
of collaboration and cooperation with our allies. Nor will it preclude 
cooperation on modernization. We also recalled that in the SALT II 
negotiations, we rejected a provision on nontransfer of weapons and 
technology. And we defined in detail our policy on such transfers. The 
text of our statement is a part of my prepared testimony so that it 
can be examined in full.2

At this same meeting on June 29th, our NATO allies issued a 
formal joint statement which read in part:

The Allies have concluded that the new agreement is in har
mony with the determination of the Alliance to pursue meaning
ful arms control measures in the search for a more stable rela
tionship between the East and West. The Allies therefore hope 
that the agreement will soon enter into force. This treaty re
sponds to the hope of the Allies for a reduction in nuclear arse
nals and thus offers a broader prospect for detente. The Allies 
note that the treaty fully maintains the U.S. strategic deterrent, 
an essential element for the security of Europe and of North 
America.

Thus, the NATO allies have endorsed the SALT II treaty on two 
levels:

• They are convinced that it preserves all essential defense op
tions, to sustain deterrence in Europe; and

• They believe the treaty serves a necessary role in the overall 
East-West political and strategic relationship.

Beyond Europe, this treaty is supported by our other friends and 
allies around the world.

I have just returned from a 2-week trip throughout the Pacific 
region. In Tokyo, in Korea, at the meeting of the ASEAN [Associa
tion of South East Asian Nations]3 Foreign Ministers, and at the 
ANZUS [Australia, New Zealand, United States pact] meeting in 
Australia, our friends and allies emphasized to me that they view this 
treaty as contributing to stability and peace in the world and to the 
ability of the United States to continue to meet its regional 
commitments.

2 It is also printed above, June 29.
3 All brackets in this document are in the original.
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Other Arms Control
Beyond its effects on East-West relations and the interests of our 

allies, SALT II is important to all of our other efforts toward arms 
restraint. The accumulation and spread of modern arms — including 
conventional arm s—is a burden on the world and a central challenge 
to our leadership. The global arms buildup conflicts with every one of 
our international aims —peace; human development; and greater 
attention to such issues as energy, the environment, population, and 
all other common needs of the human family.

This challenge calls for an unrelenting commitment to restrain the 
growth of arms, so that scarce resources in all nations can be used in 
better ways. Yet our prospects for success in other key arms control 
efforts could turn on the fate of SALT II.

We have other serious arms control talks underway with the 
Soviet Union. We are negotiating, for example, to limit antisatellite 
weapons, in order to protect the observation and communications 
vehicles which are vital in times of calm and indispensable in times of 
crisis. We are negotiating with the Soviet Union and Britain toward a 
potential ban on nuclear testing which could be a significant restraint 
on the arms race. Failure of the SALT treaty could jeopardize these 
endeavors.

The outlook for arms control elsewhere would also be dimmed. For 
our arguments in favor of restraint by others will be judged in large 
part by our commitment to SALT.

More than a dozen nations have the capacity to develop a nuclear 
weapon within 2 years of making such a decision. In a world of intense 
regional disputes, the risk this poses to peace —and to our own 
safety —is evident. These nations will be less likely to exercise re
straint if they see the two nuclear superpowers unable to agree about 
nuclear restraint.

The nonproliferation treaty itself specifically provides that the 
nuclear-weapon states will pursue effective arms control measures. 
Our progress in fulfilling that obligation will undoubtedly be a major 
focus of next year’s review conference on the nonproliferation treaty. 
Without the SALT II treaty, the authority of our efforts to halt the 
worldwide spread of nuclear weapons would be undermined.

Failure of SALT II could also damage our efforts to limit transfers 
of conventional weapons —both with major suppliers like the Soviet 
Union and with Third World arms consumers. Even under the best of 
circumstances this is a difficult task. Yet we must be committed to 
the effort, for the flow of arms depletes precious resources and 
heightens the potential danger and destructiveness of volatile re
gional tensions.

Let us therefore demonstrate that our commitment to the control 
of arms is genuine. By acting in our own self-interest, we can also help 
create a world environment which promotes the interests of people 
elsewhere.



VANCE TESTIMONY, JULY 10 367

Finally, beyond using SALT to advance our foreign policy goals, we 
should assure that our actions on this issue fairly reflect the values 
and the hopes of the American people. I believe the American people 
have a sound understanding of our security needs. They have sup
ported the increased defense effort this Administration has 
proposed.

Certainly this country possesses the technology and the funds to 
achieve effective deterrence and essential equivalence at any level 
that unlimited competition brings about. But the higher the level, the 
greater the sacrifice from our own citizens —and with less assurance 
of achieving these objectives.

If we engage in a needless arms race, I believe we would part com
pany with the American people. They support a strong defense. But 
they have other priorities as well, including urgent needs in the areas 
of energy and inflation. And they understand that such an arms race 
would not enhance our security.

Conclusion
In sum, the SALT II treaty and the commitments we have made to 

strengthen our strategic forces will have a profound influence on the 
character of American leadership in the world. Obviously, with or 
without this treaty, we will face an imposing array of challenges and 
problems. But if we are to meet them, SALT II is an important and 
necessary first step:

• The treaty will promote our security by helping us maintain a 
strong position of strategic equivalence and manage our most danger
ous relationship.

• It will help keep our alliances secure and united.
• It will serve our interests throughout the world.
In all of these ways, approval of SALT II will reflect what I believe 

to be the basic posture of the American people —not a pointless bel
ligerence but a sensible determination to defend our nation and our 
interests, to advance our ideals, and to preserve the peace and safety 
of the entire human race.

Testimony of Secretary of State Vance Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Why the 
Soviet Union Wants the SALT II Treaty [Extract], 
July 10ff 1979 1

I believe that the Soviets want the SALT Treaty for several 
reasons.

1 Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 96 -1 .P t . l ,p .  183.
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First: I believe that the Soviets have a genuine fear of war, and the 
consequences of a nuclear war, as do we and all other countries in the 
world. They still have fresh in their memory the result of World War
II, in which over 20 million people were killed. There was hardly a 
family that doesn’t still have the scars of what happened during that 
time. So, I think this plays a major role in their thinking.

Second: I believe that they would for their own national self- 
interest like to see a more stable relationship with the United States, 
the other so-called superpower in the world. This would mean a more 
balanced relationship with less likelihood that the ups and downs 
could lead to actions detrimental to them which could potentially get 
out of control and lead to conflict.

Third: I believe that the entry into this treaty is of symbolic impor
tance to them because of the equality with the United States which it 
provides in their view and in the view of their people. The principle of 
equality as well as equal security is a principle to which they refer 
many, many times, and it is stated as one of the basic principles for 
the treaty. I think this is important to them.

Fourth: And of great importance, I think, are the domestic implica
tions of the signing of a SALT agreement. The economic conditions in 
the Soviet Union at this time are not good. The question of allocation 
of resources within that nation is important. Not only financial re
sources, but resources in terms of time and attention that can be 
devoted to the problems that they are facing within the domestic 
economy. I think they believe that the signing of the SALT agree
ment will make it easier for them to allocate their resources and 
direct their attention to the domestic problems than would be the 
case if there were no SALT agreement.

Statement by ACDA Director Seignious Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Accom
plishments of SALT II Treaty and What the Soviet 
Union Could Do Without It [Extracts], July 10, 19791

We have a long way to go in the SALT process. Nonetheless, we 
should be —and we are —proud of the accomplishments of SALT II: 

We have established — for the first time —equal over-all ceilings on 
strategic nuclear forces;

We have negotiated equal sub-ceilings on MIRVed systems;
We have begun the long-sought process of reductions;
We have taken the first steps in controlling the technological arms 

race;

1 Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 96 -1  . . . Pt. 1, pp. 233-235.



SEIGNIOUS STATEMENT, JULY 10 369

We have placed limits on increases in three major indices of central 
strategic power —launchers, warheads, and throw-weight;

We have strengthened verification; and
We have renewed our commitment to the long-term process of stra

tegic arms

Mr. Chairman, security is what arms control is all about. We can 
build up our own defenses, but so can the Soviets. Arms control 
agreements offer the only way I know that we can place limits on and 
even engineer reductions in the Soviet forces arrayed against us. 
That, as well as strong forces of our own, is national security.

The SALT II agreement that is before this committee today is a 
solid, substantial package of such limits and reductions:

Without SALT II, the Soviets could have by 1985 one-third 
more strategic nuclear delivery vehicles than they will be per
mitted under the agreement;

Without SALT II, the Soviets could have by 1985 many hun
dreds more MIRVed ballistic missile launchers than they are 
allowed under its terms;

Without SALT II, the Soviets could deploy as many more 
heavy missiles as they wanted to and could build still larger 
missiles if they chose to;

Without SALT II, each Soviet SS-18 could carry three times 
as many warheads as are permitted under SALT II, and thus 
strike three times as many United States targets;

Without SALT II, the Soviets could build all the Backfire 
bombers they wanted to;

Without SALT II, the Soviets could develop and deploy as 
many new types of ICBM’s as their engineers could dream of;

Without SALT II, the Soviets could engage in any and all 
methods of concealment, making our overall intelligence moni
toring task far more difficult.

SALT II, I submit, is arms control that strengthens our security. 
No one who has worked on SALT II should be bashful about its 
accomplishments. SALT II caps the race in numbers of launchers; it 
controls several key aspects of the technological arms race. It builds 
on SALT I and paves the way to SALT III. Then, we can bring the 
numbers down significantly and tighten our grip on the technological 
arms race.

No single arms control agreement will eliminate the Soviet threat, 
or even reduce it to as low a level as we would wish, or enable us to 
meet all our security needs. SALT II does place real and specific 
limits on Soviet strategic forces. And SALT II will enable us to main
tain strategic nuclear equality with the Soviet Union at a much more 
moderate cost to the American people.

No single arms control agreement will bring peace or eliminate all 
of the engines of war. But SALT II does increase stability and reduce 
the danger of nuclear war. SALT II provides a guide to our future, 
common survival.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Stotement by the Chairman of the U.S. SALT Delega
tion (Earle) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations: Resolution of U.S.—Soviet Differences in 
Negotiation of the SALT II Treaty [Extract], July 10, 
1979 1

Finally, I would like to go through a few examples to illustrate how 
differences between the United States and Soviet positions were 
resolved. The negotiations were carried out essentially on two 
levels —by the delegation in Geneva and by the Secretary of State 
directly with the Soviet leadership.

The first example concerns article III, which provides a good case 
study of how the negotiations worked in actual practice. Article III 
set forth the equal aggregate ceilings permitted each side. From the 
outset of the SALT II negotiations, one of the main goals of the 
United States was to provide for equal aggregate ceilings, consistent 
with congressional guidelines. It was also believed that the establish
ment of equal aggregates would make it easier to pursue reductions 
in subsequent negotiations. Thus, every U.S. negotiating instruction 
and proposal concerning levels of intercontinental strategic forces 
incorporated this principle. Our first specific proposal, tabled in May
1973, suggested an aggregate ceiling of 2,350 for either side.

During the initial phases of the SALT II negotiations, the Soviet 
Union insisted on preserving unequal ceilings. In October 1973, the 
Soviets proposed the retention of the unequal ICBM and SLBM 
launcher limits on the Interim Agreement, supplemented with a new 
limit on heavy bombers.

There was little movement on this issue until the Vladivostok sum
mit meeting between President Ford and General Secretary 
Brezhnev in November 1974, when the Soviet Union finally agreed in 
principle to an equal aggregate limit of 2,400 for each side.2

In 1977, the United States proposed that the 2,400-ceiling be 
reduced. In March 1977, Secretary Vance proposed deep reductions, 
from 2,400 down to 1,800 *o 2,000.3 The Soviet Union rejected this pro
posal as being too radical a departure from the Vladivostok accord. In 
July 1977, the United States proposed a 10-percent reduction to a 
new aggregate of 2,160 launchers for each side; at the same time the 
United States proposed a sublimit of 1,200 on launchers of ICBM’s 
and SLBM’s equipped with MIRV’s. The Soviet Union countered with 
an overall ceiling of 2,250 and a MIRV sublimit of 1,250. In April 1978, 
this issue was resolved on the basis of U.S. agreement to 2,250 for the 
reduced aggregate, while the Soviet Union agreed to accept the U.S. 
proposal for a 1,200 subceiling on MIRVed launchers. The United

1Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 9 6 -1  . . .P t. 1, pp. 243-246.
2Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-747.
3 For a description of the proposals by President Carter and Secretary Vance, see 

ibi<Lt 1977, pp. 170-179.
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States was successful in achieving reductions below the Vladivostok 
levels.

The exchange of data on each country's strategic programs, as 
required by SALT II, provides another case history of how the two 
delegations resolved outstanding issues. The United States proposed 
an exchange of information on each category of strategic offensive 
arms limited by the SALT II accords in July 1975. The data base idea 
was put forward to reduce the possibility of misunderstandings, and to 
insure that both sides apply the provisions of the treaty  in the same 
way. The U.S. proposal provided for an initial exchange of informa
tion, to occur after entry into force of the agreement, and updated 
information twice annually thereafter.

The Soviets rejected the United States proposal for several years, 
arguing that the agreed principle of verification by national technical 
means made a data base redundant. The Soviet delegation wanted 
only voluntary exchanges of information. In September 1975, the 
Soviets tabled a proposal to this effect.

The sides continued to discuss the issue of data base throughout 
1976 with little movement toward agreement. In March 1976, the U.S. 
revised its proposal to call for an agreement on data at the time of 
signature of the agreement, as opposed to an exchange of information 
at the time of entry into force. The Soviet Union continued to oppose 
this concept as a new departure from the Vladivostok accord, and as 
contrary to the principles of verification by national technical means.

The United States continued to press for an agreed data base after 
the resumption of negotiations in May 1977. Interventions by several 
senatorial advisers in support of this U.S. position were of value dur
ing this period. By the end of 1977, the Soviets accepted the United 
States proposal to provide data on the number of strategic offensive 
arms possessed by each side in the categories limited by the agree
ment. The sides then began to discuss the categories to be included in 
the data base.

Both sides subsequently provided data on the current numbers of 
their systems, but the Soviets continued to question the need for 
additional procedures to maintain an updated base. In mid-1978, the 
Soviets finally agreed to maintain and update the data base through
out the period that the SALT II Treaty would be in force.

A third example involves the rules we have worked out to facilitate 
MIRV verification. The U.S. Government decided early in SALT II to 
pursue qualitative limitations on strategic offensive arms, including 
limitations on MIRVed ballistic missiles and their launchers. At that 
time, a number of meetings of the verification panel were dedicated 
to detailed studies of various counting rules and collateral con
straints designed to insure adequate verification of MIRV limita
tions. It was decided that limits on the number of launchers of ICBM's 
and SLBM's equipped with MIRV’s would be adequately verifiable 
provided they were accompanied by certain counting rules. The 
United States then entered into negotiations with the Soviets on 
MIRV launcher limits and associated verification rules.

When the delegations began to draft treaty language in 1975 to 
implement the MIRVed launcher limit, the United States pressed for
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type rules for MIRVed missiles and for launchers of MIRVed missiles 
to make adequate verification of this limit feasible. The Soviets re
sisted, but after several years they agreed to the type rules which 
will do this job. The verification problem was how to count Soviet 
MIRVed systems that look alike, but may be different. For example, 
the Soviet SS-17, SS-18 and SS-19 ICBM systems have all been 
flight-tested both with MIRV’s and with single RV’s. The MIRVed 
missile-type rule provides that if a missile has been flight-tested with 
MIRV’s, all missiles of that type will be considered to be MIRVed, 
regardless of their actual payload. Thus, all SS-17, SS-18 and 
SS-19 ICBM’s will be considered to be MIRVed. The MIRVed 
launcher-type rule provides that if a launcher is a launcher of 
MIRVed ICBM’s or SLBM’s all launchers of that type will be consid
ered to be launchers of MIRVed ICBM’s or SLBM’s. Thus, all SS-17, 
SS-18, and SS-19 launchers will be considered to be launchers of 
MIRVed ICBM’s, regardless of the missiles they actually contain. In 
this connection, the Soviets agreed that all 180 ICBM launchers at 
Derazhnya and Pervomaysk be included in the MIRV launcher total, 
even though in fact some of them do not contain and never contained 
MIRVed missiles.

Another case study of possible interest is the heavy ICBM 
launcher provision, which was resolved in direct negotiations with 
the Soviets at Vladivostok, and not by the delegations.

The SALT I interim agreement,4 signed in 1972 by President Nixon 
and General Secretary Brezhnev, froze the number of modern heavy 
ICBM’s at 308 for the Soviet Union and none for the United States. At 
the Vladivostok summit meeting in 1974, President Ford and General 
Secretary Brezhnev agreed that the SALT I freeze on the number of 
launchers of modern heavy ICBM’s would continue, as would the ban 
on new construction of additional fixed ICBM launchers. Both sides 
further agreed at the same time that United States forward-based 
systems in Europe would be excluded from the SALT II limits, and 
that French and British nuclear forces would be excluded from the 
negotiations. In effect, the United States got something we wanted in 
exchange for giving up the option to build something we had no inten
tion to deploy.

The modern heavy ICBM is an option in which the United States 
has no interest. Under the terms of SALT II, the United States can 
and is planning a light ICBM of equivalent effectiveness as Soviet 
heavy ICBM’s. This is because light ICBM’s —like the M-X now enter
ing full-scale engineering developing—can destroy military targets 
as well as heavy missiles, given their expected accuracy and yield. It 
is true that heavy missiles can provide some offensive advantage 
though their greater payload which, absent other constraints, can be 
converted into a greater number of warheads. But the SALT II agree
ment limits each side to at most 10 warheads per ICBM, whether they 
be on a Soviet heavy missile or an M -X . At one time, the United 
States had a heavy ICBM program —Titan I and II —but for the rea-

4 Printed ibid, 197% pp. 197 ff.
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sons stated, we deliberately decided to scale down the size of our 
ICBM’s in the early 1960’s. No administration since that time has felt 
a military need to reverse this decision.

More recently, the United States had to decide whether to ban 
mobile heavy ICBM’s or to permit each side such missiles within the 
aggregate ceilings. After a detailed review, the United States de
cided to propose to ban mobile heavy ICBM’s, and the Soviets agreed 
to this provision. One rationale for this decision was that if heavy 
mobile ICBM’s were permitted, the Soviets would likely deploy such 
a missile, but the United States would not, as our military had no 
interest in such a system. Therefore a ban seemed in our interest, 
despite the fact that allowing such systems would have given the 
United States the formal right to heavy ICBM’s, a right we have no 
intention of exercising. This decision was taken as part of our effort 
to constrain further the Soviet ICBM force. For this reason we also 
negotiated a ceiling of 820 on numbers of MIRVed ICBM’s, a con
straint which is additional to those agreed at Vladivostok.

These case histories reflect the process of negotiated settlement 
that took place throughout SALT II. Neither side presented the 
other with nonnegotiable demands. Both delegations showed enough 
flexibility to arrive at equitable agreements. The agreements arrived 
at were not exclusively what we wanted; nor were they exclusively 
what the Soviet Union wanted. SALT is not a contest, with desig
nated winners and losers. SALT is a true bargaining process in which 
each side must gain in order for the agreement to endure.

A careful evaluation of the SALT agreements as a whole confirms 
this judgment. The agreements have been meticulously crafted to be 
balanced and in the interest of both parties. At the time, principal 
U.S. objectives in these negotiations have been served:

We have established equal levels of intercontinental strate
gic forces;

We have begun the process of reducing these forces;
We have imposed important and useful qualitative constraints 

on offensive systems;
We have produced a Treaty that is adequately verifiable.

SALT II serves our national security by imposing verifiable con
straints on Soviet strategic systems, while leaving open our options 
to provide for the common defense, and to modernize our strategic 
forces. It has taken nearly 7 years to negotiate this treaty. In my 
judgment, the time and effort were well worth it.

ACDA Paper Submitted to the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations: SALT II and Other Arms Control, 
July 10f 1979 1

While the SALT II Agreement must be judged on its own 
merits —whether it directly adds to or detracts from our national

1Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 96 -1  . . . Pt. 1, pp. 286-289.
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security —it can also be evaluated in the context of other arms con
trol endeavors, which have their own security implications.

The SALT process itself would be the first casualty of a failure to 
ratify the SALT II Treaty, but our non-proliferation efforts, as well 
as the comprehensive test ban (CTB), mutual and balanced force re
ductions (MBFR), and anti-satellite (ASAT) negotiations would also 
be imperiled.

Success or failure of SALT can have an indirect effect on these 
other arms control initiatives. Ratification and entry into force of 
SALT II will not necessarily make it easier to achieve success in 
other arms control efforts, but failure of SALT II could close the door 
to progress on them.

Each of the other arms control initiatives being pursued by the 
United States has its own rationale and makes a specific contribution 
to our overall arms control objectives. In the international political 
context, SALT can have an impact on all these initiatives. In some 
cases, there are specific substantive connections between SALT pro
visions and other arms measures, which, when combined, would make 
an even greater contribution to our arms control objectives.

I will address several other arms control initiatives, as they are 
related to SALT.Nuclear non-proliferation. —The proliferation of nuclear weapons 
to additional countries poses a security nightmare for all nations.

Throughout the past ten years, the international community has 
frequently stressed the relationship between non-proliferation and 
efforts by the nuclear-weapon states to halt and reverse the arms 
race.

The central feature of the international effort to control the spread 
of nuclear weapons is the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons or NPT.2 Under this treaty, 106 non-nuclear weapon States 
have pledged not to acquire nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive 
devices, and to demonstrate their compliance with the treaty by plac
ing all their source or special fissionable material in all peaceful 
nuclear activities under the safeguards system of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency.

U.S. non-proliferation efforts are, of course, widespread and 
diverse. We are working with other countries to turn the spread of 
nuclear materials and technology into the least dangerous, most pro
ductive directions. But we cannot stop the increase in technical nu
clear capabilities worldwide. As a consequence, the number of states 
which could, in a relatively short period of time, construct one or 
more nuclear explosive devices, if they chose to do so, increases 
steadily. Thus, the continued recognition by these states of the im
portance of maintaining the NPT obligations becomes our primary 
hope over the long run for avoiding a catastrophic spread of nuclear 
weapons.

2 The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Article VI of the NPT commits all Parties to the T reaty— including 
the United States and the Soviet Union —“to pursue negotiations in 
good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear 
arms race at an early d a te .. . . ” Article VI was included in the NPT 
at the insistence of the non-nuclear states during the final negotia
tions leading to the treaty. These states made clear that the NPT 
would not be acceptable to them without this feature.

In ratifying the NPT a number of countries have emphasized the 
relationship of arms control to non-proliferation.

In May 1975 the FRG declared in part:
The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany reaf

firms its expectation that the Treaty will be a milestone on the 
way towards disarmament, international detente, and peace and 
that in particular the nuclear weapon states will intensify their 
efforts in accordance with the undertaking and aims embodied in 
Article VI of the Treaty . . . .  (Declaration of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, May 2, 1975.)

In ratifying the NPT the Government of Japan stated:
. . . The Government of Japan urges the nuclear weapon 

states which have special responsibilities for nuclear disarma
ment, to take concrete nuclear disarmament measures such as 
the reduction of nuclear arms and the realization of a comprehen
sive nuclear test ban, in accordance with Article VI of this 
treaty. It urges the nuclear-weapon states not party to this 
treaty also to take nuclear disarmament measures. (Statement of 
the Government of Japan, June 8, 1976.)3

The most recent party to the NPT, Indonesia, reiterated this basic 
relationship when it became the 110th party to the NPT on July 12, 
1979:

. . .  If, on the one hand, States Parties to the Treaty which 
are not in possession of nuclear weapons, have, under Article II 
of the Treaty, the obligation not to receive, possess or manufac
ture nuclear weapons, Indonesia holds, on the other hand, the 
view that nuclear weapon states should equally observe the pro
visions of Article VI of the Treaty relating to the cessation of 
nuclear arms race. (Declaration of the Government of Indonesia, 
July 12, 1979.)

The same point has been emphasized repeatedly in resolutions of 
the UN General Assembly, and was strongly reaffirmed last year at 
the United Nations Special Session on Disarmament, which stated in 
its final document:

The goal of nuclear non-proliferation is on the one hand to pre
vent the emergence of any additional nuclear-weapon states 
beside the existing five nuclear-weapon states, and on the other 
progressively to reduce and eventually eliminate nuclear

3Printed ibid., 1976, pp. 350-352.
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weapons altogether. This involves obligations and responsibil
ities on the part of both nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear- 
weapon states, the former undertaking to stop the nuclear-arms 
race and to achieve disarmament . . . and all states undertak
ing to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.4

In 1975, a conference to review the operation of the NPT was held. 
The performance of the nuclear weapon states in living up to their 
obligations under Article VI of the treaty was particularly controver
sial. We and the Soviet Union were repeatedly attacked for inade
quate attention to disarmament. A number of states (including 
Mexico, Nigeria, and Yugoslavia) suggested protocols to the NPT 
which would have imposed a ban on the testing of nuclear weapons 
and sharp reductions in the numbers of delivery vehicles when the 
number of NPT parties reached 100. Yugoslavia even threatened to 
withdraw from the Treaty in part because “the nuclear weapon 
states have not fulfilled their basic obligation under the Treaty:

1. They have not discontinued the nuclear arms race
2. They have not stopped the nuclear weapon tests
3. Vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons has continued . . . .” 

(Statement of the Government of Yugoslavia, May 30, 1975.)5
Another Review Conference will convene next June. We anticipate 

that the degree to which the nuclear weapon states have lived up to 
their obligations under Article VI will again be a critical point.

Most responsible non-nuclear weapon states consider U.S. and 
Soviet willingness to negotiate reductions in the arms race as essen
tial to the success of world-wide efforts to control proliferation. For 
these states, the discrimination of the NPT was considered an essen
tial but temporary expedient undertaken by them while the nuclear 
weapon states began the process of reducing their own stockpiles. 
These states have made clear that they do not find it acceptable that 
they must continue to refrain from acquiring nuclear weapons, while 
the nuclear weapon states continue the arms race unabated. Above 
all, they do not accept the notion that they must live up to their obli
gations under the NPT, but we can ignore our own.

If SALT were rejected, some countries which are not parties to the 
NPT or the Treaty of Tlatelolco6 (which creates a Nuclear Weapon 
Free Zone in Latin America) might use the failure of SALT II to 
defend their own continued refusal to commit themselves to stopping 
the spread of nuclear weapons. The government of India has made it 
clear that India’s acceptance of international safeguards on its 
nuclear facilities is in part dependent on a non-discriminatory com
prehensive test ban treaty and on reductions in strategic nuclear 
weapons. Other countries —in Europe, Africa, Latin America, South 
Asia, or Southeast Asia —which are now parties to one or both of 
these treaties might use the failure of SALT as an excuse —or a

4 /bid , 1978, pp. 411-439.
8 The Final Declaration of the conference is printed ibid, 1975, pp. 146-156.
•The treaty is printed ibid, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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reason —to reconsider their commitment to non-proliferation at the 
Review Conference next year.

Failure to ratify SALT II would weaken our hand in our continuing 
effort to persuade non-nuclear weapon states to remain non-nuclear. 
We will hardly be in a strong political or moral position to ask other 
nations to hold the nuclear line if we and the Soviets have demon
strated that we are unwilling or unable to control and reduce our own 
massive nuclear arsenals.

Failure to ratify SALT II would strengthen the hand of those in 
potential nuclear-weapon states who are arguing that nuclear weap
ons are necessary or desirable in order to attain regional and inter
national power and influence.

The immediate bottom line of failure to ratify SALT II would be a 
net loss in our ability to contain the spread of nuclear weapons. The 
ultimate consequence of failure in this larger effort would be a net 
loss to the security of all.Comprehensive test ban. —Salt II ratification would strengthen 
the framework of progress in arms control and thus increase pros
pects for successful conclusions of CTB negotiations. Failure to ratify 
SALT, on the other hand, would have a seriously adverse effect on 
the negotiating climate for CTB.

Taken together, SALT II and a comprehensive test ban treaty 
would have mutually reinforcing effects in moderating and stabilizing 
the U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms race. Since neither we nor the Soviets 
could be expected to deploy new types of nuclear warheads without 
fully testing them, a CTB would, in effect, freeze deployed nuclear 
warhead technologies at present levels. This does not mean, of 
course, that no warheads will be available for new delivery systems 
permitted under SALT II. It does mean, however, that any new 
systems will have to employ warheads of already proven design. 
Over the longer term, a durable CTB regime inevitably would involve 
constraints on overall nuclear force modernization on both sides, 
which would reinforce those SALT constraints on new types and 
modernization.

A CTB would place important constraints on Soviet nuclear im
provements. In particular, it would constrain further improvements 
in the yield-to-weight ratios of Soviet warheads, thus preventing 
them from putting their missile throw weight to most efficient use. 
Moreover, since a CTB would make it difficult for the Soviets to 
develop highly fractionated MIRV payloads for their SLBM’s, it is 
likely that we will be able to continue to maintain our large advan
tage in numbers of SLBM warheads. In addition, a CTB could inhibit 
the Soviets’ ability to field a cruise missile force as efficient and 
sophisticated as our own.

Ratification of SALT II will establish a more predictable and stable 
strategic environment and will reduce perceived needs —on both 
sides —to conduct nuclear tests in order to support new strategic 
force requirements. Without the constraints on strategic force im
provements imposed by SALT II, a much wider range of options
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would be open to U.S. and Soviet force planners. The unstable s trate
gic competition that would result from failure of SALT would create 
intense pressures in both countries for major new strategic pro
grams. This would in turn lead to greater demands for development 
and testing of new warheads for the new delivery systems.

Ratification of SALT II would not automatically produce the flexi
bility needed at the CTB negotiating table, but failure of SALT could 
doom this latest hopeful round of negotiations in the decades-old 
effort to halt nuclear testing.

After seven years of negotiating under three Presidential adminis
trations, failure to ratify SALT II will severely damage our credibil
ity as a negotiating partner. Soviet negotiaters would see little incen
tive to make the concessions, especially on verification, that would be 
needed to reach an agreement on a CTB treaty.

Successful conclusion of a CTB Treaty would also have a beneficial 
effect on our non-proliferation efforts.

Even most of those NPT holdouts which are of concern from a pro
liferation point of view have adhered to the Limited Test Ban Treaty. 
This suggests strongly that a CTB would attract broad adherence by 
the non-nuclear-weapon states. Important NPT holdouts might well 
become parties to a CTB.

A comprehensive test ban —with such widespread adherence — 
would drastically reduce the potential for regional competition to 
develop or otherwise acquire a nuclear weapon capability. While 
some states with a reasonable advanced nuclear industry may be 
capable of fabricating crude nuclear explosives without testing, a ban 
on testing would severely inhibit the ability to develop militarily ef
fective devices and would take away much of the political and military 
incentive to pursue a nuclear option at all.

Finally, a CTB would make a major contribution towards a suc
cessful NPT Review Conference next year.

Ratification of SALT II would thus bolster our non-proliferation 
efforts —not only directly, but also indirectly by opening the way to a 
CTB treaty.Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions. — These negotiations, 
which play such a key role in European security, are at a potentially 
decisive stage. We are now at the point where if the data base prob
lem can be solved, an agreement could be within sight.

The East has accepted the Western principle of the common ceil
ings. But disagreement over the current size of the forces causes 
problems in negotiating, achieving, and verifying reductions. Stated 
simply, there is a discrepancy between the West’s estimate of cur
rent Eastern forces and the East’s tabled figures. We have made 
some progress in determining the areas where these discrepancies 
lie. Resolution of the discrepancies is the next, essential step.

There is a serious question as to whether MBFR could continue at 
all in the aftermath of a failure to ratify SALT II.Anti-Satellite Negotiations.— The United States and the Soviet 
Union are engaged in negotiations aimed at placing limitations both
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on attacks against space objects and also on the means to make such 
attacks.

The U.S. goal in these negotiations is to prevent an arms race in 
weapons for attacking space objects. Such a race would increase 
threats to both sides’ satellites, and it would be expensive. The 
United States would prefer to avoid such a race by negotiating with 
the Soviet Union equitable limitations on anti-satellite weapons.

These negotiations are related to SALT in that any restrictions on 
the means to attack satellites would increase the confidence of each 
side in the survivability of its satellites used for verification of arms 
control agreements.

While there remain serious problems, both technical and substan
tive, for the sides to resolve, I believe it is fair to say we have made 
progress toward agreement in this area. There is a chance that the 
arms race in anti-satellite weapons can be avoided. In my opinion, 
however, there is very little chance of reaching an agreement with 
the Soviets on anti-satellite weapons if SALT is not ratified. 
Although the rationale for an anti-satellite agreement would still ex
ist, it is unlikely that the climate in which negotiations proceed would 
allow progress toward such an agreement.

It is important to emphasize that ratification of SALT II will not 
automatically produce rapid and major progress on these other arms 
control initiatives. Failure of SALT II could, however, cripple our ef
forts in these other areas which touch directly on U.S. security.

Department of State Response to Question by Senator 
Glenn: Action if SALT II Treaty is Rejected, July 10, 
1979 1

In the absence of the limitations set forth in the SALT II Agree
ment, the strategic defense decisions of the Administration would de
pend, in part, upon the course of action taken by the Soviet Union. 
We would be in an entirely new and less predictable situation. It is 
conceivable that the Soviet Union might exercise restraint in some 
areas, but they are less likely to do so in others. In particular, they 
are not likely to reduce to the levels required under SALT, and might 
well increase the numbers of their strategic launchers. In this case, 
the United States would have to respond, and the Administration 
would submit appropriate proposals to the Congress. However, if the 
Soviets exercised some restraint, we believe that it would be in our 
interest to exercise some restraint as well. Again, we would propose 
to the Congress that the United States do whatever is necessary to 
guarantee strategic parity and mutual deterrence. The Congress 
would be free to enact any legislation it deems appropriate and would 
not be bound by the terms of a treaty that had not been ratified.

1 H earings. . .  on Ex. Y, 9 6 -1 . . . Pt. 1, pp. 614-615.
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U.S. Reply to the U.N. Secretary-General: Confidence- 
Building Measures, July 10, 1979 1

1. The United States of America welcomes this opportunity to 
share its views regarding confidence-building measures with States 
Members of the United Nations. The United States has actively 
supported the advancement of such measures, and co-sponsored Gen
eral Assembly resolution 33/91. Vice-President Mondale, in his state
ment to the Assembly at its tenth special session in May 1978,2 
emphasized our support for regional arms control, including 
“confidence-building measures which increase predictability and 
lessen the fear of sudden attack”. In addition, the United States and 
its NATO allies view measures of the confidence-building type as an 
important part of the negotiations on mutual and balanced force 
reductions in Europe. The United States views confidence-building 
measures as valuable for their psychological and political effect, for 
the openness they encourage among nations about their military 
practices, and for their potential to prevent or defuse situations that 
could lead to hostilities. On almost every continent, peace and 
security are threatened by potential regional conflict. So long as 
nations see their individual security interests imperiled by the 
policies and military postures of their regional neighbours, they will 
feel compelled to strive for higher levels of armaments and forces to 
secure their continued independence. As perceptions of insecurity 
deepen, the risk of regional conflict grows.

2. But confidence-building measures can provide ways to minimize 
uncertainty and misperception concerning potentially hostile mili
tary forces. Confidence-building measures offer a promising device 
for the reduction of tension and for reassuring potential adversaries 
that certain routine military activities are not intended as 
threatening. They can be useful as an accompaniment to arms control 
measures, perhaps for setting the stage for more extensive 
limitations or reductions in arms for forces or as an alternative means 
of achieving certain arms-control-related objectives where reductions 
are not feasible. They can also be useful in providing consultative 
mechanisms in conjunction with specific arms control agreements.

3. History confirms that nations are understandably cautious in 
their approach to arms control in general. They are particularly 
cautious with regard to comprehensive regional arms control 
regimes. Therefore, confidence-building measures provide attractive 
and practical initial steps towards more ambitious arms-control 
approaches: no nation risks weakening its security by participating in 
a set of modest measures designed to improve the dissemination of 
certain agreed types of information relating to military matters.

4. Confidence-building measures may take the form of notifications 
or restrictions on military activities, invitations to observe military 
activities, exchanges of data, communications agreements or arrange

1 A/34/416, Oct. 5, 1979, pp. 57-59. The reply was submitted pursuant to G.A. res. 
33/91 B, which is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 766-767.

2 Printed ibid., pp. 323-332.
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ments for greater contact among military personnel of States in a 
region, and arrangements intended to minimize misunderstandings, 
especially during periods of tension.

5. The experience of the United States with regard to confidence- 
building measures might prove useful to other nations considering 
the proposal or implementation of such measures in their regions. Its 
experience with bilateral and multilateral confidence-building 
measures has been generally quite positive.

6. Bilaterally, the United States and the Soviet Union have 
entered into several agreements which can be considered confidence- 
building measures: the “Hotline” Agreement and the accidents 
measures agreement are examples.

7. The “Hotline” Agreement, signed on 20 June 1963,3 with a 
modernization agreement in 1971,4 provides for a prompt, direct 
communications link between the two countries and reduces the 
danger that accident or miscalculation might trigger a nuclear war. 
The United States used the “hot line” to prevent misunderstandings 
during the 1967 war in the Middle East. The existence of such a 
communication channel may be reassuring in times of tension.

8. The Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of 
Nuclear War between the United States and the Soviet Union, signed 
on 30 September 1971,5 was an outgrowth of the SALT process. It is a 
pledge by both sides to take measures to improve organizational and 
technical safeguards and to notify each other immediately of any 
incident involving the possible detonation of a nuclear weapon.

9. The confidence-building measures included in the Final Act of 
the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe6 are directed 
mainly at promoting openness about routine military activities by 
providing information on certain of them and in some cases allowing 
States to observe them. The confidence-building measures of the 
Conference seek to accomplish these objectives without impeding the 
ability of States to conduct routine training activities.

10. Of these confidence-building measures, only one, notification of 
major manoeuvres (those involving more than 25,000), is required of 
participating States under the provisions of the Final Act of the Con
ference. Other provisions, such as the invitation of observers, notifi
cation of smaller manoeuvres and major troop movements, and mili
tary exchanges, are discretionary.

11. The record of implementation for the confidence-building mea
sures of the Conference, though it has varied from State to State, has 
been generally good. Since the Final Act was signed, it appears that 
all signatory States have complied with the requirement for prior 
notification of major military manoeuvres; 24 have been notified. In 
addition, there has been progress towards implementation of discre
tionary provisions. Twenty-five smaller-scale manoeuvres (those in
volving less than 25,000 troops) have been notified. Observers have 
been invited to a total of 23 major or smaller-scale manoeuvres.

3Printed ibid., 1963, pp. 236-238.
4 Printed ibid., 1971, pp. 635-639.
5 Printed ib id , pp. 634-635.
6 Ib id , 1975, pp. 304-308.
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12. The United States views confidence-building measures as an 
important part of the CSCE process. The measures have achieved 
some progress towards developing greater openness about military 
activities. The United States shares the interest of other participants 
in further development of confidence-building measures, both regard
ing their scope and effectiveness.

Soviet Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Negotiations on the Question of the 
Prohibition of New Types of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction and New Systems of Such Weapons, July 
10, 1979 1

In the context of the current scientific and technological revolution 
and the unprecedented increase in the role of science in accelerating 
the general progress of mankind, there is, quite objectively, a grow
ing danger of scientific and technological achievements being used to 
develop new weapons and, what is particularly dangerous, to develop 
new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction. As everyone 
knows, the process by which new weapons are developed —once 
started —is extemely difficult to stop. It is therefore vitally impor
tant, without waiting for any such irreversible turn of events, to ob
viate the very possibility of new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion being developed.

To this end, the Soviet Union submitted a draft “agreement on the 
prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons” to 
the General Assembly of the United Nations in 1975.2 The General 
Assembly requested the Committee on Disarmament to work out the 
text of a draft international agreement on this question.

SUBJECT OF NEGOTIATIONS

Taking account of the progress made in the discussion of this draft 
agreement, the Soviet Union submitted an expanded draft agree
ment on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new 
types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons to the Committee on Disarmament in August 1977.3 In this 
document, the Soviet Union drew attention to the question that must 
be resolved before all others, namely, that of the subject and scope of 
the prohibition.

The expanded Soviet draft agreement envisages a definition of 
new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction that is as 
close as possible to the 1948 formula4 on which there is already broad 
agreement among many States.

1 CD/35.
2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 800-803.
3 Ibid., 1977, pp. 493-497.
4 See ibid, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
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In order to make it easier to arrive at a generally-acceptable solu
tion to the question of the scope of the prohibition, the Soviet Union 
considered that it would be useful for the agreement to contain both a 
general definition of the new types of weapons of mass destruction to 
be prohibited and a list of the specific types and systems of such 
weapons. This approach is reflected in the expanded draft agree
ment, the annex to which contains an approximate list of types and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction, including:

(1) Radiological means acting with the aid of radioactive materials;
(2) Technical means of inflicting radiation injury based on the use 

of charged or neutral particles to affect biological targets;
(3) Infrasonic means using acoustic radiation to affect biological 

targets;
(4) Means using electromagnetic radiation to affect biological 

targets.
In order to accommodate the views of members of the Committee 

on Disarmament, the Soviet side had the expanded draft agreement 
provide for the possibility, should the need arise, of prohibiting 
specific new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction on the 
basis of separate agreements.

Thus, the proposals of the USSR on the scope and subject of the 
prohibition provide for: (a) The conclusion of a comprehensive agree
ment on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, with a list of spe
cific types of weapons to be prohibited; (b) The possibility of supple
menting the list of prohibited new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion in the future; and (c) The possibility of concluding separate 
agreements on specific new types of weapons of mass destruction.

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL BASIS FOR THE POSSIBLE DEVELOPMENT 
OF CERTAIN NEW TYPES OF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

The approximate list of possible new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction covers physical effects, the harmful or fatal con
sequences of which for the human organism have already been 
thoroughly investigated; the general level and orientations of the cor
responding fields of science and technology are such that these physi
cal effects might find a practical application in real weapons in the 
foreseeable future.

1. Radiological weapons
The danger of radiological weapons being developed is based on 

the existence in principle of the possibility of using radioactive 
materials in order to injure, damage or cause harm by means of the 
radioactive radiation produced when such materials decay.

The way in which radioactive materials affect human beings has 
been adequately studied and consists in the destruction of biological 
structures under the influence of the ionizing radiation resulting
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from the radioactive decay of such materials. There is every reason 
to believe that the effects of radiological weapons, should they be 
developed, would be similar to the effects of the radioactive materials 
which are formed in nuclear explosions and which cause the radioac
tive contamination of the area. The danger of radiological weapons 
appearing is increased by the rapid development of nuclear industry 
and technology in many countries of the world; this creates the objec
tive conditions necessary for the widespread dissemination of radio
active materials and increases the potential danger of such materials 
being used to develop radiological weapons.

There is broad international agreement on the question of the need 
to prevent the possible emergence of radiological weapons. The joint 
USSR-U nited States negotiations on major elements of a treaty pro
hibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radi
ological weapons have now been successfully completed and the 
agreed proposals on this question have been submitted to the Com
mittee on Disarmament for consideration.5

2. Technical means of inflicting radiation injury based on the use of charged or neutral particles to affect biological targets
The danger with regard to the development of technical means of 

inflicting radiation injury based on the use of charged or neutral par
ticles lies in the existence of the possibility of in principle using bun
dles of charged or neutral particles (electrons, protons, neutral atoms, 
etc.) to cause injury to biological targets, and in the existence —even 
now —of the scientific and technological basis for the possible future 
development of sources of such particles that could be used for these 
purposes. It has been established with a considerable degree of cer
tainty that the way in which the particles that can be used for such 
purposes cause injury is in many respects similar to the way in which 
the radiation from a nuclear explosion causes injury.

Sufficiently powerful bundles of charged or neutral particles can 
now be produced in, for example, the accelerators which are being 
widely used both for research on high-energy physics and the atomic 
nucleus and for work in other fields of science and technology, in
cluding agriculture and medicine. Several countries are already 
operating or installing proton accelerators in which the energy of the 
accelerated particles attains hundreds of millions of electron volts, 
high-current accelerators of the meson facility type and high-current 
continuous or pulsed electron accelerators. Several countries are 
carrying out intensive work on the development of fundamentally 
new methods of accelerating charged particles, and, taken together 
with the success achieved with regard to the development of super
conducting materials, this opens up real possibilities of reducing the 
size and weight of accelerator systems and the sources of energy 
used to operate them and, in theory, paves the way in the foreseeable

5 See above, July 9.
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future for the development of powerful accelerator devices —whose 
weight and dimensions could permit their use as weapons. Direct con
firmation of the possibility of this happening is provided by the pro
gramme of work being carried out in the United States with a view to 
developing weapons using bundles of accelerated charged or neutral 
particles, as may be seen from published accounts of hearings in the 
United States Congress and other material that has appeared in the 
United States press.

3. Infrasonic means using acoustic radiation to affect biologicaltargets
Weapons based on the utilization of the radiation of acoustic 

generators in the infrasonic range may become one of the possible 
new types of weapons of mass destruction. Data to be found in scien
tific literature convincingly demonstrate the existence of a wide spec
trum of damaging effects of infrasonic oscillations on the human 
organism and other biological targets. The mechanism of such effects 
can be of the most widely varying kind —mechanical, biological or 
neurochemical. Evidence of the danger of the damaging effects of 
such oscillations on human beings is, in particular, offered by the fact 
that many countries have already introduced health regulations in 
respect of maximum admissible acoustic effects. Particular concern is 
caused by available data concerning the harmful effects of low-power 
infrasonic oscillations on biocurrents of the brain and the nervous 
system as a whole and, thereby, on the psychic condition and intellect 
of human beings. In assessing the potential danger of the utilization 
of infrasound as a weapon of mass destruction, great importance a t
taches to its basic physical property— that of practically unimpeded 
propagation over large distances without noticeable attenuation. The 
development of powerful engines in connexion with advances in 
rocket technology, supersonic aircraft and in other areas of 
technology offers a technical basis for the creation of powerful long- 
range installations with characteristics which may make such in
stallations suitable for use as infrasonic weapons.

4. Means using electromagnetic radiation to affect biological targets
As a result of research into the effects of electromagnetic radiation 

on biological targets, the existence of harmful effects of radio- 
frequency radiations within a wide range of frequencies on such vital
ly important organs of the human body as the heart, the brain and the 
central nervous system may now be regarded as a firmly established 
fact. Assessments quoted in international literature of the potential 
danger of the development of a new weapon of mass destruction are 
based on the results of research into the so-called “non-thermal” ef
fects of electromagnetic radiation on biological targets. These effects 
may take the form of damage to or disruption of the functioning of the 
internal organs and systems of the human organism or of changes in 
its functioning.
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As regards the possibility of devising technical means of 
generating electromagnetic radiation, many countries already have a 
highly developed technical base in the field of radio engineering and 
radio electronics. Powerful high-frequency generators, radar devices 
and other radio engineering installations serving various purposes 
have been developed and brought into use. The development of these 
means reflects a common trend in that efforts are being made to im
prove their characteristics, increase their efficiency and reduce their 
dimensions. Data available in the scientific literature show that the 
peak capacity of electromagnetic radiation generators has increased 
almost a hundredfold during the past four years alone. It is expected 
that, in the next five or six years, means capable of the directional 
transmission of electromagnetic radiation of enormous power over 
distances of several hundred kilometres will be devised. In this con
nexion it is anticipated that levels of electromagnetic radiation densi
ty in excess of known safety standards will be attainable in areas 
measuring dozens of square kilometres.

It is therefore to be expected that, taking into account further 
achievements in science and technology, it may be possible in time to 
devise means of generating powerful electromagnetic oscillations 
whose parameters could make those means suitable for use as a new 
type of weapon of mass destruction.

During the course of the discussion in the Committee on Disarma
ment of the question of the prohibition of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction, Soviet experts as well as experts from 
a number of other countries adduced concrete scientific data and 
facts which convincingly demonstrate that, in view of the present 
level of science and technology in certain areas, it is scientifically jus
tified to speak of the possibility of developing corresponding new 
types of weapons of mass destruction, and in particular those listed in 
the annex to the expanded draft agreement. It is practically no longer 
possible at the present time to dispute the fact that the possibility of 
developing new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction — 
the consequences of whose emergence are as yet difficult to foresee — 
exists, and that the problem of the comprehensive prohibition of the 
development, manufacture and stockpiling of new types and systems 
of such weapons is therefore a pressing one.

ORGANIZATIONAL MEASURES

Taking into account the approach adopted by the Western coun
tries to the solution of the problem of the prohibition of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction, the Soviet Union took 
yet another constructive step, and on 28 March 1978 proposed the es
tablishment, under the auspices of the Committee on Disarmament, 
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.6 This would ensure an even more comprehensive study 
and identification of potentially dangerous areas as regards the de
velopment of new types of weapons of mass destruction. A group of 
this kind could continuously observe developments in this field and, 
at the very earliest stage of the possible emergence of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction, make appropriate recommendations to 
the Committee on Disarmament.

OTHER NEGOTIATIONS

The conduct of negotiations on the prohibition of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons will 
be without prejudice to bilateral and multilateral negotiations 
relating to various aspects of arms limitation and disarmament.

* * *

The world’s concern at the danger of the development of weapons 
of mass destruction is reflected in paragraph 39 of the Final Docu
ment adopted by the special session of the United Nations General 
Assembly in 1978, which emphasizes that:

Qualitative and quantitative disarmament measures are both 
important for halting the arms race. Efforts to that end must in
clude negotiations on the limitation and cessation of the qualita
tive improvement of armaments, especially weapons of mass de
struction and the development of new means of warfare so that 
ultimately scientific and technological achievements may be used 
solely for peaceful purposes.

The decision proposed by the Soviet Union makes it possible to 
achieve the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction in potentially 
dangerous areas already detected and also, in principle, to erect a 
barrier against the possible emergence of such weapons as a result of 
progress in other spheres of science and technology.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Radiological 
Weapons, July 10, 1979 1

At the meeting between L.I. Brezhnev, the General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
and President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR 
and J. Carter, the President of the United States which took place 
from 15 to 18 June this year, the leaders of the USSR and the United 
States confirmed with satisfaction the achievement of bilateral 
agreement on major elements of a treaty prohibiting the develop

• See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, 213-214.
‘ CD/PV. 40, pp. 6 -10 .
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ment, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons. Today 
our agreed joint proposal2 is being presented to the Committee on 
Disarmament for its further consideration and discussion.

We hope this step, which is a specific contribution by the two coun
tries to the erection of barriers against the further spread of the 
arms race, will receive due recognition both within and outside the 
Committee.

The document which has been distributed in the Committee is aimed 
at preventing the emergence of one of the types of weapons of mass 
destruction —the radiological weapon —which, should it be developed 
and used, could cause mass destruction of human life and have ex
tremely dangerous consequences for mankind.

Experts maintain that the possibility of the development of 
radiological weapons is quite real. They have in mind possible 
varieties of these weapons such as bombs, shells, demolition charges 
and the like, which are designed to disseminate, by means of an explo
sion, the radioactive material they contain; special devices or equip
ment which disseminate radioactive material by a non-explosive 
method, for example, by dispersing it in the form of liquid or solid 
particles as well as the radioactive material itself with which such 
devices are filled.

There is every reason to believe that the scale of the destruction 
wrought by radiological weapons would be similar to the scale of de
struction caused by radioactive materials which are produced in 
nuclear explosions and bring about the radioactive contamination of 
the area.

The importance of preventing the emergence of this type of weap
on of mass destruction is also connected with the fact that the rapid 
development of nuclear energy and technology in many countries of 
the world creates objective conditions for the large-scale prolifera
tion of radioactive materials which, being what they are, may be used 
in radiofogical weapons. Such use of radiological materials may 
become technically accessible for a very large number of States.

As is known, the Soviet Union regards the prohibition of radio
logical weapons as a part of the solution to the problem of the compre
hensive prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass de
struction. We are convinced that the treaty prohibiting radiological 
weapons will constitute yet another important contribution to the 
limitation of the arms race, to saving mankind from the danger of the 
development and use of one of the possible new types of weapons of 
mass destruction. A major step forward will be taken to prevent the 
use of scientific and technological progress for the purpose of devel
oping new types of weapons of mass destruction.

I should now like to comment on the principal provisions of the 
draft treaty.

When elaborating these provisions, the Soviet delegation endeav
oured to have them worded in precise treaty language and, as far as

2 Printed above, under July 9.
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possible, to put them in final form, which would undoubtedly facili
tate further work on the text.

Paragraphs I, II and III define the scope and subject of the prohibi
tion.

The obligations to be assumed by the parties to the treaty under 
these provisions would completely preclude the possibility of the de
liberate use of any radioactive material, not produced by a nuclear ex
plosive device, as a weapon of mass destruction.

In this connexion, paragraphs I and II are concerned with the obli
gation not to develop, produce, stockpile, otherwise acquire or 
possess, or use radiological weapons. The term “radiological weapon” 
covers any device and any radioactive material, other than nuclear 
explosive devices or material produced by them, which may be 
specifically designed for employment as a weapon of mass destruction 
acting by radiation.

In our view, the obligations assumed under paragraphs I and II 
completely preclude the possibility that parties to the treaty could 
make preparations to wage radiological war by developing in advance 
special devices, and expressly prohibit the employment of such 
devices to cause destruction, damage or injury.

On the other hand, in elaborating the provisions on the scope and 
subject of the prohibition, we were fully aware of the fact that, in 
view of the steadily increased scale of the practical activities of 
States entailing the use of radioactive materials in areas of activity 
not prohibited by this treaty, situations connected with a deliberate 
violation of the treaty could arise when it may be not evident 
whether this or that radioactive material used to cause destruction, 
damage or injury is or is not covered by the definition of radiological 
weapons.

The purpose of paragraph III is to prevent such deliberate use of 
radiological material which is not defined as a radiological weapon.

In concluding our explanations concerning paragraphs I, II and III, 
we should like to dwell on yet another important point.

Of course, as we are talking about radiological weapons, it is em
phasized throughout that this treaty does not cover nuclear explosive 
devices and the radioactive material which is produced during their 
explosion, which means that the treaty does not deal with nuclear 
weapons. As is well known, the Soviet Union is in favour of the com
plete prohibition of all types of nuclear weapons and of beginning 
negotiations on this question. However, the treaty prohibiting 
radiological weapons has a framework of its own.

In drawing up the basic provisions of the treaty prohibiting radio
logical weapons which are being presented to the Committee on 
Disarmament, we took into account the fact that the activity prohibi
ted under the treaty abuts very closely and along a broad front on the 
various multifaceted activities of States entailing the use of radioac
tive material for purposes not related to radiological weapons. 
Various aspects of this factual situation are emphasized by appropri
ate provisions of the treaty.
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Paragraph IV imposes an obligation on the parties to the treaty not 
to assist, encourage, or induce any person, State, group of States or 
international organization to engage in any of the activities prohib
ited under paragraphs I and III.

Paragraph V emphasizes the right of the parties to the treaty to 
carry out, without hindrance, peaceful activities in a corresponding 
field.

Paragraph VI imposes an obligation on the parties to the treaty to 
take any necessary measures to prevent the loss and diversion of ra
dioactive materials, and to prohibit any activities contrary to the 
treaty. Paragraph VII also provides that this treaty in no way affects 
the obligations assumed by States under a number of other interna
tional legal instruments.

Paragraph VIII deals with verification questions. It reflects the 
principle that verification measures provided for in any agreement 
on arms limitation should correspond to the subject and scope of the 
prohibition. The experience acquired with the agreements in force in 
the field of the limitation of the arms race and of disarmament was made 
use of in the preparation of this provision. Members of the Committee 
who took part in the elaboration of those agreements will, of course, 
immediately notice this. The provision provides for the establishment 
of a consultative committee of experts to resolve questions regarding 
compliance with obligations under the treaty, and states the condi
tions for making findings of fact should any doubts arise on questions 
of compliance with the provisions of the treaty and on similar mat
ters.

In drawing up the basic provisions of the treaty we proceeded from 
the need to ensure its reliability, and to assure all parties to it that 
this instrument will be a viable and effective means of arms limita
tion. It was precisely in this spirit that we drafted the wording deal
ing with the introduction of amendments to the treaty and the con
vening of review conferences of the States parties to the treaty.

In concluding my statement, I would like to note that the agreed 
joint proposal which we are submitting deals with the obligation not 
to develop, produce, stockpile, otherwise acquire or possess, or use ra
diological weapons. In this connexion, the Soviet Union understands 
that no obligations undertaken by States in the projected treaty will 
be interpreted as covering the use of radioactive materials or any 
sources of radiation except such uses as the parties to the treaty have 
undertaken not to engage in pursuant to the provisions of the treaty.

In submitting this document, the Soviet delegation expresses the 
hope that it will command the interest and serious attention of all 
members of the Committee. The Soviet delegation is aware that 
members of the Committee may have various questions to raise and 
that they will require to co-ordinate their respective positions with 
their Governments, but we nevertheless believe that as the Commit
tee must take practical steps towards limiting the arms race, we shall 
all take the necessary measures to ensure that the draft treaty pro
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hibiting radiological weapons is submitted to the thirty-fourth ses
sion of the United Nations General Assembly for consideration.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
Committee on Disarmament: Radiological Weapons, 
July 10, 1979 1

Today the United States delegation is tabling a proposal on major 
elements of a treaty on the prohibition of radiological weapons. A par
allel proposal is being tabled by the delegation of the Soviet Union.2 
We are presenting this joint initiative for consideration by all delega
tions with a view to the early conclusion of a multilateral treaty.

In so doing, we are living up to the commitment in the joint United 
S tates-U SSR  communique of 18 June this year which reads:

President Carter and President Brezhnev were pleased to be 
able to confirm that bilateral agreement on major elements of a 
treaty banning the development, production, stockpiling and use 
of radiological weapons has been reached. An agreed joint pro
posal will be presented to the Committee on Disarmament this 
year.3

Radiological weapons (or radioactive material weapons, as they 
have also been called) have long been identified as potential weapons 
capable of mass destruction. In 1948, a United Nations Commission 
identified as weapons of mass destruction:

. . . atomic explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, 
lethal chemical and biological weapons, and any weapons devel
oped in the future which have characteristics comparable in 
destructive effect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons 
mentioned above.4

Nuclear explosive weapons have been the subject of a number of in
ternational arms control agreements, and further negotiations di
rected toward the control of such weapons are proceeding. Biological 
weapons have been prohibited by a multilateral treaty that entered 
into force some five years ago.5 A convention which banned the use of 
chemical weapons was signed in 1925,6 while efforts continue toward 
a comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons.

The remaining category included in the United Nations definition 
of 1948 was radioactive material weapons. At that time, the amounts 
of highly radioactive materials in existence were small and, 
geographically, were confined to a few facilities. Nonetheless, it was 
recognized that, used as a weapon, these materials could cause mass

1 CD/PV.40, pp. 10-13.
2 The joint proposal is printed above, under July 9.
3 Printed above.
4 Printed in Documents on Disarmam ent, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
5 The treaty may be found ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
8 See ibid, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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destruction of human life. As we are all aware, in the succeeding 
years the accumulation of radioactive materials has proceeded at an 
accelerating rate, and such material is now to be found at many 
facilities throughout the world.

Consideration of the m atter led my Government, in 1976, to sug
gest before the United Nations General Assembly that there ap
peared to be merit, in view of the continuing proliferation of radioac
tive materials, in seeking an international agreement covering 
radiological weapons.7

The kind of specific activities that the treaty would prohibit would 
be, for example, the use of radioactive material from spent fuel rods 
of a reactor over an area to make it impassable or, in a populated 
area, to kill, harm or to force evacuation of the population. It would 
also prohibit the development, production, and stockpiling of devices 
specifically designed for such purposes.

In 1977, the United States and the Soviet Union initiated bilateral 
consideration of this problem. Subsequently, later in 1977, the two 
sides agreed to pursue a joint initiative to be presented in this Com
mittee, leading to final elaboration of a comprehensive agreement 
banning radiological weapons. The United Nations General Assembly 
recently demonstrated its belief in the desirability of taking steps to 
head off any possible resort to this weapon of mass destruction.8 The 
Committee on Disarmament also expressed concern over the poten
tial threat posed by radiological weapons by placing this subject on 
the agenda and programme of work for its 1979 session. We believe 
that the agreed joint proposal we are presenting today represents an 
adequate basis for the Committee on Disarmament to arrive at a final 
treaty  text.

With respect to the text of the joint initiative, it should be said that 
the formulation of restraints on the employment of radioactive mate
rials presented a major challenge in the bilateral negotiations, partic
ularly as regards definition. This was because there are so many uses 
of these materials that in no way involve the inflicting of destruction, 
damage, or injury by means of the radiation produced by the decay of 
such material. The agreed joint proposal that we are presenting deals 
with an undertaking not to develop, produce, stockpile, otherwise ac
quire or possess, or use radiological weapons. In this connexion, the 
United States would like to make clear its understanding that no obli
gations undertaken by States in the projected treaty will be inter
preted as covering the use of radioactive materials or any sources of 
radiation except such uses as the parties to the treaty have under
taken not to engage in pursuant to the provisions of the treaty.

All nuclear explosive weapons, which produce radiation along with 
other destructive effects, constitute a category of weapons of mass 
destruction separate from radiological weapons, and are therefore 
not covered by the joint initiative. Progress in curbing such weapons 
through appropriate arms control arrangements is a priority objec
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tive of the United States Government. We are making every effort to 
advance that objective.

I would now like to summarize and comment on specific portions of 
the proposed elements themselves.

Paragraphs I and III contain the basic obligations of the proposed 
treaty. Paragraph I obligates parties not to develop, produce, 
stockpile, otherwise acquire or possess, or use radiological weapons. 
Paragraph III is a broad prohibition of the intentional dissemina
tion of radioactive material not defined as a radiological weapon for 
the purpose of causing destruction, damage, or injury.

The definition of a radiological weapon is given in paragraph II; 
namely, 1. any device specifically designed to employ radioactive 
material by disseminating it to cause destruction, damage, or injury 
by means of the radiation produced by decay of such material, or 2. 
any radioactive material specifically designed for such use. As I men
tioned before, nuclear explosive devices do not fall under this defini
tion.

Paragraph IV would obligate parties not to assist, encourage, or in
duce other States, groups of States, or individuals to engage in the ac
tivities prohibited by paragraphs I and III.

Paragraph V makes clear that the treaty would not apply to any of 
the myriad uses of radiation from radioactive decay for peaceful pur
poses, and would not stand in the way of international co-operation in 
this regard.

Paragraph VI would require parties to take measures to prevent 
the loss or diversion of radioactive materials which might be used in 
radiological weapons.

An essential and long-recognized requirement of any effective 
arms control or disarmament measure is that it must contain mea
sures .of verification adequate to the special nature of the weapons to 
be controlled in order to create the necessary confidence that it is be
ing observed by all parties. The United States is satisfied that the 
verification provisions incorporated in this joint initiative meet the 
requirements of this particular treaty.

Paragraph VIII contains procedures proposed for dealing with 
problems that might arise in insuring compliance with the treaty. It 
sets forth the basic undertaking to consult and co-operate in solving 
any such problem. It provides for a Consultative Committee of Ex
perts. It also specifies procedures for submitting complaints to the 
United Nations Security Council.

The remaining paragraphs deal with such matters as amendments, 
duration, entry into force, and so forth.

The United States is, of course, aware that many, if not all, coun
tries may wish to transmit the text to their capitals and that discus
sions during this week will of necessity be of a preliminary nature. 
We hope, however, that Governments will be able to act quickly on 
this proposal so that the Committee will be in a position to complete 
its work as soon as possible, perhaps in time for consideration by the 
First Committee of the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session.
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Statement by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(Jones) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations: SALT II Treaty, July 11, 1979 1

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, after nearly 7 years 
of painstaking negotiations with the Soviet Union, a period spanning 
three administrations and five Congresses, the SALT II agreement 
was signed last month in Vienna. At your invitation, my colleagues 
and I are here today to testify on that agreement.

I would hope, though, that our presence here can serve a purpose 
beyond the expression of military advice on the important but re
stricted issue of the pros and cons of the agreement’s provisions. Our 
larger goal is to attem pt to place today’s discussions, and the upcom
ing debate on SALT, into the broader context of United States and 
Allied security interests, strategic force posture, and stability.

MOMENTUM HAS BROUGHT SOVIETS TO MILITARY EQUALITY WITH
UNITED STATES

As a departure point for today’s testimony, I believe a brief sum
mary of how the Joint Chiefs of Staff view the trends in the strategic 
balance would be in order. We are unanimous in our view that, 
although each side retains military advantages, Soviet momentum 
has brought them from a position of clear inferiority to their present 
status of at least military equality with the United States. In some 
areas, they have already surpassed us and we are concerned because 
their momentum will allow them to gain an advantage over the United 
States in most of the major static indicators of strategic force by the 
early 1980’s. There is room for reasoned debate about the practical 
implications of this prospect, but it is important that we face up to its 
reality as^we consider our own strategic responses.

UNEQUAL RATES OF INVESTMENT FOR PAST 15 YEARS

It is also important to realize that any impending changes in the stra
tegic balance will be the consequence of more than 15 years of une
qual rates of investment in force modernization —the product of uni
lateral choices rather than an outcome of negotiated arms control. 
Overall, the Soviets have been out-investing us for 10 years and, for 
the past few years, their total military investment effort has been 
about 75 percent larger than our own. With respect to investments 
for strategic forces, the disparity has, for many years, been even larger, 
with the Soviets outspending the United States by a factor of nearly 
3 to 1. Moreover, because of lead times in modern weapons programs, 
this progressive shift in the military balance will continue into the 
mid-1980’s with or without SALT. A major concern my colleagues and 
I share is how best to minimize the period, extent, and consequences 
of any Soviet advantages.

1 Hearings . . .  on Ex. Y, 96 -1  . . . Pt. 1, pp. 367-374.
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Some believe that a perceived Soviet military edge would lead 
them to contemplate seriously a “bolt from the blue” nuclear attack 
on the United States. In view of the very substantial United States 
retaliatory capability that would survive any Soviet attack, I think 
this eventuality is highly unlikely. Rather, I anticipate such a dispari
ty would be reflected in a more confident Soviet leadership, increas
ingly inclined toward more adventurous behavior in areas where our 
interests clash and where U.S. ability to respond by conventional 
means could be circumscribed. Such a situation would carry the seeds 
of serious miscalculation and run the risk of precipitating a confronta
tion which neither side wants nor intends.

U.S. NEEDS TO DO MORE TO STRENGTHEN/MODERNIZE FORCES

This assessment is not the product of any new intelligence. My col
leagues and I —as well as our predecessors —have testified for more 
than a decade on where the unfavorable trends in military efforts 
would lead in the 1980’s. In light of the superior momentum of Soviet 
strategic force modernization efforts, we believe that, with or with
out SALT, the United States needs to do far more than we have done 
in the recent years to strengthen and modernize our strategic forces 
lest the trends toward Soviet superiority become irreversible.

FAVORED DEEPER REDUCTIONS THAN EVENTUALLY AGREED

It is against this strategic backdrop that my colleagues and I have 
presented our advice during the negotiations and made our judgments 
about SALT II. We have strongly supported the goal of equitable re
ductions and limitations in strategic arms. In fact, we consistently 
favored deeper reductions in the overall aggregate than eventually 
were negotiated in the final agreement. We recognize that the hard
ware limitations achieved in SALT II can contribute to our security 
by providing a cap on, or modest reductions in, numbers of 
strategically capable systems the Soviets can deploy. However, we 
also recognize that these limitations, alone, are not a sufficient basis 
for judging whether U.S. security interests are served by any given 
treaty.

The larger question is the degree to which any such agreement con
tributes to our ability to structure and maintain a stable military 
balance with the Soviet Union. Some may conclude that the agree
ment, by itself, will arrest the very dangerous adverse trends in 
Soviet strategic forces, including current and projected qualitative 
improvements. This is simply not the case.

A recurring theme in U.S. history has been the hope that treaties — 
which are at best a framework for enhancing security —can somehow 
serve as the source for such security. Despite repeated disappoint
ments on this score throughout the 20th century, the unique and high
ly visible character of both strategic arms and the SALT negotiations 
contains the potential for exaggerated expectations and serious pub-



lie misunderstanding about the adequacy of our strategic posture and 
programs.

RAPID GROWTH OF SOVIET ARSENAL SINCE SALT I

Similarly, the focus on constraining what the Soviets could do with
out a SALT agreement has obscured the more fundamental recogni
tion of what they have done, are doing, and can do within the SALT 
framework. The span of time in which SALT I has been in force has 
been a period of rapid unmistakable and rapid progress in the growth 
and capabilities of the Soviet strategic arsenal.2 In many measures of 
strategic capability, this momentum during SALT I has brought the 
Soviets abreast of or even beyond the United States. This fact is not 
an indictment of the SALT I agreements, but rather a reflection of 
the more vigorous Soviet strategic weapons programs undertaken 
within the constraints of SALT I.

Many in this country sincerely believe that, by exercising unilat
eral restrain t in our own modernization efforts and demonstrating a 
willingness to negotiate in good faith, we might induce the Soviets to 
restrain this momentum and get them to agree to deep cuts in both 
sides* strategic nuclear arsenals. Frankly, although my colleagues 
and I have consistently supported the pursuit of mutual and balanced 
strategic arms limitations, we have had serious reservations about 
the efficacy of such unilateral U.S. restraint in force modernization as 
a means to accomplish this goal. Events have borne out our doubts. 
We believe that the decline in our level of defense effort, in general, 
and our comparatively limited strategic force modernization, in par
ticular, have lowered rather than enhanced the incentives for the 
Soviets to negotiate significant reductions in strategic arms.

It is, after all, the Soviet military might which affords them “super
power” influence. Thus, there is little inherent incentive to restrain 
the dominant component of their national power — especially when 
our own restraint appears to offer at least the prospect of an exploit
able military advantage. The path of unilateral restraint has failed to 
serve either our security interests or our arms control objectives 
satisfactorily. Regardless of the outcome of the SALT II ratification 
process, there is an urgent need to proceed resolutely and deliber
ately with a well thought out program of force modernization, both to 
avoid the undesirable international consequences of strategic inferi
ority and to create the necessary incentives for Soviet agreement to 
significant reductions as the arms control process continues.

Having sketched the strategic framework as seen by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, I will now turn to the SALT II agreement, itself, and 
provide an assessment of its contribution to our broader security 
aims.
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2 The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 197% pp. 197 ff.
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CRITERIA ENDORSED BY JCS

Such assessments should be based on realistic and reasonable cri
teria which avoid both unrealistic expectations and overgenerous 
appraisals. The criteria which my colleagues and I on the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff have endorsed are threefold: First, the agreement must stand 
on its own merits regarding equity and mutual interest, to include 
adequate verification.

Second, it must accommodate, in fact and in perception, our 
broader strategic interests, particularly our alliance relationships 
and the need to preserve our freedom of action in sharing appropriate 
technology.

Third, it must be a suitable framework for —and be accompanied 
by —the national commitment and strategic programs required to 
arrest the deteriorating state of the military balance.

Regarding the first criterion, as I have followed the course of 
public debate on SALT II in recent months, I have been struck by the 
confusion that appears to exist in some quarters regarding the differ
ence between unequal provisions within the agreement and the issue 
of equity of the agreement when taken as a whole.

We should bear in mind that one of the objectives of SALT is to 
regulate, in a balanced fashion, aspects of two fundamentally dissim
ilar and asymmetrical force structures. Not only are the force struc
tures different in their composition, but different features on each 
side’s forces are viewed as more threatening by the other side. These 
differing perspectives have produced a negotiating process marked 
by various compromises and tradeoffs as each side seeks to protect 
the essential character of its own forces while attempting to minimize 
the most threatening aspects of the other side’s. The result is an 
agreement with some provisions clearly favoring one side and some 
clearly favoring the other. The question of equity, then, cannot ade
quately be addressed by a narrow and selective critique of portions of 
the SALT II agreement. Only a balanced appraisal of the total will 
yield an adequate evaluation.

Two issues of particular concern to us with regard to equity have 
been the Soviet’s unilateral right to deploy 308 modern large ballistic 
missiles [MLBM],3 which was allowed in SALT I and carried forward 
to SALT II, and the exclusion of the Backfire from the aggregate 
totals of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles [SNDV’s].

Clearly, the desired result would have been a major reduction in 
Soviet MLBM’s in order to have reduced their very significant throw- 
weight capability and attendant potential to carry large numbers of 
warheads. Having failed to achieve that objective, we should accen
tuate our determination to obtain substantial reductions in future 
negotiations as a major objective. In the interim, limiting the SS-18 
to 10 warheads achieves an important restraint on their MLBM 
potential.

3 All brackets in this document are in the original.
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The second major concern is the failure to count the Backfire 
bomber in the SNDV aggregate totals. While we are well aware of its 
employment capabilities in peripheral and maritime roles, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff consistently recommended that the Backfire be in
cluded in the aggregate because it has an intercontinental range 
capability.

Nevertheless, the United States did obtain some constraints on the 
Backfire, the most important of which is a production limit not to 
exceed 30 per year. Furthermore, the United States retains the right 
to build and deploy an aircraft with equivalent capabilities.

VERIFICATION OF SALT II AGREEMENT

We believe that an issue of great importance is the question of 
whether the SALT II agreement can be verified adequately to pro
tect our national security. Evaluation of the adequacy of our verifica
tion potential involves assessments of our intelligence monitoring 
capabilities relative to the provisions of the agreement, our ability to 
recognize significant violations which could pose a threat to the mili
tary balance, and our ability to respond to such threats in a timely 
and appropriate manner.

Detailed evaluation of the various intelligence and assessment 
efforts that will allow us to monitor Soviet compliance with the agree
ment is too sensitive a m atter to address specifically in an unclassi
fied forum. While informed public debate on all facets of the SALT II 
agreement is essential to our democratic process, we must avoid any 
disclosures of intelligence sources and methods that would com
promise our ability to gather SALT-related information and even 
more vital intelligence data.

The many quantitative and qualitative limitations contained in the 
treaty will pose a stern challenge to our varied and highly capable 
intelligence systems. Our review of these matters indicated that the 
U.S. ability to monitor Soviet compliance with the many provisions of 
the agreement varies substantially. The difficulty of this task and the 
loss of important capabilities associated with our collection systems 
in Iran, make it essential that we vigorously pursue improvements in 
the capabilities of our monitoring assets.

While recognizing the difficulties associated with verification, we 
must also acknowledge the important assistance the SALT II Treaty 
will provide in this effort. With or without SALT, we will be required 
to keep track of Soviet military capabilities as the basis for our de
fense planning and ultimately our national security. Certain provi
sions within the treaty will make the task easier.

COUNTING RULES

Provisions on ICBM’s such as “once tested MIRVed, all counted 
MIRVed” and “look alike, count alike,” help resolve potential verifica
tion ambiguities; similarly, requirements for various types of exter
nally observable differences assist in distinguishing among various 
aircraft and cruise missiles.
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NONINTERFERENCE/NONCONCEALMENT MEASURES

Most important of all is insuring access to photographic and elec
tronic monitoring data; in the absence of such measures, there would 
be no restriction on any intelligence-denial measures the Soviets 
might choose to take, severely compounding our intelligence gather
ing difficulties —a much greater problem for us than for the Soviet 
due to open U.S. society.

In this connection, there has been much discussion regarding 
agreement or lack of agreement on telemetry encryption. The agreed 
Second Common Understanding to article XV of the treaty states 
that:

. . . neither party shall engage in deliberate denial of 
telemetric information, such as through the use of telemetry 
encryption, whenever such denial impedes verification of com
pliance with the provisions of the treaty.

Any Soviet attempt to deny or impede our ability to monitor 
SALT-limited parameters would be regarded by us as a most grave 
violation of the treaty.

PROVISIONS HAVING IMPACT ON SOVIET PLANS

Thus far in this discussion of equity and mutual interest, I have 
concentrated on the key issues of most concern to us. There are also a 
number of important restrictions in SALT II which operate primarily 
to our advantage. Among the most important provisions having an 
impact on Soviet plans for the strategic forces are:

Aggregate limits that will require the Soviets to dismantle —or 
convert to nonoffensive systems —250-plus operational systems; 
these are older and less capable weapons but still a significant frac
tion of their total systems and megatonnage.

The various limitations that will enhance the predictability of the 
range of Soviet force development thus assisting us in our force 
planning.

The cap on RV fractionation that denies full exploitation of the 
major Soviet throw-weight advantage for the period of the treaty.

Testing, production, and deployment of the SS-16 banned.
On the other hand, the specific limits on the United States are quite 

nominal and provide the following options in planning our strategic 
forces:

We can build an ICBM which fully meets our security 
requirements.

We can continue with the modernization of our submarine- 
launched ballistic missile [SLBM] program at the pace we determine.

We can continue to modernize our air-breathing system, including 
the exploitation of our air-, ground-, and sea-launched cruise missiles.

The danger to the United States does not arise from any specific 
limitations in the agreement, but from potential consequences of uni
lateral actions or inactions in the past —and, if we are not careful —in 
the future.
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Although the considerations of equity, mutual interest, and verifi
cation are significant, there are other elements in SALT II which con
tribute significantly to our national security. Paramount among these 
is the continuing viability of the security relationships we maintain 
with our allies. Throughout the negotiating period, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have stressed that SALT should not become a wedge for the 
Soviets to drive between us and our allies or a medium for inhibiting 
appropriate modernization of our collective theater capabilities. We 
have consistently viewed SALT in the context of the broad strategic 
relationship in which our allies play such a vital role. Our criterion in 
this area was, and remains, that SALT accommodate the requirement 
to preserve our freedom of action in sharing appropriate technology 
with our allies.

We believe that the provisions of the agreement do accommodate 
these concerns since they will not impede continuation of existing 
patterns of cooperation. As presently constructed, the protocol re
strictions will have no significant military impact provided there is 
no extension of the current expiration date. Therefore, our principal 
concerns remain that the protocol not become precedential in nature 
and that weapons development programs not be unilaterally delayed 
since these steps could seriously prejudice United States and allied 
strategic interests.

In the context of the strategic balance and the concerns I 
expressed at the outset in this statement, our ability to take the nec
essary programmatic actions to insure essential equivalence is the 
ultimate test for SALT II. The foregoing discussion should leave no 
doubt that our options and flexibility are adequate, so long as we 
choose to exercise them.

The most serious concern of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in this regard 
is the risk that SALT II could be allowed to become a tranquilizer to 
the American people, in which case the adverse trends I spoke of 
earlier could well become irreversible.

In 1972, our predecessors on the Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed 
SALT I with the assurance that certain follow-on actions would be 
implemented to safeguard our strategic interests. Regrettably, their 
advice was not heeded. Had it been followed, we would face less peril
ous strategic prospects in the 1980’s and we are convinced we could 
have achieved deeper mutual reductions in SALT II.

We are seriously concerned lest the Nation repeat earlier mistakes 
through complacency, an incomplete understanding of the magnitude 
of the Soviet buildup, or an insufficient appreciation of the broader 
consequences of Soviet momentum in terms of stability, global power 
relationships, and long-term U.S. interests. Therefore, we consider it 
absolutely essential that, if the Nation accepts the SALT II agree
ment, it does so with a full understanding that we will be required to 
undertake a series of important strategic modernization programs in 
order to maintain strategic parity within the limits agreed upon. In 
this connection, the decision to proceed with the development of the
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M -X  missile, capable of carrying 10 reentry vehicles and deployed in 
a survivable basing mode, is an important step toward this end.

Our confidence in the essential wisdom of the American public and 
its elected representatives is such that we believe they will consider 
the facts, focus on the key issues, and choose the proper actions. It is 
our responsibility to speak out candidly on these issues, acknowledg
ing both the pros and cons of SALT II, and collectively and individ
ually rendering our judgments for this committee and this Congress. 
All of us intend to honor that responsibility.

None of us is totally at ease with all the provisions of the agree
ment. I expressed our concerns on the Soviet MLBM’s and Backfire 
earlier and we also have significant concerns with regard to our abil
ity to monitor certain aspects of the Agreement. We believe, though, 
that the risks in this area are acceptable provided we pursue vigor
ously challenges to questionable Soviet practices, improvements in 
the capability of our monitoring assets, and modernization of our 
strategic forces. In this context, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe the 
agreement is adequately verifiable.

SALT IS IN U.S. NATIONAL INTEREST

Also, despite differing degrees of concern on specific aspects of 
SALT II, all of us judge that the agreement which the President 
signed in Vienna is in the U.S. national interest and merits your sup
port. We believe it is essential that the Nation and its leadership 
view SALT II as a modest but useful step in a long-range process 
which must include the resolve to provide adequate capabilities to 
maintain strategic equivalence coupled with vigorous efforts to 
achieve further substantial reductions.

If this can be achieved, history will record SALT II as a step for
ward. Without this commitment, we will find that SALT II made 
little difference and may have been a net loss. Fortunately, our 
Nation has the opportunity to make that choice.

Statement by the Former Representative of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to the U.S. SALT Delegation (Rowny) 
Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: 
SALT II Treaty, July 12, 1979 1

Senator Glenn, it is a pleasure to see you again. I am indeed hon
ored to have this opportunity of appearing before the Foreign Rela
tions Committee today. I shall do my best to provide you with the 
information you need on this highly complex subject.

Debates, exchanges, and arguments of this type are not my metier. 
I have spent all my adult life as a professional soldier. Less than 2 
weeks ago I retired from that profession and consequently do not

1 Hearings on Ex, Y, 96 -1  . . . Pt. 1, pp. 536-544.
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have a staff. Nevertheless I will try  my best to answer your ques
tions. Further I will be happy to talk to you individually or collec
tively as you see fit.

I am encouraged by what I have seen and heard emanating thus far 
from this committee. The statements have been largely unemotional 
and balanced and I hope that they will stay that way, and I will do my 
best to keep them that way to the end that we can really come to an 
understanding of what this very complex subject is all about.

Senator Glenn, as you and as most of the other members know, for 
more than 6 years I was the representative of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff at the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. I was told I had been 
selected for this job because of my experience as Chief of the Mutual 
and Balanced Force Reductions [MBFR]2 Working Group in NATO 
and because I had on numerous occasions expressed my belief in the 
utility of limiting strategic arms. I continue to hold this belief. I might 
add that my start in this field began as far back as 1945 when I 
worked for General Marshall on strategic and political affairs. I was 
one of the four officers sent to Yale to study international relations, 
and then I would say that I spent more than half of my career in and 
out of various jobs in Europe and in NATO.

As far back as 1961, I wrote my first paper on the utility of arms 
control.Senator Glenn. That was utility?General Rowny. Yes, sir.

SUPPORTED JCS GOALS IN REDUCTIONS OF STRATEGIC ARMS

As the representative of the Joint Chiefs of Staff I have tena
ciously supported their goals aimed at achieving significant reduc
tions in strategic arms consistent with maintaining our security. If 
such goals were to be achieved, our long-term objectives of enhancing 
deterrence and strengthening global stability would be served. I 
believe that an agreement which reduces the strategic arms of the 
Soviet Union —equal to those of the United States in numbers as well 
as in overall capability— is in our Nation’s interest.

Over the 6-year period that I was the JCS representative to SALT, 
I expressed my views to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in numerous mes
sages and memorandums. At their request, I submitted an assess
ment of SALT in a classified memorandum dated January 6, 1978.1 
brought that assessment up to date on January 5,1979, and again on 
March 27 of this year.

TREATY DOES NOT MEET MINIMALLY ACCEPTABLE STANDARDS

On May 21 of this year, after an announcement that “agreement in 
principle” had been reached on the remaining issues of SALT II, I 
made a final assessment. I concluded that —even though the contribu
tions to the negotiations by the Joint Chiefs of Staff made it a consid-

2 All brackets in this document are in the original.
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erably better treaty than would have otherwise emerged —this 
treaty does not meet minimally acceptable standards.

The agreement we now have before the Senate and the Nation 
establishes the conditions which threaten our security for the years 
to come. I stated in my assessments that it was my judgment, based 
on years of continuous negotiations with the Soviets, that a treaty 
meeting the criteria of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was, and is, 
attainable.

However, as negotiations were concluded on less than satisfactory 
terms, I asked to be relieved of my duties and requested retirement. 
My request was approved and I was retired from active military ser
vice on June 30.

SOME POSITIVE ASPECTS OF TREATY

I would like to state at the outset that there are some positive 
aspects of the treaty which was signed in Vienna on June 18, 1979. 
The treaty establishes the principle that there should be equal and 
lower ceilings of strategic offensive arms. It calls for numerical re
ductions that will bring the Soviet Union down to levels closer to our 
own.

The treaty would establish, to the extent that numerical limita
tions contribute to that goal, a degree of increased predictability con
cerning the strategic programs of the Soviet Union. It limits the 
Soviet Union’s heavy missiles and new light ICBM’s to a maximum of
10 warheads for such a missile. In theory, the Soviets are limited to 
one new light ICBM for the period of the treaty. The treaty contains 
certain provisions which are an aid to verifiability of missile 
launchers.

Finally, for the first time, a strategic arms limitation treaty pro
vides for an exchange of data concerning numbers of strategic offen
sive arms.

However, most of these positive features are, regrettably, more 
theoretical than actual. Additional other useful features which a sec
ond arms control treaty could and should have treated, were not dealt 
with because of Soviet intransigence which could, in my opinion, have 
been overcome.

The agreement in principle that there be equal ceilings of strategic 
arms remains an achievement more in theory than in practice be
cause a significant number of Soviet strategic systems are allowed to 
go uncounted. Moreover, the ceilings are set at such high levels — 
again at Soviet insistence —as to be virtually meaningless. Indeed, 
the JCS were in the forefront in seeking substantially larger reduc
tions for both sides.

SOVIET REDUCTIONS LITTLE MILITARY SIGNIFICANCE

Furthermore, the capabilities of the Soviet systems are so great 
that the reductions agreed upon have little military significance. The 
Soviets will have to reduce to the lower ceiling of 2,250 by 1982. The
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United States, having at that time only about 2,050 less capable oper
ational systems, would still need to build up if it were to achieve 
equality with the Soviet Union.

Since qualitative improvements are virtually unrestricted by the 
treaty, the numerical limitations imposed upon the Soviet Union will 
not give us any meaningful degree of predictability. That is, qualita
tive improvements allowed, because they are more difficult to verify, 
could afford us less predictability and hence less stability.

The freeze on the number of warheads per existing MIRVed mis
sile and the limitation to 10 warheads on a new type ICBM allows the 
Soviets a total number of warheads far greater than are needed by 
the U.S.S.R. to destroy the ICBM’s and other military and hard ta r
gets in the United States.

EXTENSION OF FRACTIONATION LIMITS PAST TREATY EXPIRATION

There is an important point with regard to the fractionation limits 
which is frequently overlooked: these are limits which expire with 
the treaty in 1985. While it is our hope that these fractionation limits 
can be extended beyond the expiration of the treaty, it is difficult to 
imagine what leverage the United States will have for assuring that 
these fractionation limits are continued.

Moreover, in view of our argumentation that the protocol should 
not establish precedents for the future, it is clear the Soviets will 
apply this same argument to the post-treaty period and argue that 
fractionation limits expire after 1985. After 1985, the current throw- 
weight potential of Soviet missile systems will permit them to deploy 
still greater numbers of reentry vehicles on their ICBM’s and up to 20 
to 30 on their heavy ICBM’s.

In sum, it may be a relatively meaningless limitation. By 1985, the 
Soviets will have been permitted under the treaty a level of MIRVed 
warheads which places the United States in jeopardy while leaving 
the Soviet Union in the position to go even higher. While the treaty in 
theory limits the Soviets to one new type of light ICBM, in practice 
the provisions of the treaty permit the Soviets to deploy several new 
types of missiles. Finally, the provisions regarding the verifiability of 
the treaty  are insufficient to make the treaty adequately verifiable.

The net result, therefore, is an agreement which gives a superficial 
impression of being a positive step in the direction of arms control 
but which, in fact, contravenes fundamental and vitally important 
arms control principles —such as securing meaningful reductions and 
leaving the signatories with a stable strategic balance. In the follow
ing paragraphs, I will try to develop these views in more detail.

SALT TREATY NOT IN NATIONAL INTEREST

A sound, objective, and unemotional approach would be to test the 
treaty against standards by which its worth could be measured. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, establishing such criteria, have maintained that 
a SALT Treaty would enhance our military security and hence would
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be in our national interest if it were equitable and verifiable, if it con
tributed to deterrence and stability, if it strengthened European 
security, and if it contributed to Allied coherence.

The emerging treaty, in my view, is not in our interest since it is 
inequitable, unverifiable, undermines deterrence, contributes to in
stability and could adversely affect NATO security and Allied 
coherence.

Let me look at each of these points in greater specificity.

TREATY IS INEQUITABLE

First, the treaty is not equitable. Let me cite only three major 
examples:

(1) The treaty grants the Soviet Union a unilateral right to 308 
launchers for heavy ICBM’s. While the Joint Chiefs of Staff recog
nized from the outset that Soviet heavy missiles would pose a serious 
problem, we did not press hard enough for the elimination of the 
Soviets’ S S -9 ’s and SS-18*s.

Further, the United States was not even compensated for this 
large asymmetry. These 308 Soviet heavy missiles alone possess 
more destructive power than all of our ICBM’s and SLBM’s com
bined. To say that the Soviets can have heavy missile launchers and 
we cannot is comparable to having said in the naval disarmament con
ference in the 1930’s: “You can deploy battleships but we agree only 
to deploy destroyers.”

It has been stated that we accepted this inequality in a trade for 
the Soviets not counting our so-called “forward-based systems” 
[FBS], and the nuclear systems of our Allies. Evidence of such a trade 
is not supported by the record.

I clearly recall the days just before Vladivostok3 when the Soviets 
sent us signals in Geneva that they would drop their FBS arguments. 
Once told that by insisting on including our FBS, the Soviets would 
be required to count their more numerous systems —which could 
strike our systems and our troops in Europe, as well as our NATO 
partners —the Soviets realized it was to their advantage to drop the 
FBS argument.

(2) The second example of inequity is that the treaty fails to count 
in the aggregate some 375 Soviet Backfire bombers with interconti
nental capability. These Backfire bombers, which our intelligence 
community estimates can strike targets in the United States on one
way unrefueled missions, will thus not be counted and will be allowed 
to run free while all our bombers —to include mothballed B -52’s and 
prototype B - l ’s — will be counted. The record shows that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff gave consistent advice that the Backfire should be 
counted in the Soviet aggregate. The principle violated in this treaty 
is that all intercontinental systems should be counted in the 
aggregates.

3 Documents on the Vladivostok agreement, to which Gen. Rowny here refers, may be 
found in Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746 ff.
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ASSURANCES ON BACKFIRE MILITARILY WORTHLESS

The so-called “assurances” on Backfire are militarily worthless. It 
has been stated that the Backfire would add only a marginal capabil
ity to the total Soviet capability for causing destruction in the United 
States. To add one-third to the already large destructive power that 
the Soviets can inflict upon the United States can hardly be called 
marginal improvement.

Importantly, by not being required to count these 375 central sys
tems, the Soviets will then not need to reduce an equal number of 
ICBM’s or SLBM’s from the 2,250 total. Those who would denigrate 
the Backfire as a slow-arriving, follow-on strategic force would then 
have to accept that our own B -52’s are in a similar second-class 
category.

Those unfamiliar with the negotiating record tend to sell the FBS 
horse again and again and have used it here again as a rationalization 
for not counting Backfire. The simple fact is that the Soviets dropped 
their FBS argument because it was in their own self-interest to do so.

If we were to count our FBS the Soviets would be required to count 
their systems. The Soviet systems are several times as numerous and 
an order-of-magnitude greater in destructive power than our FBS 
and Allied nuclear systems combined. To give credence to the Soviet 
FBS argument, which is not an issue with the Soviets in this SALT 
agreement, is to undermine our support to NATO and our commit
ment to article V of the NATO Treaty, that an attack on one of our 
Allies is an attack on all its signatories, including the United States.

I have listed two major inequities in this treaty, the 308 heavy 
missile launchers and the Backfire. Now the third major inequality is 
that the treaty, even if one believes overall equal aggregates are 
achieved —a point I have just disputed —still fails to provide, as 
called for in Public Law 92-448, for equal levels of strategic forces. 
You will notice the emphasis I place on levels—there is a difference 
in meaning between ceilings and levels. The ceiling in this room is 
rather high. The water level in my bathtub is considerably lower.

Under the trea ty ’s provisions as written, the Soviet Union will stay 
ahead of the United States in strategic capability. Even the limits on 
the number of warheads per missile will still afford the U.S.S.R. sig
nificant advantages —at least 3-to-l —in the most critical area, that is, 
the ICBM reentry vehicle category.

The definition of a new type light ICBM is so loosely drawn that 
during the life of the treaty it will not effectively preclude the 
U.S.S.R. from developing and deploying more than one new type of 
ICBM. Thus the large unconstrained potential of the U.S.S.R. which 
will put the U.S.S.R. strategically ahead of the United States in the 
early 1980’s can be further exploited once the treaty expires.

TREATY NOT SUFFICIENTLY VERIFIABLE

Certain aspects of the treaty are simply unverifiable; for example, 
cruise missile ranges. Moreover, many of our difficulties in verifica
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tion stem from the differences between the closed society of the 
U.S.S.R. and the open society of the United States. The Soviets play 
their poker hands close to the chest whereas our cards are face-up on 
the table. Soviet intelligence collectors have relatively free access to 
our defense plans and activities, while we must rely upon highly 
sophisticated but vulnerable national technical means for our verifi
cation. The Soviets’ penchant for secrecy has prevented the inclusion 
in the treaty of cooperative measures which would greatly improve 
the ability to verify the provisions of the agreement.

The U.S.S.R. has consistently refused to agree to provisions neces
sary to assure sufficient verification of, for example, mobile ICBM’s, 
MIRVed ICBM’s, MIRVed SLBM’s, new types of ICBM’s, heavy 
bombers and cruise missiles. Moreover, the U.S.S.R., unlike the 
United States, has been encrypting telemetry of its ICBM tests. The 
treaty expressly permits the Soviet Union to encrypt telemetry in 
the future, thus seriously inhibiting our ability to verify that not 
more than one new type of ICBM is being tested. Encryption has only 
one purpose: To deny information.

Moreover, using verification as a pretext, the Soviets have ob
tained our agreement to provisions that could restrict not only stra
tegic but our nonstrategic systems —for example, our conventionally 
armed cruise missiles.

TREATY UNDERMINES DETERRENCE

It permits the U.S.S.R. a 3-to-l numerical and 5-to-l throw-weight 
asymmetry in ICBM warheads —the quickest arriving, the most pow
erful, and the most destabilizing of all strategic systems. Rapid im
provement in Soviet ICBM forces is causing our ICBM’s to become 
increasingly vulnerable, further undermining deterrence. This vul
nerability will not be corrected during the life of the treaty. Even our 
plans to deploy the M -X  missile in the mobile mode do not help. That 
missile cannot start being deployed in the basing mode until 1986, 
and completed until 1989 at the earliest.

My main concern with deterrence is not that a future Soviet leader 
may feel he can launch an all-out attack against the United States. I 
believe any rational Soviet leader would know that such an action 
would wreak untold damage on the Soviet Union by our survivable 
remaining forces. What I am concerned with is that a future Soviet 
leader, looking at the overall strategic balance, the overall strategic 
calculus if you will, would be encouraged to take greater risks in pur
suing his political goals than he might otherwise take. Thus, I link 
deterrence closely to restoring stability in the event of the inevitable 
crises which are certain to occur.

TREATY DOES NOT CONTRIBUTE TO STABILITY

Closely allied to this notion of deterrence is that the treaty does 
not contribute to stability. Because the treaty does not actually put a 
brake on the momentum of the massive Soviet buildup, the United
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States will for the first time not be able to maintain essential 
equivalence or nuclear parity. This, and forcing Soviet efforts into 
unconstrained and unverifiable qualitative improvements, will under
mine predictability and hence stability.

This strategic inferiority of the United States will inhibit favorable 
solutions in any future crises, such as the Berlin crisis, or the Cuban 
missile crisis, or the October 1973 war. There will be a growing 
realization at home and abroad that the Soviet Union has a decisive 
advantage in capabilities which will allow i t - th e  Soviet Union-to be 
more confident and thus less inhibited in its foreign policy initiatives. 
It will allow the Soviet Union to move against nations friendly to the 
United States with greater certainty.

TREATY COULD WEAKEN NATO

The protocol to the treaty constrains, for the most part, U.S. 
systems. Precedents established by that protocol constraining our 
systems are, at the insistence of the Soviets, likely to be carried for
ward after the expiration of the protocol. These dangers, magnified 
by the ambiguity in the trea ty ’s provision on noncircumvention, could 
preclude the transfer of technology and weapons to our allies and 
thus weaken NATO.

The crucial problem facing the United States is the large and con
tinuing buildup of strategic forces by the Soviets. This momentum 
has continued unabated while SALT I and SALT II were being nego
tiated and there is no evidence that it will slacken as a result of the 
agreement on SALT II. The false expectation that the strategic arms 
negotiations would result in constraining Soviet momentum explains 
at least in part the cancellation of the B - l  and delays in U.S. pro
grams such as cruise missiles and M -X .

UNITED STATES TO BECOME STRATEGICALLY INFERIOR TO SOVIETS

Even if SALT did not explicitly prohibit any of our programs, the 
greater momentum of the U.S.S.R. will cause the United States to fall 
behind the U.S.S.R. strategically. By any objective measure, the 
United States will become strategically inferior to the Soviet Union 
in the early 1980’s. Thus, the treaty would sanction and codify the 
strategic inferiority of the United States. This is not only important 
to our own political relationship with the Soviet Union but to our rela
tionship with our allies as well.

We must recognize that since its inception, NATO has recognized 
that it must rely upon the strategic power of the United States to 
deter a theater war in Europe, or indeed, even a conventional war.

It has been stated that without this SALT II agreement, the Soviet 
Union could increase its number of strategic nuclear delivery 
systems by a third, or to about 3,000. While theoretically possible, the 
Soviets would, in my judgment, not choose to increase the number of 
their strategic systems. Why? Simply because we expect them to 
have by the early 1980’s sufficient numbers of warheads to place at
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least two powerful and accurate ICBM weapons on every military 
and hard target, and sufficient numbers of SLBM and bomber weap
ons to cover all the other targets in the United States.

I cannot overemphasize the importance of the consequences of the 
Soviet Union having by 1985 three times as many reentry vehicles on 
ICBM’s as will we. Each of these Soviet reentry vehicles will be more 
powerful and as accurate as our ICBM reentry vehicles. Reentry 
vehicles on ICBM’s are much more significant than other nuclear 
weapons because they are the ones possessing greater destructive 
power, high accuracy, and almost complete reliability.

A prudent Soviet planner would not increase his numerical advan
tage any further —he would move into the relatively uninhibited area 
of enhancing qualitative improvements. Thus, in the absence of a 
treaty the Soviets probably would not increase numerically because 
they have no need to do so. The Soviets can prepare to exploit their 
large throw-weight potential by improving their existing forces 
qualitatively.

Thus, as I mentioned earlier, they will be able quickly to deploy a 
greater number of SNDV’s [strategic nuclear delivery vehicles] 
shortly after 1985 when the treaty expires. Accordingly, it behooves 
us to act now to convince the Soviets that it is in their long-term 
interest to curb their continued buildup in Soviet strategic offensive 
arms and to divest themselves of their huge potential for further 
qualitative improvements which this treaty sanctions.

The challenge facing us, therefore, is to make it clear to the Soviets 
that the United States will not enter into a treaty which is unequal 
and which will sanction their strategic superiority.

SOVIETS WANT AND NEED SALT TREATY

The Soviets want and need a SALT Treaty because of their desire 
to be recognized as a superpower and because it will allow them to 
enjoy the advantages they receive from a continuation of detente. 
Moreover, the Soviets feel a treaty is a necessary step on the way to 
achieving most-favored-nation status and to acquiring the credits 
they so sorely need.

Finally, SALT legalizes a condition they will soon achieve: stra te
gic superiority.

Chairman Brezhnev is personally committed to pursuing an agree
ment on SALT and thus we can expect him to enter into a more even- 
handed agreement —one which is equal and which provides for essen
tial equivalence between the both sides. The Soviets will only do so, 
however, if we make it clear that the United States will do whatever 
is necessary to stay even. We must make it clear we will not accept 
strategic inferiority.

The less expensive solution for the United States and the Soviet 
Union as well —indeed the more sensible solution —is for the Soviets 
to scrap those systems which give them strategic superiority. Should 
they elect not to do so, then we have no choice but to enter into a 
vigorous program to restore parity.
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From my experience in dealing with the Soviets, that is for over 
6 V2 years at 385 meetings — some 1,000 hours in face-to-face 
meetings —I am convinced the Soviets understand and even respect 
this kind of stance. If they think that we are bluffing, we possess the 
capability to prove them wrong. We can afford to do so. In fact we 
cannot afford not to, otherwise the risks which a prolonged period of 
United States inferiority will bring about will prove destabilizing and 
bring about serious military and political results.

If we succeed in persuading the Soviets to slow down and to 
reverse their momentum, we can then start on the road toward 
achieving the type of arms control which is consistent with maintain
ing our security. If we fail we must take immediate and vigorous 
steps to insure our security as an overriding priority.

More than 6 years at the negotiating table convinces me that a 
treaty  meeting the criteria of acceptability established by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff was —and still is —attainable. I do not accept the view 
that attempting to improve a flawed treaty will result in any more 
than a temporary hiatus in the relationship between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Nor will it keep for long the two sides 
from returning to the negotiating table to seek a more evenhanded 
agreement which will be in the long-term interest of both sides.

TREATY TILTS BALANCE AGAINST UNITED STATES

My assessment of this SALT Treaty indicates that it contains 
pluses and minuses. Something as complicated as this SALT Treaty 
cannot be, nor should it be, characterized in black or white terms. 
Having said this, the treaty as it now stands heavily tilts the balance 
against the United States. This treaty will not enhance our security.

I am concerned that if SALT is a continuing process of which this 
agreement is an example, then our weaker leverage and negotiating 
power in SALT III will only result in a continuation of the strategic 
inferiority of the United States. Agreeing to a bad agreement is 
worse than no agreement. A poor SALT II will make it impossible to 
negotiate a good SALT III.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat my previously stated considered and pro
fessional military judgment that as currently drafted this treaty is 
not equal and not adequately verifiable. It will neither enhance deter
rence nor add to stability. It could detract from NATO security and 
allied coherence. This SALT agreement is not in the interest of the 
United States.

Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament by the Group of 21: Cessation of the 
Nuclear Arms Race and Nuclear Disarmament, 
July 12. 19791
In view of the highest priority expressly attributed by the General 

Assembly to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear dis-
1 CD/36/Rev.l.
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armament and bearing in mind the prominent place that this question 
has in the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament, the Group of 21 
deems it its duty to put on record how it considers that the matter 
should be approached in order to get the Committee engaged in 
actual negotiation.

The Group of 21 has in this context noted with satisfaction the ini
tiative of the seven socialist states in CD/4 entitled “Negotiations on 
ending the production of all types of nuclear weapons and gradually 
reducing their stockpiles until they have been completely 
destroyed”.2 While maintaining their full adherence to the pro
gramme of action outlined in paragraph 50 of the Final Document,3 
the Group believes that such initiative may become a stimulus to 
begin exploratory consultations which could lead to effective negotia
tions on nuclear disarmament.

The Group of 21 is of the view that the Committee on Disarmament 
is the most suitable forum for the preparation and conduct of such 
negotiations.

The question of the scope of the negotiations in this Committee has 
to be solved in preliminary negotiations concerning organizational 
matters.

Although other negotiations could and should go in parallel with 
multilateral negotiations within the CD, thereby complementing each 
other to the benefit of both, the Group of 21 believes that negotia
tions conducted outside the CD should not in any way hinder negotia
tions agreed upon to be conducted within the Committee.

The need for undiminished security of States in meaningful disarma
ment negotiations has been recognized by all States. Agreements and 
measures included in paragraph 50 as part of the process of nuclear 
disarmament are closely linked. This relationship together with the 
inherent complexity of all relevant provisions will undoubtedly make 
their faithful implementation particularly difficult. Paragraph 50 is, 
however, one of the key paragraphs of the Programme of Action 
approved by consensus by the first special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament and could not be ignored as unfor
tunately was the case with all measures of nuclear disarmament in 
the proceedings of the CCD.

The Group of 21 therefore proposes that the Committee on Disarm
ament, as a first step to be taken at its present session, endeavour, in 
informal meetings and consultations, to identify the prerequisites 
and elements for multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament 
and to delineate the course of action for the achievement of the objec
tive pursued. On the basis of the progress which may thus be 
achieved in the Committee, the establishment of a working group for 
negotiation of agreements and concrete measures in the field of 
nuclear disarmament may then be envisaged.

2 Submitted Feb. 1; see above.
3 I.e., the Final Document of the G.A. Special Session Devoted to Disarmament. See 

Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411 ff.
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FRG Working Paper Submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Some Aspects of International 
V erificatio n  of Non-Production of Chemical 
Weapons. July 12, 19791

1. In the negotiations on a convention on the prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on 
their destruction the most difficult problem is that of verification. 
Adequate verification of a CW-ban must cover the following areas in 
particular:

(a) destruction of existing stocks of chemical weapons,
(b) destruction or shut-down of existing production facilities for 

such weapons,
(c) control of current production of sensitive chemical agents to 

the extent necessary for the observance of a production ban.
2. This working paper is a contribution to the discussion of the 

item referred to under (c). Part I describes practices and principles of 
effective and economically unharmful control in the light of the 
Federal Republic of Germany’s experience with the surveillance of its 
undertaking not to manufacture chemical weapons. Part II is a sum
mary of the results of the international workshop on the verification 
of the non-production of chemical weapons held in the Federal 
Republic of Germany from 12 to 14 March 1979. Part III puts forward 
for discussion ensuing principles for verifying a chemical weapons 
production ban.

I

The Federal Republic of Germany, already a party to the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925,2 which prohibits the use of biological and chemical 
weapons in war, undertook as early as 23 October 1954 not to manu
facture nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and thereby agreed 
to controls by the Armaments Control Agency of the Western Euro
pean Union to ensure that this undertaking was being observed.3

The Armaments Control Agency established by the revised 
Brussels Treaty of 23 October 1954, has been monitoring the non
production of chemical weapons in the Federal Republic of Germany 
since 1957/58. Controls consist of the evaluation of written informa
tion, supplied upon request, of visits and on-site inspections. The 
experience which the Federal Republic of Germany has gained from 
WEU controls demonstrates that the practices outlined below could 
be useful in establishing effective and economically unharmful verifi
cation of a world-wide ban on the manufacture of chemical weapons.

1 CD/37.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
3 The protocol whereby this obligation was undertaken may be found in American  

Foreign Policy, 1950-1955, Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 979-984 (Dept, of State publica
tion 6446).
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1. Controls are extended to all substances specified in a list to
gether with their chemical formulae. The list is continuously re
viewed by experts and modified or supplemented as necessary.

2. Excluded from controls are all apparatus, parts, equipment, 
installations, substances and organisms which are used for civilian 
purposes or for scientific, medical and industrial research in the field 
of pure and applied science. This affects not only those chemical prod
ucts used primarily for civilian purposes (e.g. hydrocyanic acid and 
cyanogen chloride) and intermediate and end-items not suited to mili
tary purposes, but also, for example, small and therefore militarily 
irrelevant quantities of substances which are recognized as warfare 
agents. Such minimal quantities are required for medical purposes 
and for the research, development and testing of chemical defence 
equipment and techniques.

3. Production controls are applied to end-items and not to manufac
turing processes. Accordingly chemical factories as a whole are not 
subject to control but rather individual substances of military 
relevance.

4. Non-production controls are applied to substances with charac
teristics which have been defined as necessary for the production of 
chemical weapons. These “characteristic substances” are not chem
ical warfare agents but are deemed to be initial or key products with
out which prohibited warfare agents could not be manufactured. 
Depending on which other chemical substances are added to them, 
they are suitable for the production of end-items for civilian purposes 
or for the chemical warfare agents on a prohibited list. The aim of 
controls at production plants is therefore to ensure that such sub
stances are not used for the production of the prohibited chemical 
warfare agents.

5. Controls are carried out in the decisive phase of reaction, the so- 
called controllable stage. The starting point for non-production con
trol of chemical warfare agents is defined as follows:

Controls in factories regarding a chemical product (chemical 
weapons) on the list approved by the council, can take, as their 
starting point, the chemical reaction or reactions immediately 
preceding the possible creation of the product on the list, in 
whatever form it may be.

Thus the controllable stage starts with the phase of production 
which, during the full production process, immediately precedes the 
completion of the end-item. This is the only stage at which controls at 
production plants can be carried out.

6. Chemical substances which can be used for both military and 
civilian purposes are not deemed to be chemical warfare agents if the 
quantities produced do not exceed peaceful civilian requirements. 
The controls determine whether the quantities produced do in fact 
exceed those requirements.

7. The initiative for on-site inspections lies with the Armaments 
Control Agency of the WEU. The director of the agency appoints two
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to four officials of different nationality, one of them a national of the 
country in which the inspection is to be carried out. A representative 
of the competent national authority assists the agency in the execu
tion of its controls.

During such controls the representatives of the agency enquire 
about the organization, operation and production programme of the 
plant.

The subsequent visit to the production plant covers only those 
departments dealing with the decisive phase of reaction. The inspec
tors are shown built-in measuring instruments so that they can verify 
the quantities of the pre-products employed in the production of a 
substance and the final output. If further clarification is required, the 
findings are compared with the factory’s records or books.

8. The inspectors pay special attention to the factory’s safety pre
cautions. These are always clearly visible and cannot be concealed 
and together with the lack of special equipment and installations, pro
vide the clearest possible indication that no chemical warfare agents 
are being produced in the plant.

9. In special cases sampling as a means of control is useful and 
effective for identifying specific substances and determining whether 
they are prohibited warfare agents. The high degree of toxicity of 
most of these substances poses the problem of liability in the case of 
accidents or damage caused or suffered by inspectors.

10. The inspection is carried out in stages in order to avoid, as far 
as possible, any interference with the civilian sector. As soon as the 
inspectors are satisfied that the non-production pledge is being kept, 
the control must cease. If the visit to the production plant, including 
the inspection of special safety precautions (first control measure), is 
not deemed to be sufficient, the control may be extended to the em
ployment of initial and intermediate products in the controllable 
stage (second control measure). If there is still no certainty that 
chemical weapons are not being produced, the factory’s records may 
be checked against the instrument readings (third control measure). 
Samples may be taken as the fourth and last measure.

11. After each on-site inspection the inspectors report orally to the 
director of the agency. They also prepare a written classified report 
which remains in the agency’s files. It may not be brought to the 
notice of any person outside the agency. Neither the factory con
cerned nor the competent national authority is consulted in the prep
aration of the report.

The representative of the national authority who has taken part in 
the inspection also prepares a report so that the authority concerned 
may have its own documents available in the event of recurrent in
spections. This report is transmitted to the management of the fac
tory concerned.

12. The staff of the Armaments Control Agency are international 
officials. They must in no circumstances whatever reveal to third par
ties information obtained as the result of their official tasks. Special
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protection is accorded to industrial, economic, commercial and scien
tific information, whether classified or not.

13. The Armaments Control Agency submits annual reports to the 
Council of the Western European Union. These reports contain the 
number of controls, the names of the companies concerned, and the 
results, stating such difficulties or problems that may have occurred 
without, however, going into detail.

II
1. The workshop held in the Federal Republic of Germany from 12 

to 14 March 1979 served the purpose of illustrating to an inter
national audience of experts, by means of practical examples, the 
experience gained from WEU controls.

The objection occasionally raised to on-site inspections as a means 
of controlling current production in civilian chemical plants is that 
they would be intrusive and liable to harm the legitimate interests of 
the producers since they would involve the disclosure of classified 
information of a technological and economic nature.

The Federal Republic of Germany fully acknowledges the need to 
protect production secrets; being a country with a highly developed 
chemical industry it has itself an interest in such protection. It is, 
however, convinced that it is possible for on-site inspections to prove, 
without disclosing any classified information on the production proc
ess, that chemical warfare agents are not being produced. Warfare 
agents are distinguished from compounds for peaceful uses by their 
considerably higher degree of toxicity. Consequently, the production 
of highly toxic substances on a scale required for military use necessi
tates safety precautions which are visible in certain constructional 
features of the production facilities. The absence of such safety pre
cautions is easily seen during the course of a plant inspection and pro
vides evidence that no highly toxic compounds are being produced. 
Even where safety precautions are continually improved, as existing 
facilities are developed or new facilities established, they will fall far 
short of the protection technology required in factories producing 
warfare agents. Hence, this method of verification does not require 
the disclosure of any production secrets.

2. In the light of experience gained from this international verifica
tion, the purpose of the workshop held in the Federal Republic of 
Germany was therefore to show:

— that international on-site inspections of the current production 
of substances which, by their chemical structure are related to 
warfare agents, are an effective means of verification of a pro
duction ban and

— that such inspections can be carried out without any impair
ment of the factory’s industrial processes and legitimate com
mercial interests.

This was the aim of the invitation Federal Chancellor Schmidt 
made to member States of the United Nations at the Special Session
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of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament in 
May 1978 to participate in a workshop in the Federal Republic of 
Germany.4 The State Secretary of the Federal Foreign Office, Herr 
van Well, renewed this invitation on 26 January 1979 at the opening 
session of the Committee on Disarmament.5 55 experts took part in 
the workshop coming from Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, 
Egypt, Finland, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, 
Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Mexico, the Netherlands, 
Pakistan, Romania, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United 
Kingdom, United States of America and Yugoslavia. A represen
tative of the United Nations Secretary-General also attended the 
workshop.

The programme, co-ordinated with the Federation of Chemical 
Industries offered the participants, after an introductory meeting in 
Bonn, the opportunity to visit the production plant of one of the three 
biggest chemical companies of their choice; either the hostathion and 
afugan production in the Knapsack plant of Hoechst A.G., or the 
parathion and azinphos production of Bayer, A.G. at their plant- 
protection factory in Dormagen, or the thion acide ester plant of 
BASF Aktiengesellschaft in Ludwigshafen, i.e., in each case, the pro
duction of insecticides on a phosphorous basis. Phosphorous insecti
cides are, in their chemical structure and reactions —and in this 
aspect only —related to warfare agents.

The participants had the opportunity to get acquainted with the 
practice of international on-site inspection. The main purpose of this 
exercise was to demonstrate that

— in the absence of safety precautions no supertoxic compounds 
can be manufactured in the production plants at present avail
able to the chemical industry,

— the absence of such safety precautions is perceivable in the 
course of a plant inspection and thus to prove the non
production of warfare agents,

— a rapid conversion of available production plants into plants 
producing warfare agents is technically not possible, and that

— the chemical industry in the Federal Republic of Germany 
does not object to controls of its production plants with regard 
to the possible production of warfare agents or of characteris
tic pre-products of warfare agents.

The final discussion on the workshop showed that it served its 
purpose.

3. It became apparent that any effective verification of a chemical 
weapons ban must include the application of international control 
measures. Naturally they can and should be combined with national 
ones. Regular on-site inspections carried out by an international con
trol authority should, however, be an indispensable component of any

4 The invitation is set forth in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 358-359.
5 CD/PV.5, p. 34.
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international control measures designed to ensure the non
production of chemical weapons as laid down in a convention. Other 
international control measures such as near-site inspections (emis
sion analyses), satellite monitoring, statistical control of production 
figures, and the consumption of raw materials and basic chemicals do 
not suffice to replace on-site inspection, nor can off-site inspections 
and the opto electronic sealing of shut-down factories be a satisfac
tory substitute.

Ill
For the practical verification of a world-wide ban on the production 

of chemical weapons, the following principles can be drawn from this 
experience:

— effective verification of a production ban necessitates ade
quate on-site inspections of current production,

— such inspections can be carried out without any impairment of 
the industrial processes and legitimate commercial interests 
of the plant concerned.

The necessary prerequisites are that
— chemical weapons be precisely defined, and existing lists be 

modified and/or supplemented,
— the fields of pure and applied research and of civilian use 

should be excluded from controls,
— information be furnished in reply to an annual request by a 

verification authority in respect of chemical weapons; this 
would ease the task of selecting those factories which were eli
gible for non-production controls,

— the controllable stages be defined; specific characteristic sub
stances would have to be defined as initial products,

— principles should be worked out for the gradual implementa
tion of non-production controls and that

— the civil peaceful requirements of specific (ambivalent) chem
ical substances on the prohibited list should be roughly esti
mated; they would have to be reported regularly each year.

Statement by Former ACDA Director Smith Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: SALT II 
Treaty, July 16ff 1979

I should say at the start that I have not been involved in SALT 
negotiations for almost 7 years, and make no claim to special exper
tise in the detailed provisions of the proposed treaty.

May I also express the hope that in deliberations on this treaty, 
some of the mood of earlier years of the nuclear era may be recap

1 Hearings on Ex. Y, 96-1 . Pt. 2, pp. 2 -6 .
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tured. What has happened to the awe we used to feel in watching 
nuclear explosions from an atoll in the Pacific? Where is the horror 
we felt in looking at photos of Nagasaki and Hiroshima?

All of us, I think, have become calloused to the threat of nuclear 
war and the effects of nuclear weapons. We seem to be adopting the 
numerical mental attitudes of systems analysts lacking an apprecia
tion of what nuclear war would really be like. We turn to software 
and computer output, not recognizing the very limited utility of these 
tools.

Remember when youngsters engaged in civil defense drills at 
school, involving sheltering under their desks, and at a time when 
every time that siren rang, they used to ask themselves, is this it? 
Newspapers repeatedly showed what one megaton would do to Wash
ington and other cities. Most of that is gone —sublimated —but if we 
are to get through this nuclear valley of death, I think it will take 
more than cold balancing of kilopounds of throw-weight or megatons 
of yield and the rest.

Ten years ago, we started an effort to limit offensive and defensive 
strategic systems. We made progress on defensive, but not offensive 
weapons, because the U.S.S.R. maintained that some American sys
tems in Europe and the Far East had to be taken into account in set
ting limits.

In 1970, we turned down a Soviet offer to first reach an ABM 
Treaty and then continue to try to limit offensive systems. Both must 
go together, we said, and with this proposed treaty we finally will 
have limited both.

I would have felt great satisfaction if SALT I had produced the 
treaty  now before you. It compares very favorably with what we pro
posed to the Soviets in 1970, which was an agreement with no con
straints on MIRV’s or force modernization. SALT I in 1972 turned out 
to be a compromise, a treaty limiting ABM’s together with an interim 
freeze agreement on numbers of missile launchers while negotiations 
continued.2

I like to recall that the Senate gave its advice and consent to the 
ABM Treaty with only two dissenting votes.

That treaty demonstrated that the SALT process could produce an 
agreement that significantly limited a major strategic arms system. 
In effect, it stopped cold any competition in one-half of the strategic 
missile realm, that involving defensive systems.

It has worked well. It has been lived up to by both parties and a 
costly, destabilizing, and perhaps absurd competition was avoided. I 
think America’s security was significantly improved by that arms 
control agreement.

Admittedly, the 1972 freeze had deficiencies. In effect, it was a 
moratorium on new additions to the aggregate numbers of each side’s 
missile launchers at a time when the U.S.S.R. had more deployed and 
under construction than we had.

2 The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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It was United States as well as Soviet policy that left moderniza
tion and replacement during the freeze largely unconstrained. That 
policy and the fact that no MIRV ban was negotiated or even seri
ously tried for by either side contributed to present concerns about 
the prospect of a future imbalance.

The 1972 freeze was an exercise in damage limitation. Without it 
the Soviets could have rather quickly built up their then numerical 
advantage in missile launchers. It accomplished its limited purpose. 
Even now the U.S.S.R. is decommissioning missile submarines to 
keep under the freeze level, but the present treaty is clearly an im
provement. It would eliminate the missile launcher numerical in
equality of the 1972 freeze. It would also significantly limit moderni
zation and replacement possibilities by qualitative controls on new 
types of missiles. It includes heavy bombers.

Critics of the 1972 freeze properly pointed out that it contained no 
data base to confirm our intelligence estimates of Soviet missile 
launcher forces at the start of the freeze, although we had tried to 
extract such information from the Soviet delegation.

SALT II corrects that deficiency and Soviet disclosures have al
ready confirmed our intelligence estimates. The freeze was also criti
cized for lack of definition of what constituted heavy and light 
ICBM’s. This treaty contains precise definitions.

Perhaps the sharpest criticism of the freeze was the claim that dur
ing its 5-year life, the Soviets would develop a capability to destroy 
almost all U.S. ICBM’s in a surprise attack. Now, 7 years later, that, 
fortunately, is still not the case, but a real possibility for the future, a 
remedy for which I understand is being developed and can be de
signed within the constraints of the SALT II Treaty.

Hopefully, results of a SALT III negotiation may provide an even 
better remedy in the form of substantial reductions and further quali
tative constraints.

In 1974, at Vladivostok, the sides reached a general agreement for 
limits on offensive systems.3 Subsequent negotiations resulted in the 
present treaty, which is more favorable to the United States than the 
arrangements foreshadowed by the Vladivostok agreement.

As with any bargain, we did not get everything we wanted, nor did 
the Soviets. Looking back to SALT I, I would say that this treaty 
looks much more like what we then wanted, equal ceilings on central 
strategic systems, with a precise set of limits and controls and spe
cific provisions, than what the Soviets then wanted, a set of general 
principles involving unequal limits to compensate them for certain 
alleged U.S. advantages, in forward based systems, in the existence of 
the strategic forces of France and the United Kingdom, and our Euro
pean submarine bases.

During the 1972 debates, one also heard claims that the SALT I 
provisions could not be verified. Subsequently, there were unsup
ported charges of evasion of specific provisions. Over time, these

3 See ibid., 197k, pp. 746 ff.
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seem in large measure to have been replaced by claims that the spirit 
of those agreements was not being met. It looks to me as if SALT II is 
so precisely drafted as to need no help from any intangible spirit, and 
to my mind, spirit should have no place in Soviet-American arms con
trol agreements.

You may recall earlier anxieties about possible Soviet failure to 
live up to arms control commitments. Some people sought to block 
the limited test ban treaty which has successfully met the danger of 
radiation pollution of the atmosphere by conjuring up possible viola
tions, such as Soviet tests behind the moon. Later efforts to reach a 
Comprehensive Test Ban were met with the big hole theory for de
coupling underground explosions to reduce seismic effects, and anxi
eties about the ABM Treaty centered on claims that the Soviets could 
evade it by upgrading their antiaircraft systems.

I have seen no convincing evidence of intentional Soviet violations 
of the numerous arms control arrangements we have. Two American 
Presidents have certified that there have been none under SALT 1.1 
do not understand the thesis that the United States cannot rely on its 
intelligence systems for accurate information about what the other 
side is doing under agreed limitations which include restraints on 
counterintelligence measures, but could rely on the same intelligence 
systems to alert United States to new developments in an unlimited 
competition with no restraints on counterintelligence measures. Nor 
do I understand why those who are most concerned about possible 
Soviet evasions usually also hold that the proposed treaty strongly 
favors the U.S.S.R.

Were that true, why would the U.S.S.R violate it?
My responsibilities are now in the field of nonproliferation, to try 

to control the spread of nuclear weapons around the world. This is 
called horizontal proliferation, as opposed to vertical, which refers to 
the buildup by the two superpowers of their nuclear forces.

To my mind, the threat to American security from horizontal pro
liferation is substantially greater than that presented by the continu
ing improvement in Soviet forces. Limiting nuclear weapons is not 
just a m atter for the superpowers. Every nation in the world has a 
vital interest and responsibility in this respect.

More than 100 nations have done their part by foreswearing their 
right to possess nuclear weapons in the Nonproliferation Treaty 
[NPT] of 1970.4 That treaty was the result of a bargain. In considera
tion for these commitments not to go for such weapons, the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. made commitments to get their weapons 
under control, and the other NPT parties are watching closely to see 
if we are going to carry out our part of the bargain.

If other countries decide to develop these weapons, and our failure 
to ratify SALT II can contribute to such decisions, American security 
will be seriously diminished, as all Presidents since Truman have rec
ognized. I can assure you that this threat is real and not an empty 
anxiety. As the President’s representative for nonproliferation mat-

4 Printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. Brackets in the original.
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ters, I am keenly conscious of the slim and slow progress that is being 
made to contain this threat. The outcome of SALT II will have a 
direct bearing on all of our efforts to keep down the spread of nuclear 
weapons.

Mr. Chairman, you have asked me to state what I consider to be the 
strengths and weaknesses of the treaty. As a weakness I would cite 
its very short term, unlike the ABM Treaty, which is of indefinite 
duration. As I have said, it looks to be another interim arrangement 
calling for a duration not much longer than the original SALT I 
freeze, but I suppose that for those who worry about the treaty re
straints on U.S. programs, it is a case of the shorter, the better.

It allows substantial buildup in warheads, in part a result of failure 
to achieve a MIRV ban in the early seventies. The threat of ICBM vul
nerability therefore is not eliminated and can only be deflected by a 
new U.S. missile basing system or by subsequent negotiations. Al
though a start is made on reductions, they are not as significant as 
those the United States proposed in March of 1977.

The treaty leaves both sides free to build bombers like the Backfire 
outside of the aggregate limits. After the 2-year protocol, both sides 
will be free to build mobile ICBM systems that could be difficult to 
verify. I am somewhat concerned that a competition in such systems 
may result in a more favorable situation for the Soviets than for us. 
Their geography and social system could more easily absorb such 
deployments.

On a more theoretical than real level it contains the unequal rights 
to fixed heavy ballistic missile launchers for which we have no re
quirement and which the U.S.S.R. at present wants to retain. With all 
fixed launchers becoming vulnerable, Soviet as well as American, I 
cannot conceive of our deploying such fixed launchers in the future. 
More likely to me is future Soviet phaseout of their fixed launchers. I 
have been told that this provision, which derived from the ban on new 
silo construction in the 1972 freeze, was accepted for the treaty at 
Vladivostok where the Soviets made concessions about equal 
launcher levels in spite of other American advantages such as leaving 
American forward based systems unlimited.

As for strengths, which I believe outweigh these weaknesses, I 
would say that we are now in sight of a treaty to match the ABM 
Treaty and which calls for equal ceilings on missile launchers and 
intercontinental bombers, and a beginning of reductions of launchers.

It also puts limits on warhead numbers. It puts limits on MIRVs 
and moderates somewhat the potential of the Soviet threat. It con
tains significant qualitative limitations which would slow down the 
rate of change in force characteristics. It contains controls on 
counterintelligence against our national technical means of verifica
tion, and continues the Standing Consultative Commission, which has 
been a useful mechanism for resolving ambiguities in implementation 
of the treaty.

It would reduce our uncertainties about the nature and levels of 
future Soviet strategic forces. It does not call for any limits on our
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forward based systems or the nuclear forces of our NATO allies. It 
would end the imperfect freeze of 1972, with its unequal missile 
launcher levels, which has lasted for 7 years.

The treaty would give a new thrust to the superpowers’ effort to 
control their nuclear arsenals, and would lay the groundwork for a 
future negotiation for substantial reductions and qualitative 
limitations.

It would register progress in the superpowers’ fulfillment of their 
commitments under the NPT.

But, Mr. Chairman, in the final analysis, it seems to me that the 
case made against SALT II rests not so much on its specific terms, 
but on concerns that its becoming an international obligation and the 
law of the land will somehow prejudice our modernization programs 
and weaken our national will to undertake them.

That argument strikes me more as an argument against any arms 
control rather than against this specific treaty.

In conclusion, it appears that in spite of the current controversy, 
the SALT process itself meets with general approval. There is little 
dissent about the need for further negotiation to improve on the re
sults of SALT II. Disagreement is about the context of further 
negotiations.

Would further negotiations be more likely to produce satisfactory 
results if the constraints provided for in the SALT II Treaty were 
already in existence, or if no limitations existed on Soviet and 
American programs during the continued negotiation.

A more radical position proposed by some is that abrogation of the 
ABM Treaty should also precede further negotiation. That strikes me 
as a very unwise course.

My experience in SALT negotiations suggests that a step-by-step 
procedure offers the best chance for progress, and that we would be 
well advised to register the not insignificant progress of SALT II 
before starting again on the long pull for more comprehensive arms 
control.

Thank you.

Statement by the Former Chairman of the U.S. SALT 
Delegation (Johnson) Before the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations: SALT II Treaty, July 16, 1979 1

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am pleased to ap
pear before this committee to be of whatever assistance I can in your 
important deliberations on the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty 
signed in Vienna, Austria, on June 18 by President Carter and Gen
eral Secretary Brezhnev.

1 Hearings on Ex. Y, 96-1 .Pt. 2, pp. 12-16.
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At the outset, Mr. Chairman, I want to make it clear that I retired 
from the Foreign Service and resigned as Chief of the U.S. delegation 
to SALT on February 28, 1977. Thus I can in no way speak for or on 
behalf of the present administration.

However, I thought it might be helpful if I would summarize some 
of the highlights of the negotiations during the 4-year period I was 
chief of our delegation, that is, from February 1973, until February 
1977.

During this period, I had literally hundreds of meetings, over thou
sands of hours with my Soviet counterpart, Vladimir Semenov, then 
Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister. These negotiations were divided 
into two quite distinct periods. The first period was from March 1973, 
which followed closely upon the conclusion of SALT I,2 until Novem
ber 1974. In November 1974, President Ford met with General 
Secretary Brezhnev at Vladivostok and reached an understanding on 
SALT.3 The translation of that Vladivostok accord into detailed 
treaty form was the subject of the second period of our negotiations 
until my last meeting with the Soviet representative in November 
1976.

Now, for the first phase, Mr. Chairman. In 1972 and early 1973, 
President Nixon had formulated some basic concepts which we were 
putting forward at that phase of our negotiations. These concepts 
were: Equal aggregates on the central systems of the two sides, that 
is, on the aggregate number of ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, 
and heavy bombers; next, eventual reductions in the number of cen
tral systems; next, no provisions to be included or taking into account 
the so-called forward based systems of the United States or the nu
clear systems of our allies as insisted on by the Soviets; and last, the 
inclusion of qualitative limitations, including limitations on ICBM’s 
which were recognized as the most destabilizing of the strategic of
fensive arms.

My initial negotiations with the Soviets were based on these con
cepts, and I want to come back to remind you of these concepts when 
we come to the second phase of the negotiations.

In 1973, we made a formal proposal carrying out these concepts for 
an equal aggregate number of 2,350 on each side. An important 
aspect of the proposals that we made at that time was aimed at quali
tative limitations on strategic offensive arms. These included limita
tions on ICBM throw-weight, and MIRV’s. As far as I know, this was 
the first time that the throw-weight had entered into the negotiations 
and was put forward as a concept.

For their part, the Soviet delegation pressed hard all through the 
period leading up to Vladivostok simply to extend in the new treaty 
the asymmetric limits on ICBM and SLBM launchers which had been 
agreed to in the interim agreement.

2 For the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
3 For the Vladivostok agreement, see ibid., 1974, pp. 746-750.
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At the same time, the Soviets pressed hard for strict and detailed 
limitations on U.S. forward based systems. The Soviets proposed that 
strategic offensive arms be defined for the purposes of the treaty as 
any nuclear system whose characteristics including its geographic 
deployment, enabled it to strike the territory of the other side.

This proposed definition included attack aircraft carriers with nu
clear delivery aircraft as well as U.S. nuclear delivery aircraft de
ployed on the territories of our allies. Although not U.S. forward 
based systems, they also included in their demand for asymmetric 
limits the nuclear systems of what they called third powers, that is, 
the British and the French, but they made it clear that they were 
talking not only about the British and the French, but they were also 
talking about the Chinese in that regard.

Now, the strategy of the U.S. SALT delegation in this 1973-74 
period was to push hard for Soviet acceptance of these basic con
cepts, that is, equal aggregates, reductions, and qualitative limita
tions. At the same time, we continued vigorously to reject the Soviet 
proposals regarding forward based systems and nontransfer. Their 
proposals on nontransfer would have interfered with some of our 
ongoing and proposed programs for cooperation with our allies.

However, the two delegations were not able to come to agreement 
on these issues as of November of 1974. Now, in November 1974, we 
had the summit conference between President Ford and General 
Secretary Brezhnev at Vladivostok at which they agreed on a set of 
principles for the new SALT II Treaty. Some of the important results 
of the Vladivostok accord were: One, a treaty to cover the period up 
to the end of 1985, an equal aggregate ceiling of 2,400 systems, an 
equal subceiling of 1,320 on the MIRVed systems permitted to each 
side, no limitations or account to be taken of U.S. forward-based 
systems or of allied nuclear forces, and to carry over to the new 
treaty the limitations in the interim agreement, freezing the maxi
mum number of ICBM launchers and of modern, heavy ICBM 
launchers.

Given the very strong emphasis the Soviets had continued to place 
right up to the Vladivostok conference on the asymmetric central sys
tems limitations to offset our forward based systems, I personally 
was very surprised, and I was very pleased at President Ford’s suc
cess at Vladivostok in getting the Soviets to agree to equal aggre
gates with no limits on U.S. forward based systems.

When the two delegations returned to Geneva in January 1975, we 
had the task of translating these principles into precise treaty lan
guage. We had some specific aims in this drafting process. One was to 
draft precise and unambiguous definitions of the strategic defensive [offensive] arms to be limited by the treaty. This turned out, 
Mr. Chairman, to be one of our biggest hurdles.

As Ambassador Smith has mentioned, the Soviets favor broad, 
general principles, but they resist very strongly putting these down 
in very precise language. The first reaction of the Soviets to my pro
posal on precise definitions was, we don’t need them, everybody
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knows what an ICBM is, everybody knows what an SLBM is. Why do 
we need them at all? It took some years, I may say, of pushing and 
pulling and hauling and insisting to finally get them to agree to the 
principle that there should be an article in the treaty on definitions, 
and that is now what appears as article II in the treaty, and it was in 
the drafting of those definitions that many of the more important sub
stantive issues, of course, naturally emerged. I do think that what
ever else may have been accomplished in the treaty, we do now have 
a common, you might say, framework and a common base from which 
to operate on what we are talking about.

When it came to such things as, for example, throw-weight, we 
didn’t even have a common concept of what we were talking about. 
We ourselves had to formulate a definition of what we thought throw- 
weight was, and then we had to sell it to the Soviets, and this was not 
an easy proposition.

Similarly, they opposed definitions of MIRV’s and throw-weight in 
the specific limitations on ICBM’s. We tried to make the definition of 
heavy ICBM’s and of light ICBM’s depend not on the launcher dimen
sions, as they did in the interim agreement, but rather, depend on 
throw-weight and on launch-weight as making a precise line between 
what was heavy and what was not heavy.

We also were able to persuade the Soviets, I am pleased to say, to 
agree upon what is now known as the data base. I said to them, you 
know, we cannot ask the Senate of the United States or ask the 
President of the United States to sign a treaty limiting these num
bers and agreeing on numbers unless we know that we agree upon 
the numbers with which we are starting out.

There was great resistance from them on this, but I was pleased to 
see that while we were not successful in getting this accomplished 
during my period there, in the subsequent negotiations, Mr. Warnke 
in particular was able to get them to agree to the principle that even 
before we signed the treaty we agreed on the numbers, the base from 
which we are starting.

I think as the Soviets said to Mr. Warnke at the time they agreed 
to this, they said, you know, this violates 600 years of Soviet history 
in not talking about numbers of our weapons.

We also were successful in getting them to agree on MIRV verifica
tion rules. As you know, the new missiles that they were launching at 
the time and testing at the time, some of them had single warheads, 
some of them had multiple warheads, MIRVed warheads. We were 
successful in getting them to agree that if a launcher had launched a 
missile of a type which had MIRV’s, all launchers of that type, regard
less of whether they in fact contained a MIRV missile or not, would 
count as being MIRVed launchers. This was a very important part of 
our verification limits and verification rules that we were able to 
establish.

In November of 1976, we had not been able to agree upon the defi
nition of air-to-surface missiles, which appeared in the principles that
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the President and General Secretary Brezhnev had agreed upon at 
Vladivostok, and it was around that issue that the issue of cruise 
missiles arose, and there was still disagreement in November of 1976.

There was also disagreement, of course, on the whole question of 
whether the Backfire should be included within the definition of 
heavy bombers. However, in general, I think it fair to say, and I think 
that Mr. Earle has already said, that by November of 1976, about 
80 percent of what is now the treaty had been agreed upon, obvi
ously, ad referendum of the governments, but about 80 percent of the 
treaty had been agreed upon at Geneva.

Now, I want to conclude, Mr. Chairman, with just a brief personal 
word. Criticisms can readily be made of what has or has not been ac
complished by three administrations in this very complicated field. 
The ideal would be an agreement so comprehensive, so perfectly bal
anced, so well anticipating the future that we would never again have 
to concern ourselves with the ominous shadows that these beasts of 
nuclear weapons cast over our lives.

However, we must deal with the world as it is, not as we would 
wish it to be. In my own view, SALT has nothing to do with what 
one’s view may be with respect to detente, coexistence, or any other 
such terms. It has nothing to do with whether one likes the Soviets or 
does not like the Soviets, on whether one trusts the Soviets or does 
not trust them.

I personally accept the statements of the Soviet leaders that they 
intend to remain our implacable foes, if not physically, then, as they 
say, ideologically. However, this should not prevent us from recogniz
ing what is an obvious common interest in doing what we can by 
agreement to reduce the danger of mutual suicide by the limitation of 
the strategic forces of the two sides in a way that will contribute to 
stability rather than to instability in time of crisis.

I feel that the SALT dialog at all levels, chiefs of state, foreign min
isters, the delegations, as well as congressional and private debate, 
has been useful, even though it has not by any means led to a full 
meeting of the minds even among ourselves.

This is understandable, as apart from differing ideologies between 
ourselves and the Soviet Union, and differing philosophies among 
ourselves, we are dealing with a fast moving and evolving technology 
which no agreement is going to freeze. However, as specific points of 
common interest emerge during this dialog, we should seek to 
negotiate agreements on those points without judging the outcome 
against the impossible standard of such a comprehensive and defini
tive agreement that all of the problems for all time to come would be 
resolved.

Rather, each agreement should be judged as to whether it is a con
structive and a useful step forward. In my view, the SALT II agree
ment meets this test.

Thus, Mr. Chairman, I favor its ratification.
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Statement by Former ACDA Director Warnke Before 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: SALT II 
Treaty. July 16. 19791

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, during the past 
week, the Committee has received a full briefing on the details of the 
SALT II treaty and, in the testimony of Secretary of State Vance, 
Secretary of Defense Brown, Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency Director Seignious and Ambassador Ralph Earle, a detailed 
analysis of the reasons why it contributes to the security of the 
United States. It is, therefore, difficult for me to see that I would add 
anything by a largely repetitive statement. I will, of course, be happy 
to reply to any questions that the members of the Committee might 
raise.

In the way of prefatory comments, however, I would like to com
ment briefly on the SALT process itself, as I saw it during my months 
as Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and Chief 
SALT Negotiator. I would like also to address myself to a few lines of 
argument that have questioned the value of this treaty. With regard 
to the process, the Committee, of course, is familiar with the way in 
which the American negotiating position has been developed and im
plemented. From my observation, the decision-making process in 
SALT has been a careful, thorough one that takes into account the 
views of all of the agencies of government primarily concerned in 
arms control and other national security matters. The SALT working 
group and the Special Coordinating Committee that have functioned 
under the National Security Council are multi-agency in composition. 
In the development of our proposals, every effort has been made to 
try and accommodate varying views and reconcile them when there 
have been differences.

Quite naturally, such differences have arisen. It cannot be ex
pected that in every instance the starting points of State, the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs, the National Security 
Council staff and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency will be 
identical. Inevitably, and I think helpfully, there is a bargaining proc
ess that goes on within the United States Government itself proceed
ing in parallel with the bargaining between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. No agency can or should expect that its initial decision 
will automatically prevail. No one of us who has been involved with 
the process has won every battle. Compromise is inevitable if consen
sus is to be reached.

In evaluating the product, therefore, the test must be whether the 
treaty does in fact serve the interests of the United States. It is not, 
as I see it, constructive or even feasible for anyone to pose as the test 
whether the treaty is in all respects what any individual or any 
agency of the United States Government would most like to have 
seen.

1 Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 9 6 - 1  . . . Pt. 2, pp. 22-26.
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Speaking personally, I am frank to admit that there are provisions 
in the treaty that I would have preferred to see written differently 
and other provisions that I would have liked to have seen added. In 
several of these cases, I have some confidence that these changes and 
additions would have been negotiable with the Soviet Union. But 
these considerations are not, as I see it, relevant to the issue now be
fore us. That issue is whether the entry into force of this treaty is in 
the national interest. If not, it should be rejected. If so, it should be 
approved promptly and any unsatisfied further aspirations be ad
dressed in the continuing SALT negotiations.

Some critics of the SALT process have charged that those involved 
in developing our negotiating positions have become preoccupied 
with the need to secure an agreement rather than with the substance 
of that agreement. My experience shows that this charge and this ap
prehension are completely without foundation. There are, obviously, 
some ancillary advantages that can be anticipated from the success
ful completion of the trea ty — making possible other useful arrange
ments with the Soviet Union, fostering allied confidence in American 
leadership and holding the way open for more substantial reductions 
in and controls over nuclear weapons. But, as I see it, these supple
mental benefits can be anticipated if and only if this treaty itself is a 
sound and effective step forward in nuclear arms control. On that 
question, I am confident that an affirmative answer can be given.

With respect to some of the principal lines of argument presented 
in questioning the value of the treaty, I would like to address first the 
major criticisms that it does not do enough to restrict Soviet nuclear 
weapons systems. Principal among these is the argument that the 
SALT II treaty is unequal to the disadvantage of the United States, 
because it does not require the Soviets to get rid of their over 300 
launchers of the so-called heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles.

Some of the more vigorous opponents point out that, for the term 
of the treaty, only the Soviet Union will have this largest type of in
tercontinental ballistic missile. This is true. But the reason is that the 
United States, several years ago, elected for military reasons to stop 
building the large liquid fueled ICBMs and to build instead the 
smaller solid fueled, more readily maintained, more reliable Minute- 
man missiles. We today have none of these heaviest-type missiles be
cause our military planners see no military need for them. During the 
SALT I negotiations, the United States proposed that there be a 
freeze on launchers of these heavy missiles. Although the freeze af
fected only the Soviet Union because the United States had no heavy 
missile program, the Soviets agreed to limit such launchers to the 
number then existing.

In SALT II negotiations, the question of heavy ICBM launchers 
was again addressed. As part of the agreement reached at Vladivos
tok when President Ford met with Mr. Brezhnev in late 1974, the 
Soviets accepted our insistence that the SALT II limits apply only to 
intercontinental range nuclear delivery vehicles, and not to our for
ward based systems that could strike Soviet targets from European
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bases. The United States in turn accepted the fact that SALT II 
would not require reductions in Soviet heavy ICBM launchers.2

Despite the Vladivostok understanding, the proposals we pre
sented in Moscow in March of 1977 included a reduction of about one- 
half in the Soviet heavy missile launchers. This bargaining position 
was, not unexpectedly, unacceptable. The Soviets pointed out that 
this would require them to cut out about 150 of their newest missile 
launchers, while the United States would eliminate no launchers and 
was proposing to go ahead with its own new programs including new 
and larger submarine launched ballistic missiles and long-range 
cruise missiles on strategic bombers.

The Soviets did, however, agree to continue the SALT I ban on any 
increase in the number of heavy missile launchers. In addition, the 
Soviets accepted an amended American proposal putting a subceiling 
of 820 on all types of MIRVed ICBMs. From the standpoint of the 
strategic balance, this is a more effective limit than if the SALT II 
agreement required a cut just in the Soviet SS-18s, but permitted 
them a total of 900 or 1000 MIRVed ICBM launchers of all types.

In short, therefore, the SALT I freeze on heavy missile launchers — 
carried over into SALT II —represents a constraint on Soviet pro
grams and none on our own. We have no heavy missiles because our 
military planners continue to see no U.S. military need for them. But 
the Soviets have to limit their program substantially below what it 
would be in the absence of SALT.

Those who argue that the SALT II treaty should be rejected be
cause the Soviets wouldn’t agree to give up all or most of their heavy 
missiles thus turn logic on its ear. Under the SALT limitations, the 
Soviets will have far fewer launchers of SS-18s and of all MIRVed 
ICBMs —18s, 19s and 17s —than if SALT were to be rejected. A vote 
against SALT therefore is a vote for more of these biggest Soviet nu
clear weapons.

The fact that SALT limits Soviet heavy missiles and in no way in
terferes with planned American programs is dramatically shown by 
the SALT II negotiations about ICBMs on mobile launchers. The 
SALT I limits on size applied to the fixed launchers, not the missiles 
themselves. The Soviets were limited in SS-18 deployment because 
of the ban on building new ICBM silos or substantially enlarging ex
isting silos. Accordingly, inasmuch as our MX would be deployed on 
mobile launchers, not in fixed silos, continuation of SALT I restraints 
would not limit its launch weight or throw-weight. The MX could 
have been designed to be as large as the heaviest Soviet missile.

Of course, the absence of size restrictions on ICBMs on mobile 
launchers would permit an increase in Soviet deployment of more 
SS-18 size ICBMs. After extensive study of the question, the Secre
tary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs concluded that the optimum size 
for the MX would be no greater than the Soviet SS-19, the heaviest 
light missile as defined in the SALT II treaty. In accordance with the

2 For the Vladivostok agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746 ff.
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decision of our military planners, therefore, the negotiators in 
Geneva proposed Article IX, subparagraph 1(d), which bars “mobile 
launchers of heavy ICBMs.” The Soviet negotiators stoutly resisted 
this limitation, recognizing it as in effect a restraint only on a Soviet 
program. Eventually, however, they agreed to accept it.

The importance of the SALT II restrictions on the Soviet land- 
based ICBM force can best be seen by considering what the Soviets 
could do if the SALT II restrictions did not go into effect. Without 
SALT the Soviets would be free to build as many new ICBM launch
ers as they saw fit. Their on-going programs include not just one, but 
a whole fifth generation of the new Soviet intercontinental ballistic 
missiles. There would be no limit on the size of such missiles and most 
important, no limit on the number of MIRVs or separate nuclear 
bombs with which each missile could be equipped. The SS-18 in the 
absence of SALT could have as many as 30 or even 40 separate 
warheads.

The restrictions negotiated in SALT, therefore, improve the sur
vivability of our own strategic force, and indeed the survivability of 
the United States, by preventing Soviet deployment of many thousand 
additional strategic nuclear warheads. We can, accordingly, have con
fidence that our retaliatory capability is not in jeopardy and that a 
nuclear attack is fully deterred.

Critics of the agreement, however, recently have argued that a col
lapse of SALT would not mean any appreciable increase in Soviet 
strategic nuclear forces. They maintain that the Soviet Union is al
ready doing as much as it can afford to do. Their remarkable conten
tion is that the Soviets have been pushed to the limits of their re
sources and, presumably, that without SALT they could do no more 
while we would have a free hand to increase our spending and ac
tually could achieve some sort of strategic advantage.

This argument, in my opinion, sadly misconceives the real world. 
The facts are that the Soviets by merely continuing their existing 
programs unconstrained by SALT would have over 3000 strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles by the end of the SALT II period and could 
have as many as 18,000 strategic nuclear warheads in their inventory. 
This would require no big increase in annual spending, but merely a 
continuation of their production lines. Production of the SS-16, with 
its potential for deployment on existing Soviet mobile ballistic mis
sile launchers, also could easily be resumed.

Moreover, there is no basis for the suggestion that the Soviets are 
at the end of their tether and that they could not make substantial 
increases in expenditures on strategic nuclear weapons. Were this to 
be the case, the much-vaunted Soviet threat would loom less large.

As for myself, I am unable thus to discount the Soviet military po
tential. Admittedly, they spend a very large proportion of their re
sources on defense. Without this heavy drain, the average Soviet citi
zen’s standard of living unquestionably would be higher. But the 
hard-come-by gains in that standard of living could readily be di
verted by a government that need not face an aggrieved electorate
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and further sacrifices could be demanded in the name of Soviet na
tional security. Moreover, we could anticipate that a Soviet leader
ship would have considerable success in marshalling popular opinion 
to believe that American rejection of SALT portended a change away 
from any effort at detente, a decision for all-out confrontation and 
hence a grave risk to Soviet security.

For our own security, the risks of a substantial additional buildup 
in numbers of Soviet missiles and numbers of Soviet warheads, with a 
consequent decrease in the survivability of our own forces and the 
stability of the deterrent, cannot blithely be disregarded by predic
tions that economic constraints and domestic priorities can substi
tute for SALT limits on Soviet strategic forces.

Another major criticism, and indeed the focus of the most insistent 
complaints about SALT II, is the alleged impact on U.S. ability to im
prove its strategic forces. The fact is that, as explained by the Presi
dent after SALT was signed: “The agreement constrains none of the 
reasonable programs we have planned to improve our defenses.” 
Throughout the negotiations, care was taken to preserve the options 
that those responsible for our military force planning have defined as 
necessary to our security.

I have referred to our deterrent triad of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles and strategic 
bombers. Each of these components can be modernized during the 
SALT II treaty period.

Our heavy bombers can be equipped with cruise missiles of unlim
ited range, assuring that this part of our nuclear deterrent could pen
etrate any conceivable Soviet air defense through 1985 and well into 
the future. Existing bombers can be equipped with as many as 20 
such missiles, and when new bombers are produced, each one can 
carry an even greater number.

Our ballistic missile submarine force will remain invulnerable to 
any antisubmarine warfare developments because of new longer- 
range Trident missiles. As these come into the force, our submarines 
can operate in coastal waters of the United States for greater surviv
ability and easier command and control.

The exception permitted each side for a new ICBM will permit us 
to develop the MX missile and deploy it after the period of the Proto
col on whatever type of mobile launcher system is decided upon as 
best to improve the survivability of this part of our force.

As the Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the Committee last Wednes
day, there are “a number of important restrictions in SALT II which 
operate primarily to our advantage.” The Chiefs pointed out further: 
“On the other hand, the specific limits on the United States are quite 
nominal.” In short, SALT measurably adds to the security of the 
United States by improving the survivability of the U.S. strategic de
terrent. It does so by limiting Soviet developments that would add 
many thousands of additional warheads to the Soviet threat and by 
leaving us free to make those changes that protect our retaliatory 
forces.
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Ironically, it is the fact that some new nuclear weapons programs 
can continue under SALT II that create another type of concern with 
regard to the effects of arms control efforts. Sincere supporters of 
arms control decry the fact that SALT does not go further and even 
impose a moratorium on any and all new nuclear weapons programs.

I can sympathize with their view. I personally would have pre
ferred to see an agreement with more drastic cuts and more inhibi
tions on nuclear weapons. I also feel that the dissatisfaction ex
pressed by supporters of arms control can be constructive to the 
extent that it leads to prompt efforts to achieve more drastic cuts in 
and controls over nuclear arms. But I would ask them, as I would ask 
critics on the other end of the spectrum, to recognize that any negoti
ated agreement must be a compromise —both with the other side and 
within our own government.

We have had to recognize that the Soviets won’t accept provisions 
that would trim the respective force structures to the taste and to 
the unilateral advantage of the United States. They won’t scrap their 
big ICBMs while we insist on unlimited range cruise missiles on heavy 
bombers and on no controls on our nuclear forces in Europe that can 
destroy Soviet targets. Nor, given their heavy responsibility for our 
military strength, can the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs 
be expected to rely solely on arms control to preserve our deterrent 
forces.

In addition, the kinds of limits that can be written into a SALT 
agreement are only those that can be verified. As a m atter of law, and 
as a m atter of logic, controls can’t be adopted, no matter how desir
able they might be in theory, unless you can be sure you will know 
they are being met.

Any arms control treaty must recognize conflicting views and con
flicting interests. The result cannot be expected to fit anyone’s ideal. 
But I am convinced from hard experience that no more far-reaching 
treaty  could, at this time, have been negotiated and that if this treaty 
is rejected or drastically altered, there is no realistic chance that a 
better treaty will be negotiated in the foreseeable future.

Through the Protocol and the Joint Statement of Principles, the 
road is cleared to greater progress in future SALT negotiations. The 
Protocol buys us time to decide whether our security would be in
creased or diminished by deployment of mobile launchers of ICBMs 
and long-range cruise missiles on ground or ship launchers. The Joint 
Statement sets the terms of reference for SALT III. SALT II is thus 
the indispensable foundation for further measures of strategic arms 
control.

As I mentioned earlier in my statement, the SALT II treaty must 
initially be examined in terms of the effect of its detailed provisions 
on our national security. Its foreign policy implications, however, are 
also relevant to this Committee’s deliberations.

Previously, witnesses critical of the treaty have suggested that the 
uniform support for its approval strongly voiced by the heads of gov
ernment of our Western European allies does not reflect support of
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the specific terms but rather stems from their concern about the po
litical repercussions of the treaty’s rejection. Because of the continu
ing consultations with the North Atlantic Council during the course 
of the SALT II negotiations, I know personally that our allies are 
fully aware of and in favor of the trea ty ’s detailed provisions. There 
is no basis for the contrary assertion made in a paper presented a few 
months ago by the group known as the Coalition for Peace Through 
Strength. The prediction in that paper that, because of SALT II, the 
countries of Western Europe may choose the option of “an accommo
dation with the Communist bloc” is both absurd and irresponsible. 
Other suggestions that NATO governments support the SALT 
treaty publicly but oppose it privately demean, I believe, both the in
dependence and the integrity of alliance leadership.

The other countries of the world also have a stake in the control of 
military competition between the two nuclear superpowers. The 
spectre of nuclear war threatens their own existence. And they rec
ognize the grave risk that nuclear weapons will proliferate if the 
arms race rages unabated. The countries of Eastern Europe would 
see any intensification of the US/Soviet confrontation as a cause for 
despair because of the certainty that the Soviet net would tighten.

The current Soviet leadership sees SALT and the SALT process as 
the cornerstone of the US/Soviet relationship. Success in SALT won’t 
guarantee detente. Its collapse, however, would make detente impos
sible. If, after almost seven years of negotiations, the Soviet leader
ship should now see the U.S. turn away from an agreement that 
would limit nuclear weapons to the mutual security of both sides, 
they could be expected to see little chance for any improvement in 
relations or any future other than constant confrontation. Their stake 
in SALT, their interest in its continuation, today must be considered 
by them in decisions on Soviet international conduct.

The SALT II treaty won’t solve all our foreign policy problems and 
meet all our security needs. It is, however, an indispensable compo
nent in a realistic foreign policy and a sound step toward greater 
national security.

Statement by the ACDA Assistant Director for Nonpro
liferation (Van Doren) Before Subcommittees of the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Second Nonpro
liferation Treaty Review Conference, July 16, 19791

The mandate for this conference —like that for the first Review 
Conference held in 1975 —stems from Article VIII (3) of the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, which provides as follows:

1 The Second Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty R eview  Conference: Implications of 
Recent Nuclear Developments: Hearing Before the Subcommittees on International 
Security and Scientific Affairs and on International Economic Policy and Trade of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, Ninety-sixth Congress, First 
Session, pp. 19-22.
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Five years after the entry into force of this treaty, a con
ference of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzer
land, in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view 
to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions 
of the Treaty are being realized. At intervals of five years 
thereafter, a majority of the parties to the Treaty may 
obtain . . . the convening of further conferences with the same 
objective of reviewing the operation of the Treaty.2

Special features of this mandate should be noted:
1. The conference is one of parties to the Treaty, and non-parties 

cannot vote or otherwise participate in decision-making of the confer
ence.

2. The review is to be a broad one, with a view to assuring that both 
the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are be
ing realized.

In the latter connection, one should realize that the Treaty has two 
broad classes of provisions —

(A) Those directly aimed at preventing the further spread of nuclear 
weapons through Treaty undertakings and international safeguards 
(Articles I, II, III, and VII and associated preambles); and

(B) Those which the non-nuclear-weapon states insisted be included 
in the Treaty to ensure: That their enjoyment of the peaceful bene
fits of nuclear energy would not only not be hindered but would be 
facilitated by the Treaty (Articles IV and V and associated preambles), 
and that their forswearing of nuclear weapons would be matched by 
efforts on the part of nuclear weapon states to limit and reduce their 
nuclear arsenals (Article VI, containing an undertaking “to pursue 
negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to the cessa
tion of the nuclear arms race at any early date and to nuclear disar
mament” and associated preambles, including one expressly recalling 
the determination expressed by the parties to the Limited Test Ban 
Treaty “to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of 
nuclear weapons for all time and to continue negotiations to this 
e n d ”)

While not included in ihe treaty itself, another concern of the non
nuclear weapon states during the negotiation of the treaty related to 
security assurances from the nuclear weapon states, either to assist 
them if they were threatened by nuclear blackmail or the victim of a 
nuclear attack, or at least to pledge not to use or threaten to use nu
clear weapons against them. Some degree of the first type of assur
ance was provided by a 1968 U.N. Security Council Resolution, and 
accompanying statements by the Soviet Union, the United States and 
the United Kingdom, and this was an integral part of the negotiating 
history of the treaty, which I would like to submit for the record.3

2 The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
3 The res. and the U.S. statement are printed ibid., pp. 439-440, 444. For the U.K. and 

Soviet statements, which are substantially identical, see S/PV. 1430, pp. 11 -15 ,17 -20 .
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THE 1975 NPT REVIEW CONFERENCE

Against this background, I can address the first m atter which you 
asked me to discuss —a general overview of the central issues and 
outcomes of the First NPT Review Conference, held in 1975, to which 
I was one of the U.S. representatives.

In this connection, I would like to submit for the record a copy of 
the principal work product of that conference —its Final Declaration,4 
which was adopted by consensus. This declaration is a generally posi
tive and constructive one, as I shall point out below. But it is only fair 
to note that a number of the developing countries represented at the 
Conference complained that their concerns were not adequately re
flected and only reluctantly agreed at the last moment not to oppose 
consensus, out of deference to the masterful efforts of the Conference 
Chairman Mme. Thorsson of Sweden.

Their disgruntlement did not relate to those portions of the Final 
Declaration that dealt directly with preventing proliferation and pro
moting and strengthening international safeguards. On these mat
ters, the Conference achieved some very positive results. Since these 
have been grossly neglected in all published accounts of the Confer
ence, I request that a summary of these positive results of the Con
ference be inserted in the record at this point. I think you will be 
struck by the many ways in which these results are consistent with, 
and supportive of, U.S. efforts in this field, including many of the re
forms provided for in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.5

But on the related issues of progress in nuclear disarmament, achieve
ment of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, facilitating the enjoyment 
of the peaceful benefits of nuclear energy, and security assurances, 
there was widespread disappointment and considerable rancor. Prob
ably the bitterest reflection of this was the statement inserted in the 
final document by Yugoslavia, which concluded that the situation was 
so bad that it would have to re-examine its attitude toward the Trea
ty. A number of other delegations inserted in the final document na
tional statements containing similar complaints.

While these complaints were based in part upon unrealistic expec
tations of what the conference could accomplish, they nevertheless 
reflected serious concerns which, if ignored, could greatly weaken 
support for the NPT, which is the linchpin of our non-proliferation ef
forts. Failure to take cognizance of these concerns will not only impair 
our ability to win more widespread adherence to the Treaty, but also 
increase the risk that some of the present parties might defect and 
begin unraveling the non-proliferation regime which we have so 
laboriously built up.

IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 1975 REVIEW CONFERENCE

There has been an enormous amount of water over the dam since 
the 1975 Review Conference. Since you are familiar with most of 
these developments, I shall merely summarize them briefly:

4 The declaration is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 146-156.
5 Printed ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
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A number of additional states have joined the NPT, including 
Japan, Switzerland, Sri Lanka, Portugal, South Yemen, and most 
recently, Indonesia which deposited its instrument of ratifica
tion last Thursday, bringing the total number of parties up to 
110. In addition, the Turkish Parliament recently approved rati
fication of the Treaty. And France, though not a party to the 
Treaty, has acted as if it were one, and become increasingly co
operative in non-proliferation efforts.

Major progress has been made in realizing the full potential of 
the Treaty for the Denuclearization of Latin America.6 The 
Soviet Union has ratified Protocol II to that Treaty, with the re
sult that all five nuclear weapon states have now joined that pro
tocol, under which they agree to respect the Latin American 
Nuclear Free Zone and not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against its Latin American parties. France and the 
United States have signed Protocol I, subjecting their territories 
in Latin America to the Treaty’s regime. And Argentina has de
clared its intention to join the Treaty.

Considerable progress has been m ade-as recommended by the 
1975 Review Conference —toward achieving full-scope safeguards 
in non-nuclear weapon states. Canada, Australia, Sweden and 
Austria limit their nuclear exports to those who have accepted 
such full-scope safeguards, and the U.S. Nuclear Non-Prolifera
tion Act of 1978 has essentially the same effect. The Euratom 
states have entered into an NPT safeguards agreement with the 
IAEA7 and have virtually completed the steps necessary to fully 
implement this agreement. And there has been widespread rec
ognition of the requirement for the durability of safeguards once 
they are attached, as the Non-Proliferation Act now requires for 
new U.S. agreements for cooperation.

There have been considerable improvements in safeguards 
techniques, implementation and instrumentation, and more 
serious self-examination by the IAEA —all of which were recom
mended by the 1975 Review Conference.

The voluntary safeguards offer by the United Kingdom has 
been brought into force; that by the United States is now pending 
before the U.S. Senate; and one by France has been approved by 
the IAEA Board of Governors.

There has been greatly increased attention —as also recom
mended by the 1975 Review Conference —to physical protection 
of nuclear materials and facilities, and international agreement 
on standards for such protection.

The Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines8 and our Nuclear Non-Pro
liferation Act of 1978 have supported these improvements in 
measures directly related to preventing proliferation.

But with respect to the issues that were most troublesome at the 
1975 Review Conference, the record is more mixed:

With respect to progress toward disarmament, the Soviets 
and the United States have signed a Salt II Treaty (including a

*IbicL, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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Protocol) and a Joint Statement of Principles and Basic Guide
lines for Subsequent Negotiations on the Limitation of Strategic 
Arms. Assuming favorable action on the Treaty by the U.S. 
Senate, we and the Soviets will move directly into SALT III ne
gotiations aimed at achieving substantial further reductions in 
the numbers of strategic offensive arms and further restrictions 
on their qualitative improvement. Together, the SALT II agree
ments and the start of SALT III negotiations will enable us to 
point to significant accomplishments in meeting our obligations 
under Article VI of the NPT. But if the SALT Treaty is rejected 
by the Senate, or otherwise acted upon in a manner that prevents 
its entry into force, we will face extremely serious problems at 
the Review Conference. And these problems will have a far greater 
impact on our interests than condemnatory resolutions at the 
U.N. General Assembly or at other international conferences. 
For, as noted above, these problems could lead to the unraveling 
of the NPT and undermine the nonproliferation regime that we 
have built on its foundation. And this could create grave threats 
to international stability and security.

With respect to progress toward a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty —which many states consider a fundamental step toward 
cessation of the nuclear arms race —we can report that since 
1975 we have reopened negotiations with the Soviet Union and 
the United Kingdom on the subject, which we expect to lead to a 
multilateral treaty. But unless we can show much clearer pro
gress toward achievement of this goal by mid-1980, we can ex
pect serious problems at the Review Conference.

On the subject of security assurances, substantial progress 
has been made since 1975. Not only have all five nuclear weapon 
states ratified Protocol II to the Latin American Treaty —as 
noted above —but declarations were also made by each of them 
at last year’s U.N. Special Session on Disarmament.

Our statement was that
the United States will not use nuclear weapons against any non- 
nuclear-weapon state party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty 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.

The developments that are likely to present the most trouble
some issues at the Conference —other than the unique difficulties 
that would result from a failure to ratify SALT II —are those 
relating to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

Most of the difficulties stem from the increased awareness on the 
part of the United States and other suppliers of the special prolifera
tion risks posed by increasing international traffic in nuclear 
materials in forms directly usable in nuclear explosives and by the 
unnecessary spread of facilities capable of producing such materials. 
Prior to 1975, this was more a theoretical problem than a real one.
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But, as you are aware, the pressures to proceed with reprocessing 
and thermal recycle and to acquire independent enrichment capabili
ties began mounting. The efforts of the Nuclear Suppliers Group to 
cope with this problem —modest though they were in fact —met with 
strong criticism from the developing countries, especially those that 
had joined the NPT. They criticized the Suppliers Group for being 
secret and exclusive, for establishing nuclear trading rules without 
their participation, and for acting inconsistently with what they con
sidered to be a basic bargain in the NPT —freedom of peaceful, non
explosive nuclear development as long as it was subject to safeguards.

This criticism was intensified when this Administration’s nuclear 
export policy was first announced in April, 19779 and when the Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978 (NNPA) became law. Both have been widely 
misunderstood, and the latter has been criticized for making unilater
al, retroactive changes in existing supply commitments.

In dealing with these complaints, we will have to show that our ac
tions have not been inconsistent with the objectives of Article IV of 
the NPT and were in fact necessary to carry out the underlying pur
pose of the NPT; to stress that both the Nuclear Suppliers’ Guidelines 
and the NNPA were in large measure realizations of the recommen
dations of the 1975 Review Conference (as shown in the chart I have 
submitted for the record); to underline that the type of assistance 
needed by most states to enjoy the benefits of nuclear energy does 
not include sensitive facilities; to point out the impressive record of 
cooperation with NPT parties that has in fact taken place since 1975; 
and to build on the groundwork laid by the International Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation (INFCE), which will hold its final conference in February, 
1980.

The institution of INFCE has already helped dilute some of this 
criticism. INFCE is open-ended in participation, its work is available 
to any participating nation or organization, and its conclusions are 
not binding. It has also resulted in a wider appreciation of the prolif
eration risks we are concerned about and the need to take measures 
to allay these concerns. It has analyzed a number of such measures, 
and has enhanced our understanding of the legitimate concerns of 
other participants —especially with respect to the need for greater 
assurance of nuclear supplies.

Messrs. Chairmen, in view of the length of this statement, I would 
like to submit for the record answers to the more detailed questions 
in your letter of invitation.

U.S. PREPARATIONS FOR 1980 REVIEW CONFERENCE

The third general point you asked me to discuss was U.S. prepara
tions and expectations for the 1980 Review Conference. I have al
ready dealt at some length with our expectations. Preparations for 
the Conference are well underway. An interagency backstopping

9 Ibid., 1977 , pp. 219-224, 275-279.
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group —which I chair —has been in operation for over six months. 
The first of three meetings of the Preparatory Committee of Parties 
to the Treaty was held in Geneva in April, and a second will be held 
this August. The first made good progress in establishing the me
chanics and procedures for the Conference; the second will deal with 
sharing the costs of the Conference and review of the background 
papers that the IAEA, the U.N. Secretariat, and OPANAL were asked 
to draft. In the third and last meeting —scheduled for next Spring — 
account will have to be taken of the relevant results of INFCE and of 
other intervening developments, and some consideration will be 
given to the nature of the final product of the Conference. Meanwhile, 
we have had a number of bilateral consultations on the Conference 
with other Treaty parties.

Thus we are well on our way to preparing to deal with the Con
ference procedurally. We are considering further initiatives to deal 
with the peaceful uses issue, and the Geneva Disarmament Conference 
is currently discussing the security assurance issue. But the most 
critical requirement is to be able to demonstrate compliance with our 
Article VI obligations. And on this, the difference between a con
structive and a damaging outcome of the Conference depends first of 
all on what the Senate does with SALT II.

Messrs. Chairmen, you well know how critical our non-proliferation 
policy is to this Administration’s overall security and foreign policy. 
It is being pursued diligently and vigorously with our friends and our 
Allies and with other countries around the world. There is a global 
consensus that the threat of nuclear proliferation poses unacceptable 
risks to all nations. Most nations have made the NPT the cornerstone 
of their non-proliferation policy. We cannot and will not permit that 
cornerstone to be weakened, but must do all in our power to enhance 
its strength. As we move toward the 1980 Review Conference, we 
will be looking for ways to do this and will strive to insure that the 
NPT regime is not undermined by others.

Statement by Secretary of Defense Brown Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Verification 
of the SALT II Treaty, July 18f 1979 1

I am here today to discuss one of the most important issues concern
ing the new SALT II agreement, the question of verification. I be
lieve that verifiability is a necessary condition of any good arms con
trol agreement. Without it, even the most attractive and advantageous 
agreement should be rejected. We are dealing in SALT with our prin
cipal military competitor, our chief political —and potential military — 
adversary. We expect compliance with the accord, but we cannot rely 
on trust or optimistic assumptions about Soviet behavior. The treaty 
must be adequately verifiable from the day it enters into force.

1 Hearings on Ex. Y, 9 6 - 1 Pt. 2, pp. 239-250.
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Let me begin my presentation by stating my conclusion: we can ad
equately verify Soviet compliance with the provisions of SALT II. 
We will be be able, by our own intelligence efforts, to detect a Soviet 
violation in time to react so as to block or offset any substantive 
military advantage that could result from the violation. Put another 
way, any Soviet cheating which would pose a significant military risk 
or affect the strategic balance would be detected by our intelligence 
in time for the United States to respond effectively.

MONITORING AND VERIFICATION

To monitor Soviet compliance with the provisions of SALT II, we 
employ a set of intelligence capabilities known as “national technical 
means.” This general term covers a variety of methods for monitor
ing Soviet military activities, including photographic satellites and 
other technical collection means. These systems enable us to monitor, 
for example, Soviet telem etry— technical data transmitted by radio 
signals from the Soviet missiles during tests —from outside Soviet 
territory. Other examples of national technical means include the 
ships, aircraft, and land-based radars used to monitor Soviet missile 
testing.

This is not a complete list of the technical devices that constitute 
our national technical means. Still less is it a complete list of all U.S. 
intelligence resources. Many of our intelligence resources are very 
sensitive, and public acknowledgement of their capabilities would 
make it far easier for the Soviets to negate them. For that reason, 
public information about the details of our intelligence facilities and 
capabilities is quite limited. Although there have been a number of 
discussions in the media about our intelligence sources, it would not 
be in the nation’s best interest to comment publicly on the accuracy 
of reported capabilities. The details of our intelligence collection ca
pabilities will be covered in considerable detail during closed testi
mony. All Senators will have access to this information before voting 
on the Treaty through procedures worked out with the leadership, 
and will be able to make their own judgments about the adequacy of 
our capability.

It is important to distinguish the nature of monitoring from the 
process of verification. Monitoring, in the SALT context, is the task 
of collecting and analyzing information about Soviet systems subject 
to SALT limits. Verification refers to the continuing process of assess
ing compliance with the provisions of arms control agreements. It is 
the process of judging whether a state is living up to its international 
obligations. It uses the results of monitoring as one key input, but re
lies on other assessments and judgments as well.

It is also important to remember that monitoring is simply a name 
for one type of strategic intelligence. Our need for such information 
did not begin with SALT. The United States spends billions of dollars 
every year to maintain the most sophisticated and capable intelligence- 
gathering system the world has ever seen. With or without SALT we
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have a vital interest in keeping track of Soviet strategic forces. Doing 
so is our highest intelligence priority.

The attached chart reflects the range of our monitoring and detec
tion confidence. “High confidence” in detecting a prohibited activity 
means that we have a probability of detection greater than 90%. 
With respect to counting and measuring requirements, high confi
dence means that we have an uncertainty of less that 10%. “High 
moderate” confidence is a probability of detecting a prohibited activi
ty of between 75 and 90%, or an uncertainty in counting and measure
ment of between 10 and 25%. Ranges for moderate, low, and very low 
confidence are shown on the chart.

The United States by necessity takes a conservative approach to 
monitoring an arms agreement. We cannot afford to do otherwise in a 
m atter so fundamental to our national security. Anything less than a 
50 percent chance of detection, for example, we consider as providing 
“low confidence” in our monitoring capability. At the same time, 
however, what we take to be “low confidence” may appear to the So
viets as a high risk. A somewhat less than even chance of U.S. detec
tion would probably appear as a prohibitively high risk to a Soviet 
planner contemplating cheating, particularly when he considered the 
likely U.S. reaction to such a discovery.

RANGES OF MONITORING AND 
DETECTION CONFIDENCE

CHANCES OUT 
OF 100 

OF DETECTING 
(PROHIBITIONS)

PERCENTAGE 
OF UNCERTAINTY 

(COUNTING & 
MEASURING)
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THE ADEQUACY OF VERIFICATION

Our impressive monitoring capability does not mean that we can be 
certain of detecting every conceivable treaty violation — or every con
ceivable change in Soviet strategic forces —as soon as it occurs. That 
is an impossible and unnecessary standard to meet, either for 
verification or for intelligence generally. No arms limitation agree
ment can ever be absolutely verifiable. The relevant test is not an 
abstract ideal, but the practical standard of whether we can deter
mine compliance adequately to safeguard our security— that is, 
whether we can identify attempted evasion if it occurs on a large 
enough scale to pose a significant risk, and whether we can do so in 
time to mount a sufficient response. Meeting this test is what I mean 
by the term “adequate verification.”

I should note that “adequate verification” has been our objective 
throughout the entire ten years of SALT negotiations. As a member 
of the U.S. delegation to SALT I, I recall President Nixon’s instruc
tion in 1969 that “any agreed measures must be subject to adequate 
verification.” That has been the consistent policy of our government 
ever since. It is also the standard embodied in the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act.

Adequate verification depends on a number of factors. Among the 
most important are our capability to monitor Soviet activities related 
to compliance; our assessment of the risks to the United States (and 
benefits to the Soviet Union) of potential violations in light of the 
probability of detection; and our ability to carry out appropriate and 
timely responses if violations are discovered.

U.S. INTELLIGENCE RESOURCES

Any judgment about the adequacy of verification must begin with 
an examination of our own intelligence collection systems and tech
niques for analysis. Our national technical means enable us to monitor 
various key aspects of Soviet strategic programs, including the devel
opment, testing, production, deployment, training, and operation of 
Soviet strategic capabilities. We can perform these tasks despite the 
closed nature of Soviet society.

Our national technical means enable us to assemble a detailed pic
ture of Soviet forces, including the characteristics of individual sys
tems, by using information from a variety of sources. For example, 
our intelligence system has enabled us to build a comprehensive 
understanding of the Soviet ICBM system from design through 
deployment. We know that the Soviets have four design bureaus for 
the development of their ICBMs. We monitor the nature of the proj
ects and the technologies pursued at these bureaus. We know which 
bureau is working on each of the new or significantly modified ICBMs 
known to be under development. We have a reasonably good idea of 
when they will begin flight-testing of these missiles.

Missile production takes place at several main assembly plants and 
at hundreds of subassembly plants, employing hundreds of thousands
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of workers. We monitor the Soviet ICBM deployment areas on a 
regular basis, observing construction activity, movement of people 
and materials, and training exercises. We have a good understanding 
of the organizational and support structure for deployed ICBM units.

We regularly monitor key areas at the Soviet ICBM test ranges. 
We monitor missile test firings with a wide variety of sensors: 
cameras taking pictures of launch and impact areas; infrared detec
tors measuring heat from the engine; radars tracking ICBMs in 
flight; and radios receiving Soviet telemetry signals (the Soviets use 
telemetry signals to measure the performance of their test missiles in 
flight, and we use them to deduce technical characteristics of their 
missiles). The use of multiple sources complicates any effort to 
disguise or conceal a violation. In the course of 20 to 30 tests of a new 
ICBM, we collect thousands of reels of magnetic tape and spend tens 
of thousands of hours processing, analyzing and correlating this vast 
array of data to determine the characteristics of the new missile.

It is inconceivable to me that the Soviets could develop, produce, 
test, and deploy a new ICBM in a way that would evade this monitor
ing network. We have missed some data on some firings —and will in 
the future. But we have not erred significantly in our assessment 
of any Soviet ICBM.

The Soviets know that we have a large and sophisticated intelli
gence operation, and they know a certain amount about how it works. 
However, they do not know the full capabilities of our collection 
systems and analytical techniques, and this uncertainty would great
ly complicate any Soviet attempt to conceal evasion of the SALT II 
limits. (It is also a reason for strictly limiting what we say in public 
about our systems.)

No one can pretend that our intelligence collection capability is 
perfect, or that there is no room for improvement. No sensor can be 
expected to catch every Soviet event of interest —but it is just as 
unlikely that a Soviet cheating program on a significant scale will 
evade every sensor. I expect the Soviets have a healthy respect for 
our intelligence capabilities, and that respect will influence their 
calculations about the costs and possible benefits of cheating.

It is possible for our intelligence system to suffer some gaps in its 
coverage from time to time. This occurred most recently with the loss 
of our collection sites in Iran. But these gaps can be filled, and the sys
tem’s capability restored sufficiently to ensure that its job is done 
adequately. In recent months a great deal of attention has been given 
to the impact on verification of the loss of Iranian sites, and it is use
ful to place that loss in perspective before turning to the details of 
specific provisions.

THE IRANIAN SITES AND THEIR REPLACEMENT

It has been suggested that our intelligence system has been fatally 
crippled by the loss of our stations in Iran. That view represents a 
misunderstanding of the full extent and capability of our system for
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assessing the Soviet missile program. In the past two decades, the 
United States has spent billions of dollars for sophisticated monitor
ing systems specifically targeted against the Soviet missile program. 
As a consequence, we have developed an extensive and effective col
lection network. In fact, all of the data used in the SALT debate —by 
supporters and opponents —are a product of this capable network.

The Iranian sites provided important information on some Soviet 
ICBM tests. Their loss reduced, but did not eliminate, our ability to 
make certain judgments about the tests. Reestablishing all of that 
capability, which we would want to do with or without a SALT II 
agreement, may take until 1983 or 1984. Regaining a substantial por
tion of the capability —the part most needed for SALT verification — 
is likely to be feasible within a year. During that time, we have a 
large number of other technical intelligence collection sources which 
will collect intelligence on Soviet strategic systems.

One interim measure we are considering is the use of U-2 
reconnaissance aircraft to monitor Soviet missile tests. However, it is 
important to keep in mind that U-2 overflights are by no means the 
only way to replace the Iranian sites’ contribution to SALT monitor
ing.

It is also important to keep in mind that a new strategic weapon 
takes several years to develop. A new missile, bomber, or submarine 
represents a major investment in time and money. It is not a simple 
process. We know from our own experience, and from observing the 
development of Soviet forces, that building a new strategic weapon 
system is an expensive and time-consuming enterprise. The weapon 
system first must be designed, developed, and tested; this phase 
alone generally takes several years. Eventually the system enters 
the operational force, and full operational capability may not occur 
until 10 or more years after development was begun. Throughout the 
system’s operational life it is periodically tested and evaluated.

Each of these stages in the life cycle of a strategic weapon system 
is susceptible to a different mix of monitoring methods, and each 
presents a different opportunity for monitoring. Each stage poses a 
new problem for the side attempting to conceal such a program. A 
Soviet program to develop a new ICBM would require between 20 
and 30 flight tests over a period of years. With existing (let alone with 
planned) additional collection systems, we would be able to monitor 
testing and detect violations well before the testing program could be 
completed.

In sum, I believe the SALT II agreement would be adequately 
verifiable if it came into effect today, even taking into account the 
loss of the Iran sites.

INCENTIVES FOR AND AGAINST CHEATING

As I mentioned earlier, in assessing the adequacy of verification we 
must also consider the likelihood that the Soviets would be tempted 
to run the gauntlet and cheat on the limits of SALT II. Theoretically, 
the incentive to cheat is a function of the value of the strategic gains
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which a side would expect to achieve from such a program, and the 
risks and consequences of being caught cheating.

In most areas, the chances of detection are so high that the issue of 
the utility of cheating would never arise. My own view is that the 
Soviets would find little advantage in exploiting those areas where 
our verification uncertainty is greater. This judgment is based on 
three factors: First, that the U.S.-Soviet strategic balance will remain 
reasonably stable and durable, so that the Soviet Union will be 
unable to derive a significant strategic advantage by quantitative or 
qualitative improvements that might conceivably go undetected. 
Nothing which the Soviets are capable of doing secretly with their 
strategic forces would deny us the capability of responding with a 
retaliatory attack of devastating proportions. The United States has 
a credible nuclear deterrent today and we will have one in the future, 
even under the most pessimistic scenarios of Soviet cheating.

Second, SALT II does not halt Soviet strategic force modernization 
dead in its tracks. There will exist under the terms of the agreement 
a number of permitted opportunities for the Soviets to improve their 
strategic forces.

Third, the Soviets have their own —rather than our —uncertainties 
about our collection capabilities. They cannot be sure of our overall 
intelligence capability to monitor a SALT II agreement. For that rea
son, Soviet planners would be likely to make careful and conservative 
assumptions regarding U.S. verification capabilities.

The Soviets would also have to face the possibility that a 
clandestine effort could be compromised by a defector, an intelli
gence source, or an accident which revealed the nature of the activi
ty. The larger the scale of the effort and the longer it went on, the 
more people would be involved and the greater the possibility of com
promise would become. This serves as a further disincentive to cheat.

U.S. “HEDGES”

We have a number of “hedges” available as responses to possible 
Soviet violation of the agreement. These are actions which we could 
take to increase the deterrent capability of our strategic forces and to 
offset any gain the Soviets might seek to achieve. Some would be per
mitted under SALT II. Others would require a U.S. decision that the 
Soviets had violated and thereby voided the treaty.

But hedges, when they are real and credible options, not only give 
us the capability to react to Soviet cheating; they also serve to deter 
such activity by negating the benefit of any contemplated non-compli- 
ance. One quick reaction response would be to raise the alert level of 
our B-52s and ballistic-missile-carrying submarines. This, though ex
pensive, would provide an immediate and significant increase in the 
number of weapons which would survive an attack.

There are a number of longer term responses available to us. The 
development and deployment of strategic offensive systems like the 
ALCM or the MX could be accelerated to provide their contributions 
to our force posture at an earlier date than is now programmed. We
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could adjust our planned MX deployment and basing (particularly by 
adding hard shelters) to offset increases in the RV force available to 
attack it. We could also expand the deployment of the MK-12A 
warhead on the Minuteman III force, or replace some of our Minute- 
man II missiles with Minuteman I ll’s. Other actions could include 
steps which would extend the lifetime of the Polaris submarine, and 
an acceleration of the development of a cruise missile carrier aircraft.

These actions are illustrative examples of U.S. strategic hedges. 
Some of them we may want to pursue in any event, even in the 
absence of Soviet violations. Our actual response to a Soviet violation 
would take into account the nature of the violation, the time available 
to respond, and the status of our various force improvement pro
grams at the time.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The process of determining the adequacy of verification must also 
weigh the benefits of a particular provision against the monitoring 
problem involved. The gains to the United States in some cases — 
either in permitting flexibility to pursue certain programs of our own 
or in imposing limitations on Soviet actions —are worth accepting 
some additional uncertainty in verification.

In several instances we had to consider a trade-off between verifi
cation considerations and the impact of the provision on U.S. program 
flexibility. In some cases we negotiated a provision which allowed us 
to pursue strategic force options, even though doing so may have 
marginally increased our monitoring uncertainties. The provisions af
fecting cruise missiles and mobile ICBMs are the two most important 
examples of such a trade-off, and I will discuss them in detail later.

In determining how much monitoring uncertainty was acceptable, 
we also had to consider the importance —to the United States —of 
securing certain restrictions on Soviet forces. We felt it was 
desirable, for example, to restrict modifications to existing Soviet 
ICBMs as much as possible so that the limitation on “new types” of 
ICBMs would have maximum effect. Without a precise and narrow 
limitation on permitted modifications, the Soviets could claim that 
any new ICBM was simply a modification of an existing one. We 
determined that it was clearly in the U.S. interest to accept some 
greater uncertainty in monitoring in order to secure a far more mean
ingful limitation on “new” Soviet ICBMs.

TREATY PROVISIONS WHICH FACILITATE VERIFICATION

The SALT II agreement is designated to be adequately verifiable 
by national technical means. It is considerably more complex than the 
Interim Agreement it replaces. In addition to counting the number of 
launchers deployed, we must monitor the deployment of launchers 
for MIRVed systems. We must also monitor such characteristics as 
the launch-weight, throw-weight, and number of warheads for ballistic 
missiles, and the range and launch platforms for cruise missiles.
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These are not new intelligence responsibilities; they are new only 
to arms control. We have monitored Soviet missile characteristics 
since the early days of missile flight history. What is new is the in
creased importance of such monitoring in light of the provisions of 
the SALT II agreement. For this reason, the United States suc
cessfully pressed for a number of provisions in the SALT II agree
ment designed to assist verification.

One provision, carried over from SALT I, bans interference with 
the national technical means used to verify compliance with the 
agreement. Another prohibits deliberate concealment measures 
which impede verification. Because many of the provisions of the 
agreement are verified by monitoring Soviet testing, the ban on 
deliberate concealment applies explicitly to testing practices as well 
as to construction and deployment activities. In particular, deliberate 
denial of telemetric information during testing is prohibited when
ever such denial impedes verification. Neither party can unilaterally 
determine whether denial impedes verification. If questions arise on 
this issue they will be resolved in the Standing Consultative Commis
sion.

A number of counting rules are included in the agreement to facili
tate verification. For example, one rule resolves the difficulty of try 
ing to distinguish launchers containing MIRVed missiles from launch
ers carrying non-MIRVed versions of the same missile. Another rule 
counts as a MIRVed launcher any launcher of a type which has ever 
contained or launched a MIRVed missile. Other counting rules have 
been worked out for bombers. These rules simplify verification tasks 
that would otherwise have been much more difficult.

Finally, the two sides have developed a common data base in which 
each party states the numbers of systems deployed in each of the 
principal categories limited by the agreement. While the U.S. does 
not depend upon these numbers for verification, the data will provide 
an agreed baseline from which to measure compliance with the aggre
gate limits. The data base will be updated at each semiannual 
meeting of the Standing Consultative Commission.

AGGREGATE LIMIT

Let me now address our ability to verify compliance with the major 
provisions of the SALT II agreement. The first issue is our ability to 
verify compliance with the aggregate limit of strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles. Here we have high confidence in our ability to 
monitor the numbers of fixed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and 
heavy bombers. I want to stress that this simple sentence covers 
many of the most significant provisions of the treaty.

ICBM silos are readily identifiable during construction, and take a 
year or more to build. The missiles themselves require extensive sup
port facilities, including missile handling equipment, checkout and 
maintenance facilities, survivable communications, and nuclear war
head handling, storage, and security facilities. Our intelligence collec
tors regularly examine the existing ICBM fields, but in addition they
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also conduct extensive surveys of the Soviet Union at periodic inter
vals for evidence of additional ICBM activity. The intelligence com
munity judgment is that we would detect a Soviet effort to deploy a 
significant number of excess fixed ICBM launchers even if they 
departed substantially from their current deployment practices.

Facilities for the rapid reload of ICBM launchers are prohibited by 
the treaty, as are excess missiles at the launch site. A realistic 
capability to reload a silo launcher rapidly during nuclear conflict 
would require hardened facilities for missile storage, handling equip
ment, and crews. Construction of such facilities would be observable.

Turning to SLBMs, ballistic missile submarines are large and com
plex systems. They are currently constructed in only one shipyard in 
the Soviet Union. After launch they are fitted out in the open for a 
period of months before they begin sea trials. We monitor the launch, 
fitting out, and sea trials of each submarine. We also monitor Soviet 
ballistic missile submarines at operational bases, at sea, and at over
haul facilities. In addition, we search for evidence of SSBN-related ac
tivity at other facilities, and we monitor naval activities generally 
with a wide range of intelligence collection systems. We are confident 
we can monitor closely the number of Soviet SLBM launchers.

Heavy bombers are large in size, built at a small number of plants, 
and deployed at a limited number of operational bases which are 
closely monitored. The total inventory of heavy bomber type aircraft 
can be monitored with confidence.

A potential problem that is dealt with in the agreement concerns 
variants of heavy bomber type aircraft that are used for other pur
poses. Any future variants are required to have functionally related 
observable differences which indicate that they are not capable of 
performing a heavy bomber mission. Existing bomber variants are 
handled on a case-by-case basis —some will be modified within six 
months of entry into force; some which we have no problem 
distinguishing from bombers are exempted from this requirement.

MOBILE ICBM’S

We would face somewhat greater uncertainty in our count of 
mobile ICBMs. The amount of uncertainty depends on the deploy
ment pattern of the system.

The limitation on mobile ICBMs is one of the cases I mentioned ear
lier in which we faced a trade-off during the negotiations between 
monitorability and retaining force flexibility. We decided that it was 
very much in our interest to permit the deployment of a mobile ICBM 
as a way of dealing with the increasing vulnerability of the fixed-silo 
Minuteman force. As you know, we have decided to proceed with the 
MX missile, and to deploy it in a basing mode which will ensure that 
the number of deployed missile launchers can be monitored.

Taking into account the advantage to the United States of retain
ing a mobile ICBM option and the details of the monitoring problem, I 
believe that the verification of mobile ICBMs will be fully adequate. 
Determining the number of mobile ICBM launchers is more difficult
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than counting silos, but it is a manageable task. The uncertainty in 
monitoring the number of deployed mobile ICBMs depends on the 
deployment mode chosen. For example, the Soviets are now deploy
ing the mobile SS-20 IRBM, and we can estimate the number of 
launchers deployed with reasonable confidence. If the Soviets made 
special efforts to conceal mobile ICBM launchers, or if they deployed 
a system without central support facilities, the uncertainties could be 
larger. But covert deployment of a force on a scale large enough to be 
militarily significant would be a formidable task, requiring successful 
concealment of a large number of deployed launchers, and of their 
production, support, and training exercises as well, and deployment 
without central support facilities would entail significant operational 
disadvantages. Also, concealment measures would themselves be 
violations if they impeded our ability to count launchers deployed. 
And we would detect the fact of such attempts at concealment even 
more easily than we could count the precise number of launchers.

The degree of uncertainty in verifying the number of mobile 
ICBMs deployed can be sharply reduced if a system is designed with 
verification in mind. In planning our own land-mobile ICBM, we have 
devoted considerable effort to devising deployment schemes which 
permit the other side to monitor the number of launchers deployed, 
even though not knowing exactly where they are at any one time. 
This same situation already exists for SLBM launchers and heavy 
bombers. We would insist that any Soviet mobile ICBM system per
mit adequate verification of the number of launchers deployed.

One specific concern about the clandestine deployment of mobile 
ICBMs is the possibility that the Soviet SS-16 ICBM could be de
ployed on SS-20 mobile IRBM launchers. To resolve this problem, 
the Soviets have agreed not to test, produce, or deploy the SS-16. 
We believe that we could detect over time any significant violation. 
Given their relatively small size and poor accuracy, deployment of 
SS-16s would not add significantly to the Soviet strategic forces in 
any case. Moreover, the diversion of SS-20 launchers to SS-16s 
would substantially reduce the capabilities of the Soviet theater 
nuclear forces.

In light of all these considerations, we believe that the advantages 
of keeping the mobile ICBM option open far outweigh the increased 
complexity of monitoring. The potential monitoring uncertainty is a 
small percentage of the total force capability on either side, and is 
acceptable.

MIRV LIMITATIONS

We have confidence that we can monitor the number of launchers 
of ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs. Again I stress that this 
judgment covers several of the most significant provisions of the 
treaty.

The Soviets have always tested their missiles (both in R&D and 
training phases) from launchers that are identical to the operational 
launchers for that type. Any change from this practice would reduce
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both missile reliability and raise questions about concealing the asso
ciation of missile and launcher a practice prohibited by the Treaty.

I have already mentioned the MIRV counting rules which substan
tially ease the task of monitoring such systems. One such rule re
quires counting as MIRVed missiles all those missiles of a type which 
has been tested with MIRVs. This is required even if that missile 
type has also been tested with a non-MIRV payload.

These rules also count as MIRV launchers all launchers of a given 
type once any one has contained or launched a MIRVed missile. The 
launchers associated with each of the Soviet MIRVed missiles are dis
tinctive, and the MIRV launcher types can be readily distinguished 
from non-MIRV types. The agreement stipulates that future launch
ers not equipped for MIRVed missiles must be distinguishable from 
MIRVed missile launchers, and vice versa. If they are not, such 
launchers would count as MIRV launchers.

LAUNCH-WEIGHT, THROW-WEIGHT,
AND NUMBER OF REENTRY VEHICLES

At the present time, we can continue to monitor the launch-weight 
and throw-weight of ICBMs tested in the Soviet Union. While the un
certainties are somewhat larger than they were when the Iranian 
sites were functioning, we are still able to detect significant changes 
in launch-weight and throw-weight over the course of a flight-test 
program. The uncertainties would be smaller for monitoring changes 
to existing ICBMs on which we have built up a considerable base of 
information than for the one new type ICBM permitted by the 
agreement.

The deployment of additional collection systems in the near term 
could enhance our ability to monitor launch-weight and throw-weight. 
A new or significantly modified missile requires a number of flight 
tests over a period of years before it is deployed. Significant evasion 
of the launch-weight and throw-weight limits would likely be de
tected during this test program. The Soviets would gain little militar
ily by exceeding the launch-weight and throw-weight limits by 
amounts that we may not be able to detect, and would risk challenge 
in the Standing Consultative Commission.

As for the number of reentry vehicles, we can determine accu
rately the number of RVs released from a missile during flight- 
testing. However, the Soviets might deploy ICBMs with a greater 
number of RVs than had ever been actually flight-tested on that mis
sile. The SALT II agreement deals with this problem by limiting cer
tain test practices which could be used to demonstrate procedures to 
release more RVs than were actually tested. We currently can moni
tor the maximum number of RVs tested on existing missiles, and 
planned future collection systems will allow us to continue to monitor 
the maximum number of RVs on future Soviet missiles. Furthermore, 
potential increases in the number of RVs on existing types of ICBMs 
are also restricted by a provision banning the flight-testing or deploy
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ment of an ICBM with an RV lighter than the lightest RV which has 
been flight-tested on an ICBM of that type.

NEW TYPES OF ICBM’S

The agreement limits each side to one new type of ICBM. New 
types of ICBMs are distinguished from existing types on the basis of 
launch-weight, throw-weight, number of stages, propellant type 
(liquid or solid), length, and maximum diameter. Launch-weight and 
throw-weight are characteristics which I have already discussed. We 
have good monitoring capability for the remaining features: number 
of stages, propellant type, and dimensions.

In order to distinguish between new types and modifications to ex
isting types, a line must be drawn between the two. The agreement 
does this by specifying the amount by which certain features of an 
existing missile may be changed before it becomes a new type. Any 
change in the number of stages or propellant type, or any difference 
of more than 5 percent in launch-weight, throw-weight, overall length 
or largest diameter qualifies an ICBM as a new type. Over the period 
of a test program for a new or modified ICBM we could detect signifi
cant deviations from these limits. Here again some small transgres
sions of the limits on missile modification fall within the area of our 
monitoring uncertainty. Such violations would not, however, affect 
missile capability in any significantly threatening way, particularly 
since increasing the maximum number of RVs is subject to a separate 
limitation, and is verifiable. In the absence of a SALT II agreement, 
the Soviets could modify existing missiles, develop new ones, and 
deploy both, all without limits.

The “new types” provision allows the U.S. to test and deploy the 
MX, and, if we desired to do so, to make some modifications to the 
Minuteman III. This provision will, however, probably have a more 
significant impact on the Soviets. The rule will force them to choose 
between replacing the SS-11 with a new, larger (possibly solid- 
fueled) non-MIRVed missile, or replacing the SS-17 and SS-19 with 
a 10-RV  MIRVed missile. They cannot do both. We will be able to 
determine with confidence that the Soviets are complying with this 
limitation.

CRUISE MISSILES

This is another area in which there are some monitoring uncertain
ties. It is also very definitely an area in which the U.S. negotiating 
position emphasized preserving future force options.

We have a good understanding of the numbers, characteristics, and 
capabilities of current Soviet cruise missiles, even though cruise mis
sile range is difficult to define and estimate precisely. If the Soviets 
continue their present practices for the development and deployment 
of cruise missiles, we expect to maintain our present level of under
standing. If the Soviets altered this current practice, our estimates of
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cruise missile range capability could be subject to considerable 
uncertainty.

This uncertainty is acceptable because we believe the Soviets have 
little incentive for cheating on cruise missile range limits. The agree
ment provides both sides with enough flexibility to pursue long-range 
cruise missile programs without cheating.

Since all limits on SLCMs and GLCMs expire with the Protocol, 
and the range of cruise missiles deployed on heavy bombers is uncon
strained for the entire treaty period, the most important monitoring 
task for cruise missile ranges after the Protocol is to determine that 
ranges of cruise missiles deployed on aircraft not counted in the 1,320 
limit have a range capability of less than 600 km.

Our confidence in verifying the limits on ALCM numbers is consid
erably higher than for cruise missile range limits. Bombers equipped 
for long-range cruise missiles are counted in the 1,320 limit. As with 
MIRVs, there are counting rules to distinguish aircraft equipped for 
ALCMs from those which are not. The association of an ALCM with 
its carrier aircraft is made as early as the flight-test phase.

BACKFIRE

We can estimate the number of Backfire aircraft produced with 
confidence in the same way we estimate the number of heavy 
bombers.

We could detect a significant upgrade in Backfire’s capability 
either by a physical modification of the aircraft, or a reorientation of 
the Backfire force toward intercontinental missions. Careful observa
tion of the testing of Backfire, its deployment patterns, and training 
and exercises with this aircraft indicate that Backfire is assigned a 
theater and anti-ship role. However, the aircraft does have an inher
ent capability to perform some intercontinental missions. Improving 
its capability for such a mission would probably require changes in 
the aircraft’s deployment pattern or training activity which could be 
monitored. Moreover, the additional strategic capability which the 
Backfire could provide would be at the expense of a substantial loss 
of theater and anti-ship capability resulting from such a change in the 
role of this aircraft.

I would also note that we are able to extract some important limita
tions on the Backfire from the Soviets. They have agreed to freeze its 
production rate at 30 per year; they have agreed not to improve its 
intercontinental capability. Any more direct and restrictive limita
tion on Backfire would inevitably have brought into the negotiations 
on SALT II our forward-based systems which are marginally capable 
of reaching the Soviet Union. We have insisted throughout SALT 
that these systems are not for negotiation between the United States 
and Soviet Union alone. The acceptability of the verification uncer
tainties have to be considered in the light of these factors.

Given this negotiating history, and the factors that reduce the in
centives tempting the Soviets to cheat on the Backfire assurances, I 
find our uncertainties in this area acceptable.
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COVERT DEPLOYMENT IN PERSPECTIVE

Some observers have disputed the judgment that the provisions of 
SALT II can generally be monitored with high confidence. They sug
gest that it would be a fairly simple exercise for the Soviets clandes
tinely to deploy significant numbers of strategic forces. They imply 
that the U.S. intelligence community has developed a false confidence 
in its monitoring capabilities because “we have never found anything 
that the Soviets have successfully hidden.”

This tautology, like all such statements is true on its face. But it is 
gravely undermined as a practical argument by our experience in the 
real world. The fact is that we have never found a strategic weapon 
system that the Soviets had successfully hidden for a period of time. 
If the Soviets had embarked on a significant clandestine deployment 
of strategic forces, we would expect to have discovered —at some 
point since the beginning of the missile age —a strategic weapon pro
gram which has been operational for some time, or an occasional ex
ample of attempted concealment which was not entirely successful. 
That has not been the case, and that fact does give us confidence in 
our collection capabilities and analytical techniques. We have 
had —and will continue to have —disputes over the meaning of the 
data we collect, but we have had remarkable success in monitoring 
Soviet strategic forces over the last 25 years. We have detected 
every ballistic missile and heavy bomber as soon as it entered the 
flight-test phase. Most of these systems were detected even earlier.

In short, throughout our years of monitoring Soviet forces we have 
observed no grain elevators being loaded with ICBMs, no SLBM 
launchers being installed on fishing trawlers. One theoretical expla
nation is that the Soviets are doing an extraordinary job of con
cealment—with absolutely no breaches of security or inadvertent 
disclosure of what would be a substantial effort. The other far more 
plausible interpretation is that Soviet clandestine deployment of 
strategic forces, if it exists at all, is at such a low level as to be strate
gically insignificant.

COMPLIANCE AND REACTION TO VIOLATION

In considering Soviet compliance with the provisions of SALT II, it 
is important to keep in mind that there is a difference between detec
tion of a violation and enforcement, bringing a detected violation to 
an end. The SALT II Treaty will not be enforced in the courts; the 
mere existence of a provable violation does not bring it to an end. 
Conversely, the issue is not whether we could prove a case to a jury. 
We do not need proof beyond a reasonable doubt, nor even evidence 
we can discuss in detail, to challenge Soviet action.

Our initial course, if we were concerned about a possible violation, 
would be to discuss any ambiguous situation with the Soviets in the 
Standing Consultative Commission (SCC). In appropriate cases we 
could also raise the issue in higher level diplomatic channels. We 
come to SALT II with more than six years of experience with the
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SCC. Over the years both sides have raised questions concerning ac
tivities of the other side. On several occasions we observed activity 
which raised questions with respect to Soviet compliance with the 
agreements. We raised these issues promptly with the Soviets, and in 
every case the activity ceased, or subsequent information clarified 
the situation and allayed our concern. As a result of our record of 
raising questions in the SCC, the Soviets are well aware that we will 
call them to account in SALT II for any questionable activities 
related to their strategic programs.

My own belief is that the Soviets are more likely to attem pt to ex
ploit the ambiguity of various provisions and understandings (and 
there has been a very considerable effort to make these substantially 
less in SALT II than in SALT I) than they are to try to find ways to 
test our verification capabilities by cheating. This was certainly our 
experience in SALT I. The ambiguities were greater in SALT I, and 
the limitations less detailed —but our monitoring capabilities are 
even better now than they were at the time.

We will expect satisfactory resolution of any problems encoun
tered under SALT II. If we do encounter problems and present them 
to the Soviets, they may be able to explain satisfactorily the ambigu
ous activity. Or they may stop the activity in question.

It must be acknowledged, however, that in international agree
ments the only ultimate enforcement mechanism is our own actions, 
either to produce agreement by the other side to cease and correct 
the problem, or to offset the consequences by our own unilateral 
steps. If a problem is not resolved to our satisfaction, a number of 
courses are open to us. We could take actions permitted under SALT 
which would have the effect of offsetting the Soviet action. We could 
insist on taking certain actions ourselves outside the Treaty to com
pensate militarily and politically for the violation.

Our ultimate remedy would be termination of SALT II agreement. 
That is a step we would not take lightly. However, if a problem were 
not resolved or if we detected a violation which threatened our secu
rity, I would not hesitate to recommend to the President that we take 
whatever steps necessary to meet the threat —including, if need be, 
the ultimate step of Treaty abrogation.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT

In assessing the significance of our monitoring uncertainties, I 
have assumed (and believe) that we will recover from Soviet missile 
testing the telemetry that is relevant to SALT limitations. Given this 
assumption, I believe that all of the uncertainties we face are accept
able risks. The United States will maintain forces and programs ca
pable of being accelerated so as to offset any potential Soviet viola
tion. The U.S. hedges mean that the Soviets must count on a low 
payoff—very likely a negative payoff—for any contemplated 
cheating. Finally, all of the uncertainties we face in SALT II would be 
far worse without an agreement because Soviet concealment prac
tices would then be unconstrained. SALT actually serves to reduce
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our uncertainties about Soviet strategic forces.
In my judgment, we can adequately verify compliance with every 

provision of SALT II. In assessing the adequacy of verification, it is 
important to consider the total agreement rather than its particular 
provisions taken separately. To determine whether the agreement as 
a whole is adequately verifiable, we should also ask ourselves 
whether the Soviets could exploit the monitoring uncertainties of 
several individual provisions, even if each is judged as adequately 
verifiable, in a way that would affect our national security interests. 
This perspective asks, in effect, what would the Soviets have to do 
not just to cheat and (perhaps) to get away with it, but what they 
would have to do in order to gain an advantage in the strategic bal
ance by cheating. In such a context, the probability of detecting the 
fact of cheating increases markedly as the number of provisions being 
violated increases. The high likelihood of detecting significant cheat
ing on individual limitations and our ability to detect the fact of even 
small cheating if it is attempted over a period of time on a number of 
provisions enhances our monitoring confidence.

The Soviets would also have to take into account the possibility 
that any clandestine effort to violate the terms of SALT II could be 
compromised by a defector, an intelligence source, or accidents which 
reveal the nature of the activity. The larger the scale of the effort and 
the longer it went on, the more activity would be involved and the 
greater the possibility of compromise would become.

In short, there is a double bind which serves to deter Soviet cheat
ing. To go undetected, any Soviet cheating would have to be on so 
small a scale that it would not be militarily significant. Cheating on 
such a level would hardly be worth the political risks involved. On the 
other hand, any cheating serious enough to affect the military bal
ance would be detectable in sufficient time to take whatever action 
the situation required.

This testimony lays emphasis on the issue of verification; corre
spondingly I have emphasized my conviction that the Treaty now 
before the Senate meets the tests of adequate verifiability. But 
SALT II does more than this. It actually enhances our ability to 
gather intelligence on Soviet strategic forces. The treaty forbids in
terference with our SALT-related intelligence systems and prohibits 
deliberate concealment which would impede verification. Without 
SALT II, we could be faced with concealment, countermeasures, plus 
all the actions that would be considered “cheating” under the agree
ment. Without SALT all of these actions would be permitted; with 
SALT they are all prohibited. The SALT II agreement does not pre
sent a verification problem. On the contrary, it improves our ability 
to gather strategic intelligence and enhances our national security.

I believe that cheating on a scale large enough to affect the s trate
gic balance would be discovered in time to make an appropriate re
sponse. For these reasons, and others noted in this testimony, I am 
confident that the SALT II agreement, taken as a whole, is ade
quately verifiable.
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News Conference Statement by the Netherlands 
Representative (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks, July 19, 1979 1

Participants in these talks have made significant progress toward 
an agreement since April 1978. Participants agree in principle on 
many issues and have made progress in their discussions on other 
issues.

Moreover, the governments of all participants have welcomed the 
signature of the SALT II agreement2 which took place in this building 
a month ago. All hope that this action will have a positive effect on 
the Vienna force reduction talks. All wish to move ahead to a satisfac
tory first agreement.

But these favorable conditions cannot be translated into decisive 
movement toward an agreement on reductions and limitations with
out agreement on the factual basis for those reductions and 
limitations.

Although participants have made progress on elements of the 
structure of an agreement, there is still no foundation for such an 
agreement in the form of agreed data on military manpower in the 
area. Thus, more than ever, the discrepancy between Western and 
Eastern figures on Eastern military manpower in the area is the cen
tral open issue of these talks, which obstructs progress on issues of 
reductions and limitations. The time to resolve the data issue is now.

Western participants have approached this central question in a 
practical way. The West developed a logical method for clarifying the 
reasons for the discrepancy, that is, by comparing Eastern and 
Western figures on the same Eastern force elements. This method 
has succeeded in locating 80% of the ground force data discrepancy 
in only two Eastern force elements, which now require further ex
amination. In the two rounds previous to this, the West presented 18 
items of data on Eastern forces, largely in response to Eastern re
quests. In the present round, the West made another important move 
on data, presenting information on the types of units which we in
cluded in the two Eastern force categories where the discrepancy is 
overwhelmingly concentrated.

For over a year the East has failed to respond to these Western 
moves by any data contributions of its own. At a point in the talks 
when moves to resolve the data issue are the only practical way to 
approach the main issues of reductions and limitations, the East has 
merely argued that Eastern presentation of any further figures 
would reveal allegedly sensitive information about Eastern military 
structure. However, the West already knows the organizational 
structure of Eastern forces, just as the East knows the organizational 
structure of Western forces. Such arguments are outdated at a time 
when arms control should be as visible and predictable as possible.

1Departm ent of State Bulletin, Sept. 1979, pp. 50-51.
2 The agreement may be found above, June 18.
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This would enhance mutual trust, which is an essential prerequisite 
for agreement in this field.

This outdated Eastern argument regarding the sensitivity of mili
tary data is also out of place in a situation where negotiating partners 
obviously must reach agreement on data in order to agree on reduc
tions and limitations. What is required to impart decisive momentum 
to these talks are concrete contributions by the East toward resolu
tion of the data discrepancy. Eastern failure to make any contribu
tions on data for over a year is unnecessarily delaying these talks.

Collectivity is another important unresolved issue in these talks. In 
addition to its many moves on data, the West in December 1978 made 
proposals which effectively met concerns which Eastern representa
tives frequently expressed regarding the collective commitment 
which the West offered in phase I regarding phase II reductions.

Eastern participants made a response to those proposals on 
June 28. The new move is an adjustment of the East’s June 1978 pro
posal covering the primarily technical subject of how manpower re
duction commitments should be formulated in a phase I agreement. 
That is, how these commitments should be phrased and where they 
should appear within the framework of an agreement, whether in the 
main agreement or in associated documents. The new Eastern propo
sal modifies neither the size of reductions which the June 1978 propo
sals envisaged for each Western direct participant nor the require
ment in these proposals that each Western participant commit itself 
individually in phase I as the amount of the manpower reductions it 
would take.

The West, as you know, rejects individual reduction commitments 
for direct participants other than the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
Instead, the West is proposing a collective reduction commitment for 
these participants, which would assure the East of the overall 
amount of their reductions in phase II. In this connection, the West is 
also prepared to give an assurance that all non-U.S. Western direct 
participants with major formations in the reduction area will take a 
significant share of the total Western reductions.

The extent to which the recent Eastern moves differ from those 
aspects of the East’s June 1978 proposals which treat the same sub
ject m atter does not appear great in the light of our present under
standing of it. Western participants are, however, examining the new 
proposal carefully with a view to determining whether it could be 
used to advance these talks. They will reply to it in due course.

But it is already clear that this limited Eastern move does not in 
any way represent a contribution to resolving the data controversy, 
the main open issue of these talks. It is clear that there can be no 
agreement on reductions and limitations without an agreed factual 
basis for those reductions and limitations. For this we need a more 
active Eastern contribution. Agreement on the relevant facts in 
SALT II made that agreement possible. Agreement on the facts in 
these talks would remove the central obstacle to further progress 
and would at last open the way to concrete resolution of issues of re
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ductions and limitations, which are the main subject m atter of these 
talks.

News Conference Statement by the Polish Represent
ative (Strulak) to the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, July 19ff 1979 1

Only a month ago all of us witnessed, together with the whole of 
mankind, the historic act of signature here in Vienna of the new Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Treaty by the leaders of the Soviet Union and 
the United States of America.2 The great importance of this agree
ment for lessening the threat of a global nuclear conflict, for strength
ening international security, for consolidating and making universal 
the process of detente has since been widely acclaimed by govern
ments and people in Europe and all over the world. One hope ex
pressed by all who hold dear the consolidation of peace and detente 
has been that the new international climate produced by the Vienna 
summit and the inspiring example of SALT II would favorably influ
ence other disarmament negotiations, the Vienna talks included. The 
Polish Government in its statement welcoming SALT II specifically 
indicated that it [the treaty] should be conducive to the attainment of 
an agreement on reduction of armed forces and armaments in central 
Europe.

As far as the course of the negotiations is concerned the four 
Socialist countries* direct participants —Czechoslovakia, the GDR, 
Poland and the USSR —presented, as you know, during this round on 
28 June 1979 a new compromise proposal on the nature of reduction 
commitments of participating states. The essence of the new proposal 
consists in accepting the Western view — as expressed in the Western 
proposal of 13 December 1978 —that Western European States and 
Canada should not commit themselves in the first-stage agreement to 
reduce definite amounts of their forces in the second stage. Whereas 
according to the Western December 1978 proposal, those states 
would be giving assurance of a significant share in the overall West
ern ground force reductions in Phase II needed to reach an equal col
lective ceiling of 700,000 men, our new proposal would require 
them —and all other direct participants —to take a commitment for a 
substantial, commensurate contribution to the achievement of this 
goal. To make a notion of significant or substantial reduction even 
more understandable and more equitable, we have further provided 
that scopes of reductions of individual states will be approximately 
proportionate to the strength of their forces in the reduction area.

We have also taken into account the other element of the Western 
December 1978 proposal, vis. Western readiness to define, through 
an intra-alliance decision, individual reduction quotas of all non-US

1 ACDA files.
2 The SALT II agreement is printed above, June 18.
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Western direct participants and make them known prior to the signa
ture of a Phase I agreement. In this connection our June 28 proposal 
provides for the determination of specific amounts of reduction by 
each state individually within its respective alliance as well as a mu
tual notification of these amounts before the first agreement is 
signed.

Thus, as you see, our latest proposal provides specific and compro
mise answers to the Western modification of 13 December 1978. The 
Socialist countries put forward this proposal guided by the desire to 
make use of every promising modification in the Western position, in 
the interest of progress in these negotiations. They did so even 
though they have still not received —for over a year now —a construc
tive answer to their proposals of June 8,1978, whose scope and mea
sure of compromise was of course incomparably greater.

There are now, on the conference table, three unresponded propo
sals of the Socialist countries —those of 8 June 1978; of 30 November 
1978, concerning the non-increase of forces for the period of negotia
tions; and of 28 June 1979, which is the latest proposal made by any 
party in these negotiations. There is no unanswered Western propo
sal. Taken together, all our proposals provided a basis for a joint elab
oration of solutions to a comprehensive range of problems, both of 
fundamental and temporary nature. We have to regret that the 
Western participants have so far chosen not to avail themselves of 
this opportunity of common search for solutions, that they have not 
reciprocated our flexibility and constructive approach, stalling the 
negotiations in this way. We do hope that in this new atmosphere 
their constructive response will finally be coming.

The usual explanation you would hear of Western immobilism is 
what amounts in fact to the conditioning of any progress in the nego
tiations on the solution of the data question. Far-fetched and conven
ient as this Western contention obviously is, the Socialist countries 
on their part are not against the solution of the data dispute. Indeed 
they have made new serious efforts in this round to help move this 
dispute from a dead point, suggesting methods meant to reveal the 
causes of Western gross overestimates of the numerical strength of 
the forces of Socialist countries in the area.

The impression we continue to get from the data discussion is, how
ever, one of Western reluctance to review and revise their estimates 
of our forces. It seems as if there was a purpose in this —to underpin 
the utterly unrealistic demand of much greater reductions on the 
part of Warsaw treaty states. Just how unrealistic this Western pos
ture is can be illustrated by a comparison of reductions that Poland, 
on the one hand, and the Federal Republic of Germany, on the other 
hand, would be expected to carry out on the basis of the Western fig
ures. Poland, with a population roughly half as strong as that of West 
Germany and with an accordingly smaller army, would by Western 
calculations have to reduce at least 40 percent more soldiers than the 
Federal Republic. In relative terms that would mean a reduction of 
some 40 percent of the Polish ground forces as against only some 12
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percent for the West German ones. This example requires no 
comment.

If the data discussion is to bring the results all participants profess 
to desire, i.e., to reveal the causes of discrepancies between Western 
figures and our official data, then the West should avail itself of our 
suggestions and show readiness to critically review their exag
gerated estimates of our forces.

In sum, seen in the list of justified expectations, heightened by the 
Vienna summit, the results of the present round do not as yet give 
ground for satisfaction. The basic truth remains as was indeed under
lined by the recent initiative of Socialist countries that one does not 
and shall not move the Vienna negotiations forward by efforts of one 
side alone. Concrete manifestation of the Western goodwill and initia
tive which, we believe, we have now even more reason to expect, is 
what is really necessary for movement towards agreement. Our 
three unresponded proposals outline the framework for this.

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) 
to the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, July 19v 1979 1

Since the beginning of our work, the French delegation has on each 
occasion emphasized the importance it attaches to the question of 
chemical disarmament. This does not mean that it considers other as
pects of disarmament less important. However, we are anxious to em
bark on this most difficult undertaking with due consideration for all 
the realities: the political and strategic situations, the dictates of 
balance and security, and the technical facts. In the light of these real
ities, it seemed to us that chemical disarmament might, in present cir
cumstances, offer the best change [chance?] of progress and we found 
that this opinion was shared by many here.

Moreover, the question of chemical disarmament is of direct, or vir
tually direct, concern to many States: the chemical weapon is acces
sible to all those with a suitable industrial capability, and there are 
many today; this weapon is neither very costly nor very difficult to 
manufacture; its use does not require very sophisticated technology; 
it is easy to conceal.

In the opinion of all the experts, the chemical weapon can cause ap
palling ravages and therefore deserves to be classed among the weap
ons of mass destruction. Its deadly efficiency might well tempt those 
without it to acquire it. Its very nature should lead us not only to pro
hibit its use, but to exclude it entirely from all arsenals.

The prohibition of its use is already embodied in the Geneva Proto
col,2 of which France is the depositary. We hope that all States which 
have not acceded to it will sign it without delay to give that prohibi

1 CD/PV.43, pp. 15-18.
2 The Protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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tion universal effect. Obviously chemical disarmament itself should 
be equally universal in effect. The negotiations in progress for the 
past three years between the United States and the Soviet Union 
have also been directed towards a universal commitment. The two 
Powers have often emphasized this. That self-evident objective is 
basic to this Committee’s competence. As this is a matter which con
cerns the entire international community, the Committee has the 
right and the duty to discuss it fully and to negotiate on all its as
pects. It cannot play a supporting or subordinate role.

The delegations of the two Powers have indicated, in slightly dif
ferent terms, that they are prepared at this stage to hold discussions 
on points of substance and even negotiations on certain preliminary 
aspects. We welcome these more open attitudes; we are well aware of 
the inherent difficulties of this undertaking and of the problems 
which may arise out of the interaction between bilateral and multilat
eral negotiations on the same subject. We are convinced that these 
problems and difficulties will be solved if all parties show the will to 
do so.

We have seen a token of this will in the many useful contributions 
already circulated by several delegations and in the statements made 
during this debate. We earnestly hope that the two negotiating 
Powers will justify our confidence here and now by making a very 
substantial contribution to this debate.

I should now like to outline the preliminary views of my delegation 
on the principles, objectives and provisions of a convention on chem
ical disarmament.

The convention should obviously reaffirm the aims on which there 
is already a broad consensus: general prohibition of the use, manufac
ture and transfer of chemical weapons, destruction of existing stocks, 
and the destruction or conversion of factories producing them.

I would make a distinction between the following five points.
1. Use:
The cornerstone of the operative part of the text will obviously be 

general and absolute prohibition of the use of all toxic substances for 
military purposes. The prohibition of use should be based on a combi
nation of two criteria: the toxicity threshold (the minimum dose pro
ducing a toxic effect in the organism) would be the first criterion; the 
second would be a safety factor, which might be defined as the ratio 
between the effect threshold and the lethal dose (the effect threshold 
would be defined as the minimum dose producing transient physiolog
ical effects without consequences for the organism); this criterion 
would be the basis for adjusting the toxicity threshold adopted to the 
properties of each toxic substance.

2. Manufacture:
Toxic substances clearly fall into three categories:
(a) Toxic substances with specifically military uses;
(b) Dual-purpose substances in widespread civilian use which 

readily lend themselves to military applications;
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(c) Toxic substances of no military interest, that is, substances 
which cannot be turned into a weapon of any kind.

The French delegation considers that it would be unrealistic to 
seek to prohibit the manufacture of the dual-purpose substances, but 
that there should be a complete ban on toxic substances with specif
ically military uses and on their means of delivery.

We believe, however, that such a prohibition should be accommo
dated to the retention of a protection capability and a passive deter
rent against the use of chemical weapons, not only temporarily for 
security pending the destruction of stocks and the conversion of man
ufacturing plants, but also permanently to safeguard defence potential 
in the event of a breach of the convention by an adversary. Such a 
derogation should permit the maintenance of an adequate level of re
search on passive defence against chemical weapons.

The problem raised by herbicides, incapacitants and irritants is 
quite specific, in the French delegation’s opinion, and should be the 
subject of a special study.

3. Transfers of weapons, know-how and technology:
In our opinion, a distinction should be made between transfers of 

weapons and manufacturing and delivery technology, which would be 
strictly prohibited, and transfers of know-how for purposes of protec
tion, which would only be authorized between countries which have 
signed the convention, to the exclusion of all others.

4. Destruction of stocks and manufacturing plants:
One of the provisions of the convention should require each signa

tory country to furnish a detailed qualitative and quantitative inven
tory of toxic substances in its possession and a provisional time-table 
for the destruction of stocks. It would be desirable for weapons con
taining highly toxic substances to be destroyed first. A similar de
tailed inventory should be required for the destruction or conversion 
of plants manufacturing such toxic substances.

5. Verification:
The effective verification of chemical disarmament is, in our opin

ion, a crucial aspect of the convention. It also raises the most difficult 
problems. Various proposals made and experiments carried out so far 
give us reason to believe that effective on-site verification of chemical 
disarmament measures is technically feasible.

It is indispensable, in our opinion, for any verification to be of an 
international character.

On-site verification should, in particular, ensure:
Observance of the clause prohibiting the manufacture of toxic 
substances with specifically military uses and their means of 
delivery:
Observance of time-tables for the destruction and conversion of 
stocks and manufacturing plants;
Control of the products of laboratories still authorized to carry
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out pure research and research required for maintaining a pro
tection capability.

Verification of the basic chemicals used for the manufacture of 
toxic substances with military uses and verification of the non
diversion of dual-purpose substances to military ends are problems 
which raise immense difficulties, and are substantially different from 
the problem of verification of substances with specifically military 
uses. An answer to that problem has been found within the Western 
European Union. This precedent might perhaps be studied if a re
gional type of solution seems appropriate.

In conclusion, the French delegation wishes to emphasize again the 
grave, if not solemn, character of our discussion here. At this session 
we can, of course, only take the first step in what will be a long-term 
undertaking. But it is the first disarmament undertaking on a world
wide scale. It is therefore important to make this step and to have 
something to show for it. The credibility of the Committee and the 
international community’s confidence in it are at stake.

Statement by the Chief of Naval Operations 
(Hayward) Before the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services: SALT II Treaty. July 24. 1979 1

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee today 
to discuss the SALT II T reaty— an agreement of great significance to 
this country and, indeed, to the whole world.

Important as the treaty is, however, I would emphasize at the out
set that it is only one of many factors affecting the overall strategic 
and conventional force balance between the United States and the 
Soviet Union, and that I believe any assessment of its value must be 
made in that broader context. A fundamental issue, in my judgment, 
is whether the treaty helps us in maintaining an adequate security 
posture. If the answer is yes, then the treaty warrants support, what
ever deficiencies it may have —and there is no question but that it has 
deficiencies. However, I believe those deficiencies can be accepted 
provided the agreement, on balance, contributes positively to our 
efforts to maintain a stable balance of military power. If it accom
plishes this, then it is accurate to say we are better off with it than 
without it.

The second point I would like to stress is that, in my view, this 
treaty as negotiated makes sense only if SALT is viewed as a continu
ing process, with SALT II a useful stepping stone on the route to a 
larger, long-range objective —that is, substantial and continuing re
ductions in the strategic systems of both sides. SALT II is not an end 
in itself.

1 Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
and Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty): Hearings Before the Committee on Armed  
Services, United States Senate, Ninety-sixth Congress, First Session, Pt. 1, 
pp. 160-163.
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As you would expect, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have been involved 
in the SALT process from the beginning. I personally have been a 
participant for the past year. I think it is accurate to say that during 
that period few subjects have commanded more of my time and atten
tion than SALT. I would like to add parenthetically that the only con
sideration which has influenced my judgment on this subject is my 
independent professional view of what is best for our country’s secu
rity. At no time have I received even the slightest pressure from the 
Commander in Chief or the Secretary of Defense in arriving at my 
judgments. They are entirely mine, made independently and with a 
profound understanding of my responsibility to provide my best pro
fessional advice to my superiors in the executive branch, and to the 
Congress. I am absolutely confident the same is true of each member 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Having said that, let me state at the outset that I am in overall 
agreement with the positions expressed in General Jones’ statement. 
However, as pointed out by General Jones, there are certain differ
ences of emphasis in the way each Chief has approached the treaty. I 
would like to devote the remainder of this statement to elaborating 
on those aspects of it which most strongly affect my judgments con
cerning its value.

General Jones has graphically described the major shifts which 
have occurred in the strategic balance, and which will continue to 
occur for the next few years —with or without this treaty.

SOVIET BUILDUP

Within the limits of the deployments permitted by SALT I,2 the 
Soviet Union has achieved an alarming momentum and dramatically 
changed the strategic relationship between our two countries. This 
has occurred against the backdrop of a parallel buildup in Soviet con
ventional forces including —in a key area to which I have previously 
testified before this committee —a concerted challenge to the mari
time superiority the United States has enjoyed since the end of 
World War II.

All these developments form part of a larger pattern reflecting the 
great value which the Soviets place on the accumulation of military 
power as a means —and some would say the primary means —of 
achieving a number of important objectives of the Soviet state. I 
must say that I find profoundly disturbing the prospect of a world in 
which the U.S.S.R. enjoys a clear margin of superiority over the 
United States in both strategic and conventional forces —yet that is 
precisely the direction the trends are taking us. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, both individually and collectively, have emphasized this con
cern on numerous occasions.

To the extent that SALT agreements provide a framework within 
which we can compete with the Soviets to maintain an adequate bal
ance and prevent the establishment of Soviet superiority, they repre-

2 The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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sent a useful device. To the extent that they can diminish the risk of a 
devastating war by effecting substantial and balanced reductions in 
both sides* strategic forces and can contribute to crisis stability, and 
can reduce the cost of strategic competition, they represent an even 
more useful vehicle. The failure of SALT II to achieve major reduc
tions is certainly one of its more disappointing aspects. Yet that fail
ure should not blind us to the trea ty ’s utility as a framework within 
which we can act to regain and maintain essential equivalence with 
the Soviet Union.

When viewed from the perspective of U.S. military interests I be
lieve that SALT II Treaty is an improvement over SALT I and has a 
number of positive features.

It provides, for the first time since the SALT process began, a 
framework of equal aggregate limitations, with a freedom to mix 
which permits both sides increased leeway in moving toward surviv- 
able systems, and reinforces our ability to structure the Triad in the 
way we think most suitable.

SALT II TREATY

While doing little to redress the Soviet throw weight advantage, it 
does place specific limits on fractionation, which reduces the Soviets’ 
ability to capitalize on that throw weight advantage. I consider the 
fractionation feature to be the most important aspect of the treaty.

The treaty constrains both sides to one new type of ICBM which 
will impose some inhibitions on the Soviets* very ambitious ICBM 
development program, while having little impact on U.S. plans, which 
contemplate only one new type during the treaty period in any event.

Finally, it enhances U.S. ability to monitor Soviet strategic weap
ons developments by placing limits on the concealment and deception 
measures which the Soviets would be permitted to employ in the 
absence of an agreement.

The treaty, on the other hand, is not without its deficiencies. Gen
eral Jones mentioned a number of provisions which the chiefs would 
have preferred to be different. For my part, I am particularly dis
turbed that SALT II achieves only minimal reductions. These reduc
tions will not reduce Soviet strategic power; though I should add that 
the overall limits to which the Soviets are constrained are below 
those which they could, and probably would, achieve in the absence of 
an agreement. However, this provides relatively little comfort to 
those of us who had hoped SALT II would see a decisive reversal of 
the trend toward strategic force expansion. Throughout the SALT 
process the JCS have consistently emphasized the importance of 
achieving significant reductions. Regrettably, we must now defer 
that hope to SALT III.

Of equal concern is the fact that the treaty does little to create a 
stable strategic relationship between the two sides. Stability rests 
primarily on the invulnerability of each side’s weapons. The Soviets 
have taken it upon themselves deliberately to build and deploy a 
force that, within a few years, will be capable of destroying our
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ICBM’s in a first strike —in so doing, injecting instability into a situa
tion that had previously been characterized by reasonable stability. 
The treaty does nothing to rectify this imbalance —which would have 
required substantial reduction in the Soviet’s heavy throw weight 
ICBM’s, the S S-18’s and SS -19’s.

Verification represents another area of concern, one which General 
Jones has adequately addressed. For my part I am persuaded after 
careful study that the treaty is adequately verifiable, though there 
are clearly more verification risks in this treaty than there were in 
SALT 1.1 would like to emphasize just one point. We must enter into 
this agreement with the firmest resolve to challenge early and vigor
ously every Soviet activity that raises any suggestion of noncompli
ance. The Soviets must understand from the outset that cheating 
runs the gravest risks and that we simply will not tolerate it.

PROTOCOL

Finally, I must express my particular concern about the protocol. I 
believe it is imperative that we not allow the protocol’s interim limi
tations on mobile ICBM’s and ground- and sea-launched cruise mis
siles to become long term restrictions. To do so would foreclose some 
of our most significant hedges and technologically promising options 
for redressing the balance. The United States has clearly stated that 
the protocol does not set a precedent, but it is equally clear that the 
Soviets’ aim is to extend its prohibitions indefinitely. In this regard, I 
must say that the agreed SALT III negotiating principles are not re
assuring when they list among their objectives “the resolution of the 
issues included in the protocol.” I find little comfort in that provi
sion—particularly since I find no issues in the protocol, only U.S. 
programs.

The SALT II agreement, in sum, is a mixed blessing —probably not 
surprisingly, considering the fact that it was the product of long and 
difficult negotiations, conducted during a period when the trends in 
the strategic balance were shifting against the United States, with 
predictable effect on Soviet willingness to make major and meaning
ful concessions. Those trends will continue to be adverse until we take 
the necessary programmatic actions to restore the balance. Obvious
ly, we have a great deal to do, whether the treaty is ratified or not.

In essence, my judgment that the treaty is in our national interest 
rests on the conclusion that restoration of the balance will be easier 
with the treaty than without it. The overriding issue, I would empha
size, is not the treaty per se, but whether we are going to take those 
steps necessary to restore essential equivalence with the Soviets and 
maintain it over the long haul. The treaty provides us the option to do 
that, provided we are willing to compete.

UNITED STATES DEFENSE BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The increment to our strategic budget will be significant; and, for 
reasons which I emphasized earlier in my statement, I believe it is ab
solutely essential that such expenditure not be allowed to impact ad
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versely on our general purpose force funding. General purpose forces 
are the ones most likely to have to be used. Yet their funding is al
ready at levels which seriously risk the loss of superiority in those 
few areas where we still possess it —including the critical maritime 
area. We will have accomplished little if we redress the balance in the 
strategic area, only to accelerate the development of adverse trends 
in the conventional balance.

Mr. Chairman, I stated at the outset that no single concern had pre
occupied my attention in the past year more than SALT. I have care
fully weighed the pros and cons of the treaty, in the broader context 
of the need to assure a stable overall strategic balance. I have con
cluded that, on balance, the positive aspects outweigh the negative 
ones. I regret that the treaty provides only marginal reductions in 
strategic arms.

Statement by the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force 
(Allen) Before the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services: SALT II Treaty, July 24f 1979 1

I am happy to have the opportunity to appear before you this after
noon to present my views regarding the SALT II agreements. This 
morning, General Jones summarized and submitted for the record a 
statement on behalf of the Joint Chiefs that sets forth our collective 
assessment of the Nation’s security needs in the area of strategic 
nuclear weapons and our endorsement of the SALT II Treaty. I fully 
support the overall judgments and recommendations.

I have serious concerns about the security of the United States 
during the period that the SALT II agreements would be in effect. 
These concerns derive from the growing Soviet military strength and 
our own restraint in the procurement of strategic weapons. These 
concerns will remain largely the same with or without the SALT II 
Treaty. If we are to maintain our strategic deterrent and the politi
cally vital state of essential equivalence with the Soviets, we will need 
to proceed with several key programs.

However, I have no doubt that the SALT II Treaty, if placed into 
effect, can contribute significantly to the maintenance of our security. 
It can do so by usefully bounding the threat posed by the Soviets and 
by permitting us to do what we must to match them in nuclear strength.

Moreover, it can provide a significant basis for further strategic 
arms limitations. Thus, I view the SALT II agreements as a modest 
but highly significant step in what I believe should be a continuing, 
two-pronged strategy that combines resourceful negotiations di
rected toward equitable and verifiable strategic arms limitations 
where possible and vigorous programs to modernize our strategic ca
pabilities where required to insure the strategic balance.

1 M ilitary Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
and Protocol Thereto (SALTII Treaty): Hearings Before the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, United States Senate, Ninety-sixth Congress, F irst Session, Pt. 1, pp. 231-232.
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Some of the provisions of the SALT II Treaty that I believe are par
ticularly useful in maintaining our security include the ceilings on 
MIRV’ed systems, the restrictions on new ICBM’s and, above all, the 
fractionation limits on ballistic missiles. I certainly would have pre
ferred significantly reduced ceilings, particularly in systems equipped 
with MIRV’s, and I am convinced we must pursue such reductions 
from the outset of SALT III.

VERIFICATION

I support the conclusion that, on balance, the SALT II agreements 
are equitable and adequately verifiable. To assure verification, we 
must continue to support vigorous intelligence programs, including 
the expeditious deployment of systems to compensate for the loss of 
the Iranian collection sites. Our most capable intelligence collections 
efforts are required not only to monitor Soviet compliance with SALT 
but, more important, to assess the total Soviet military effort that 
most certainly will continue to pose a serious challenge to our securi
ty. While the SALT II agreements can provide a useful framework 
for maintaining deterrence and strategic parity in the face of the con
tinuing Soviet arms buildup, they will not be sufficient by themselves 
to do so.

UNITED STATES STRATEGIC FORCE IMPROVEMENTS

Consequently, we must proceed with prudent strategic force im
provement programs of our own including the deployment of the Tri
dent missile and submarine, introduction of substantial number of long- 
range, air-launched cruise missiles to supplement our bomber force, 
modernization programs for our Minuteman ICBM’s and the deploy
ment of the M -X  intercontinental ballistic missile in a survivable 
basing mode.

With regard to our bomber force, the treaty limits would not inter
fere with our plans to modernize the avionics of our B-52 force to im
prove its penetration capability or our programs to deploy more than 
3,000 air-launched cruise missiles on converted B-52G bombers. Dur
ing the prospective term of SALT II, we also plan to continue to mod
ernize our Minuteman and Titan II ICBM’s, including the deployment 
of the improved Mark 12A reentry vehicle on 300 Minuteman I l l’s.

Most importantly, we will be moving forward toward the deploy
ment of the mobile M -X , the first U.S. strategic weapons system 
that has been explicitly designed to support a combined arms control 
and force modernization strategy. Not only will the M -X  system ful
ly comply with SALT II constraints on new missile design and be 
designed to assure adequate verification, but it will also contribute to 
our longer term SALT objective of providing us with a survivable 
ICBM capability that is compatible with significantly reduced force 
levels.

The SALT II agreements will allow us full latitude to proceed with 
all of these vital modernization programs.
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In sum, I fully support ratification of the SALT II agreements. My 
concerns focus upon our maintaining the resolve to undertake the mod
ernization required to offset almost certain Soviet advances in stra
tegic capability that will be undertaken within the constraints of the 
treaty. To protect our freedom, we must continue to seek negotiated 
arms limitations where we can, while continuing to arm where we 
must.

Statement by the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army 
(Meyer) Before the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services: SALT II Treaty, July 24, 1979 1

I will read the statement then, which will be consistent with the 
practice of the other Chiefs during this hearing.

When I appeared before this committee little more than a month 
ago I told you I had not yet reached a personal conclusion regarding 
SALT II, that I well understood the obligation of my office to the 
American people and the Congress, and that I would, when called be
fore you, without reservation forthrightly express my judgment on 
the military advisability of the treaty. I am prepared to do that at this 
time.

I know that you realize that deliberation which you are joined in at 
this particular point in time has both national and international impli
cations, and it is going to fashion for the future our relationships with 
the Soviet Union, and our relationships with our NATO Allies and 
our relationships with nations throughout the world.

At the outset, I would like to assure you that I was involved as a 
member of the JCS in the final assessment of the treaty and that this 
assessment at that particular point in time was included in the state
ment which was submitted by General Jones and I was involved in 
the writing of that statement so that my words and my thoughts are 
included in that statement which was submitted by General Jones 
and I subscribe to the judgment made in his statement that the agree
ment is in the U.S. national interest and merits your support.

It is clear that we, the Soviets, and the rest of the world as well, 
have a strong mutual interest in reducing the risk of nuclear war. But 
I do not believe that a common desire to constrain arms competition 
means that the Soviets will not challenge us whenever our national 
interests conflict with theirs. Just as people were confused by detente, 
too often equating it with harmony, I am concerned that a popular 
confusion may again arise which equates arms agreements with se
curity. My deepest reservation about this agreement is that the 
American people, and our Allies, may see it as a substitute for the se
curity measures we must take if we are to insure that our national in
terests are adequately protected.

1 M ilitary Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
and Protocol Thereto (SALTII Treaty): Hearings Before the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, United States Senate, Ninety-sixth Congress, First Session, Pt. 1, pp. 233-235.
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I must express my grave concern with the strategic situation which 
prevails after almost 7 years of SALT II negotiations, as well as to 
highlight my hope and anxiety with regard to the future. In retrospect, 
one can characterize U.S. behavior during this period as guided by 
the spirit of SALT I, while Soviet action was guided by the letter of 
those agreements. That is the spirit versus the letter.2

In my view, the dramatic impact of these alternate approaches is 
apparent in the state of the military balance we face today. In accor
dance with the divergent interpretations of the meaning of SALT I, 
the United States has pursued a policy of calculated restraint intended 
to permit stabilization of strategic competition. At the same time, the 
Soviet Union in the face of U.S. restraint has pursued what can now 
be clearly seen as an aggressive program to achieve maximum force 
advantage. As a consequence, the position of strategic nuclear advan
tage enjoyed by the United States in 1972 has been eliminated.

Despite the history of SALT I, I do not believe that SALT II pre
cludes an adequate basis for the pursuit of required actions on the 
part of the United States to reverse the trends of the last decade or 
more —actions which this Nation, in my opinion, must take with or 
without SALT II. It is my view that, with required national resolve 
and appropriate vigilance, more can be done to protect U.S. interests 
with this agreement than without it.

I recognize that even under the terms of SALT II, the strategic ca
pabilities of the Soviet Union will increase substantially. As a conse
quence, SALT II can be viewed as simply a necessary step toward 
future significant strategic arms control. In the near term, this agree
ment provides a means to regulate competition in the strategic forces 
arena while we undertake the modernization initiatives required.

While the importance of the SALT II Treaty and your current de
liberations are self-evident, we must remain fully aware of the fact 
that SALT and the resulting strategic balance does not and cannot 
stand alone. Deterrence requires a clear and evident capability and 
resolve to fight at any level of conflict or to deliberately escalate so 
that any potential opponent will assess the risk as unacceptable. To 
this end, the United States must maintain combat-ready military forces 
capable of defending U.S. interests across the entire spectrum of con
flic t-s tra teg ic , theater nuclear, and conventional.

Our security will be jeopardized unless we have capabilities to meet 
threats at the various levels. As long as the SALT process does not 
obscure the pressing need for fully funded defense programs neces
sary to meet the demanding challenges below the strategic level, rati
fication of the SALT Treaty should not have any adverse effects on 
theater nuclear and general purpose forces. The key in my judgment 
is balance.

Balance, in our allocation of funds among strategic, theater nuclear, 
and conventional programs.

2 The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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Balance, in the regional allocation of effort, insuring that we have 
adequate forces and strategic mobility to meet contingency require
ments.

Balance, in our capability to deter war as well as in our ability to 
confidently go to war.

Balance, in the quantitative and qualitative improvement of our 
forces.

Balance, in our concern for an equitable sharing of security burden 
with our allies on the one hand, and for our own irreducible vital in
terests on the other.

Balance, in our capacity both to react swiftly and in strength to ag
gression, and to sustain operations for as long as that aggression per
sists.

In sum, we must continue to move toward a balanced approach in 
our efforts to reduce risks which exist across the entire spectrum of 
our military capability. With or without SALT, we must recognize 
fully that it is the interdependence among our major force components 
which constitutes our deterrent strength.

The national investment in strategic force improvements cannot 
come from a rearrangement within the budget. As the chairman has 
indicated “we cannot afford to rob Peter to pay Paul —take it out of 
the conventional forces and put it in the strategic forces —the conven
tional forces need additional help also.”

In the final analysis, I support the treaty because I think it is a use
ful step, which when coupled with an actively pursued comprehensive 
force modernization program, should enhance our security.

I believe that an appreciation of the consequences of divergent 
Soviet and U.S. behavior under the terms of SALT I constitutes the 
major lesson of the past 7 years of the SALT process. If we are to pro
tect our national security and achieve more meaningful arms control, 
this hard-earned lesson of SALT I must be reflected in our decisions 
on both strategic force modernization and future SALT negotiations. 
I am hopeful that, if we approach our future decisions in this realistic 
and resolute manner, the promise of SALT II can be realized.

Statement by the U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union 
(Toon) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations: SALT II Treaty [ Extract ], July 25, 1979 1

In my view, historical circumstances have combined to make real 
disarmament measures attractive to the Soviet leadership. Ten years 
ago, few knowledgeable Americans would have believed that we and 
the Soviets could sit down together and agree to limit strategic nu
clear weapons.

1 Hearings on Ex. Y, 9 6 - 1 Pt. 3, pp. 7 -10 .
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Working out good agreements with the Soviets —ones which they 
will carry out because it is in their interest to do so, yet which serve 
our purposes also —can take years. In some instances it will become 
clear that there is no mutuality of interests —and when this happens 
we must have both the good sense to realize it and the will to walk 
away. But we need to keep in mind our long-range goals, to set a 
course and to stick to it.

Clear-eyed calculation of our national objectives is a prerequisite 
for dealing with the Soviet Union. That has been the approach of this 
and previous administrations in arms control matters, and especially 
in SALT.

I will not dwell on the contents of the SALT agreement. Let me 
just mention what I see, from my particular vantage point, as some of 
its main benefits. I think it will introduce a substantial element of sta
bility in our relations with the Soviet Union. In my view, it is impor
tant that the Treaty places equal ceilings on the strategic arsenals of 
both sides, thereby ending a previous numerical imbalance in favor of 
the Soviet Union. It preserves our options to build the forces we need 
to maintain the strategic balance. It enhances our ability to monitor 
Soviet actions and is adequately verifiable —an essential feature in 
any agreement with the Soviets since we cannot rely on goodwill.

Here let me say that I had earlier stated publicly that I would actu
ally oppose a treaty which could not be adequately verified. In light of 
the loss of our facilities in Iran, I reserved my position on the Treaty. 
Now that I have had a briefing by the experts here in Washington, 
the same briefing given the President, I agree with him and with 
Secretary Brown and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. No militarily signifi
cant violations of SALT II could take place without detection. I would 
not be here today to recommend this Treaty if I did not believe that.

Finally, a main benefit of the Treaty is that it leads directly to the 
next step in controlling nuclear weapons and establishes a basis for 
further cooperation with the Soviet Union in this important field.

I would like in this connection to say a few words about the negoti
ation of the Treaty. A view frequently expressed by those critical of 
the Treaty is that we could have gotten a better deal if only we had 
been more persistent, less eager to get an agreement —in a word, 
tougher. The corollary to this is that we still can seek a better deal 
and can rectify our past mistakes by going back to the Soviets and re
negotiating the Treaty. I am convinced that both assumptions are 
profoundly wrong. They rest in my view on a fallacious view both of 
what actually happened and of what is possible and feasible in our 
relations with the Soviets. I think we will be dangerously deluding 
ourselves if we believe otherwise.

As regards the negotiation of the Treaty, I am confident that the 
Agreement is the best that could have been obtained. We could not 
have gotten more out of the Soviets on any specific issue without hav
ing to pay an unacceptable price in another part of the agreement. I 
say this on the basis both of my own involvement in the SALT negoti
ations and of my long experience with the Soviets.
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I think we should also be clear-headed about the prospects for rene
gotiation. If we go back to the Soviets to demand that certain issues 
be negotiated in our favor, on the basis of amendments passed by the 
Senate, this will at best result in a reopening of those issues which 
were resolved in our favor —and there are many. Or they will turn us 
down flat. In either case, this would kill the Treaty. I do not think we 
should entertain any illusions on this score. The Soviets signed the 
Treaty because they believed it was in their national interest to do 
so, as we believed it was in ours. They want SALT and they have im
portant reasons for wanting it. But I cannot imagine any circum
stance under which we could persuade them to enter into a Treaty 
which they regarded as disadvantageous to them or to accept an 
agreement which, at our insistence, was revised in our favor. This 
simply will not work. From thirty years’ experience dealing with the 
Soviets, I can tell you that I believe that to think otherwise would be 
not a leap of faith, but a leap of folly.

In this connection, I think it is important to understand why the 
Soviets want the Treaty. In my view they do want it and largely, I 
would say, for the same reason that we do. While basically antagonistic 
toward us, the Soviet leadership has come to realize that world war, 
involving nuclear weapons, cannot advance Soviet global aims. The 
Soviets therefore are interested in the development of a more stable 
relationship with us and in decreasing the likelihood of a dangerous 
confrontation between us. In addition, the Soviet leaders want to place 
some limits on the resources which now go into strategic weapons 
and to have additional resources to devote to other purposes. While 
they, as we, understand the need for strategic parity and second- 
strike capability, they are not interested in investing in nuclear 
weapons systems which they hope never to use —so long as they are 
convinced they can forego such systems without harming their na
tional security.

At the same time, it is naive to suppose that the Soviet Union is in 
such a desperate economic state that the Soviets must swallow a 
SALT package disadvantageous to them. I think this is wrong, and I 
think the argument is dangerous. It would be equally naive to suppose 
that Brezhnev is so anxious for a SALT agreement that he would be 
prepared to override all opposition from his colleagues and enter into 
an agreement disadvantageous to the Soviet Union. No one with gen
uine experience of the Soviet Union would credit this for a minute. 
Under no conditions would Brezhnev go counter to Soviet interests, 
and even if he were so inclined, in the interests of self-aggrandizement, 
he would not have the power to do so.

And what if the Senate fails to ratify SALT II? In my opinion, this 
would be a severe blow to U.S.-Soviet relations generally and to the 
SALT negotiating process in particular. I would not go so far as to 
say that rejection of SALT II would either put a halt to all disarma
ment negotiations, or cause a permanent rupture in our bilateral rela
tions. But the disarmament process as well as our overall bilateral
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relationship would be hurt, and at this point no one can say how much 
time would be needed to repair the damage.

Moreover, I believe the Soviets see an alternative to a SALT II 
agreement —a risky one but one with considerable appeal. If the 
Senate fails to approve the agreement or insists on changes unaccept
able to the Kremlin, the result will be a crisis of confidence in U.S. 
leadership among our Western Allies. Driving a wedge between the 
U.S. and its European Allies is a goal of Soviet foreign policy which 
long predates arms control. I am persuaded that Moscow would exploit 
a breakdown in the SALT process to pursue this goal with a ven
geance. And I believe that they would have some success in doing so. 
The result could be increased U.S. isolation and a breakdown in our 
efforts to stimulate improvement in the conventional and nuclear de
fenses of Western Europe.

Let me make clear that I do not expect that ratification of SALT II 
will produce a climate in which all will be sweetness and light in our 
relations with Moscow. Nothing could be further from reality. Ours is 
an adversary relationship, and we will always have a substantial 
measure of friction, problems, unpleasantness.

Looking ahead, what changes can we expect? Prediction in Soviet 
affairs is a notoriously risky business and ordinarily I studiously 
avoid trying to forecast Soviet behavior. But we can and should ex
amine domestic Soviet factors that could have an influence on Soviet 
foreign policy and Soviet behavior abroad. We need to be aware of 
these, if we are not to be surprised at Soviet actions.

Before long we will be dealing with a post-Brezhnev leadership. 
Here we have a key variable in the Soviet political equation whose 
exact weight is impossible to assess. We do not know when this will 
be or who will succeed him. The emergence of Brezhnev’s real succes
sor will take time. There will be a period of jockeying for position 
within the Politburo. Even if one personality emerges, it may take 
him several years to achieve Brezhnev’s present preeminence, as was 
the case with Brezhnev himself. During part of this period we can 
expect some degree of turning inward and a reluctance to take initia
tives or make bold moves. This may be accompanied by some hard
line posturing: Both Brezhnev and Khrushchev took a hard line in op
posing their predecessors only, of course, to espouse “peaceful coexis
tence” and “detente,” respectively, once their positions were secure.

The Politburo has clearly not been free of disagreement during the 
past eight years. But at the same time, Brezhnev has —so far as we 
can tell —been careful not to get out too far ahead of his colleagues 
and to bring them along. His has been and continues to be essentially 
a consensus policy. This, I believe, makes a major repudiation of 
Brezhnev’s policies unlikely, provided those policies are intact and 
viable when handed over.

My confidence in this, however, would be significantly reduced if 
the longstanding and painfully achieved undertaking to control and 
reduce strategic arms were to be in disarray.
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There is speculation —mostly, in my view, uninformed —about com
peting interest groups within the leadership. There are those who 
argue that there are hard-liners and moderates in the Politburo and 
that we must strengthen the hand of the latter against the former. I 
think I know the current Soviet leadership as well as any Westerner, 
and I would find it difficult, if not impossible, to identify who belongs 
to which group.

There are those who are less interested than others in establishing 
a cooperative relationship with the United States —for example, the 
doctrinaire Party functionaries, the KGB, and perhaps the military. 
And the worst case in terms of American interests would be a 
stronger voice in policy making for these groups. The result would be 
a higher Soviet tolerance than during the Brezhnev years for tempo
rary increases in U.S.-Soviet tension.

The best case for American interests probably would involve a 
stronger voice for relatively non-ideological technocrats, who per
ceive a need to increase imports of Western technology, who under
stand the economic and national security benefits of arms limitation, 
and who are relatively more inclined to defer or de-emphasize policies 
which increase U.S.-Soviet tension.

An important —perhaps the most important —preoccupation for 
any future Soviet leadership, as it has necessarily been of the present 
one, will be the performance of the Soviet economy. Here the pros
pects are not encouraging: all indicators point to a continued sluggish 
performance during the 1980’s with increasing competition for scarce 
resources, a backward agricultural sector, and powerful vested inter
ests in the bureaucracy opposing any change in the status quo. A de
clining rate of population growth will decrease the manpower pool 
available for labor —and incidentally for military manpower. Nation
alism, combining with other frustrations, could become a prominent 
consideration for Soviet centralism.

But we should not delude ourselves that economic difficulties will 
moderate Soviet behavior abroad or, in themselves, curtail the Soviet 
defense effort. It would be a dangerous illusion to base our own pol
icies—in SALT or elsewhere —on the assumption that the Soviets 
cannot afford to compete with us in an all-out arms race. It is danger
ous, because it would dare Moscow to try to leapfrog us in strategic 
arms. Moscow respects our technological ability and certainly would 
not welcome a no-holds-barred arms race with us. But history has 
shown that the Soviet regime will demand any sacrifice from the 
Soviet people necessary to assure an adequate military posture. And 
the Soviet people, lacking any effective means to object, have little 
choice but to comply.

In dealing with the future leadership, as with the present one, I 
think we must continue to pursue our efforts at cooperation where 
possible and where consistent with our national security. SALT II 
will not produce a harmonious relationship with the Soviets. But even 
though it will not eliminate the abrasive elements of competition be
tween ourselves and the Soviets, it will nonetheless enhance world
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stability and set the stage for further negotiations and on arms con
trol and political issues. It will enable us to move forward to SALT 
III —to further reductions in our strategic arsenals and to continued 
efforts to lower the risk that our competition could erupt in nuclear 
war. History will not forgive us if we do not continue to probe — 
without in any way harming our own national security— the extent of 
Soviet sincerity in this critical field of strategic arms control.

Second Report to the Committee on Disarmament by 
the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts To Consider 
International Cooperative Measures To Detect and 
Identify Seismic Events: Summary [Extract], July 25, 
1979 1

On 15 February 1979 the Committee on Disarmament (the CD) de
cided,2 inter alia, that the arrangements for the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures 
to Detect and Identify Seismic Events, as originally established on 
22 July 19763 by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
(the CCD) to facilitate the monitoring of a comprehensive test ban, 
should be maintained. On that occasion the CD also decided that the 
Group should remain open also to States not Members of the 
Committee.

For its second report, summarized here, the Ad Hoc group had been 
given the following terms of reference:4

Recognizing the valuable and important work carried out by the Ad Hoc Group and presented to the CCD in its report of 
14 March 1978,5 taking note of the suggestion by the Ad Hoc 
Group that it conduct additional work and also of a similar sug
gestion by the Japanese delegation,6 the CCD decides that the Ad 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 international exchange 
of seismological data under a treaty prohibiting nuclear weapons 
test, and a protocol covering nuclear explosions for peaceful pur
poses 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 1 data)

1 CD/43, pp. 1 -6 .
2 CD/PV.ll.
3Documents on Disarmament, 1976', pp. 484-485.
4 CCD/570.
5 CCD/558. The summary may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 

103-110.
6 Ibid., pp. 102-103.
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— data format and procedures for Level 1 data transmission 
through the WMO communication network

— procedures to be used for data analysis at data centers
— format and procedures for the exchange of waveform data 

(Level 2 data)
The organization and procedures of the work of this group shall 
remain the same as those defined by the decision of the Commit
tee of 22 July 1976. The Ad Hoc Group will hold its first meeting 
under its new mandate during the week beginning 24 July 1978. 
The group should present a progress report after each of its ses
sions. The group should report the results of its work to the Com
mittee during its spring session of 1979. After considering the 
final report of the Ad Hoc Group the committee will consider the 
questions of desirability of carrying out an experimental 
exercise.

By its decision on 26 April 1979,7 the Committee on Disarmament 
decided that the third session of the Group under its present mandate 
be held from 16-27 July 1979, thereby providing the Group with suf
ficient time for the preparation of its second report.

The present second consensus report elaborates on certain matters 
in the Ad Hoc Group’s first report on how seismological science can 
be applied in a co-operative international effort to facilitate the inter
national exchange of seismological data under a treaty prohibiting 
nuclear weapon tests, and a protocol covering nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes which would be an integral part of the treaty. The 
co-operative international effort described in the first report would 
have three elements: a systematic improvement of procedures at 
seismological observatories around the globe, an international ex
change of seismic data over the global telecommunications system 
(GTS) of the World Meteorological Organization (WMO), and process
ing of the data at special international data centers for the use of par
ticipant States. That report also considered an experimental exercise 
to assist the establishment of such a co-operative data exchange 
system.

The second report of the Ad Hoc Group has seven chapters, writ
ten in a generally non-technical language in order to facilitate its 
reading by non-specialists in the field of seismology. Technical mate
rial is presented in separate appendices. The report was built on 
more than fifty informal working papers submitted by the par
ticipating experts. These were deposited with and can be obtained 
from the CD secretariat. Some of them have been issued also as for
mal CCD or CD documents or have been published elsewhere.

This summary is intended to be a useful short version of the body 
of the second report and to give indications as to what further steps 
might have to be taken to achieve the co-operative measures envis
aged. The wide area of consensus reached by the experts in their first 
report has been maintained also in this second report. This report is

7 CD/PV.31.
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the result of a combined effort in which all of the experts participated 
equally.Chapter 2 of this report presents the background and terms of ref
erence for the continued work of the Ad Hoc Group. The organization 
and composition of the Group are described and its program and 
method of work are outlined. A reference to the co-operation with the 
WMO is also made.Chapter 3 gives instructions and specifications for data to be rou
tinely produced at participating stations (Level 1 data). In summary:

Existing seismograph stations that may be included in a global net
work do not at present have standardized equipment. However, in 
most cases only minor modifications would be needed to make partici
pation in the network feasible. The Ad Hoc Group strongly recom
mends that all network stations be equipped with modern seismo
graph systems capable of continuous recording of data in digital form. 
While highly desirable, this is not, however, considered essential for 
the successful conduct of an experimental exercise.Operational procedures at seismic stations are today not identical 
from one country to another. Nonetheless, the Ad Hoc Group con
siders that instrumental observations should in general be carried 
out in accordance with existing practice, while taking into account 
standardization work going on within the seismological community. 
More stringent requirements will, however, apply as to scope and 
consistency of reporting as well as to equipment reliability and preci
sion of calibration measurements.Parameters to be reported are specified in Tables 3.1 and 3.2. De
tailed instructions for their measurement are provided in separate 
appendices. In view of the lack of standardized procedures for auto
mated measurements, the Ad Hoc Group considers that, at the pres
ent stage, parameters should primarily be measured manually. Any 
measurement made automatically from digital recordings should be 
subjected to visual control.All seismic events registered by any station in the global network 
should be reported by that station in terms of the specified Level 1 
parameters. However, in order to keep the volume of data at an ac
ceptable level, the Ad Hoc Group recommends an abbreviated form of 
reporting that would be allowable for events classified by the 
station’s analyst as:

— Local earthquakes or quarry blasts
— Events belonging to an earthquake sequence (e.g. more than 10 

events a day from the same place).
The stations are, however, obliged to supply the complete Level 1 

data on such a particular event if asked to do so by an international 
data center or by any participating country.Chapter 4 discusses data format and procedures for Level 1 data 
transmission through the WMO communications network. In sum
mary, the Ad Hoc Group recommends that the International Seismic Code be chosen as the basic format for Level 1 data transmission.



SCIENTIFIC EXPERTS REPORT, JULY 25 479

This code is already used by some ten countries to transmit limited 
seismic data through the WMO/GTS. Its use for the proposed Level 1 
parameters will necessitate only a few relatively minor extensions. 
The most significant change will be the inclusion of a number of new 
types of indices in the format. The details of these changes will need 
to be agreed with other users of the WMO/GTS and also approved by 
the WMO prior to implementation in the proposed global data 
exchange.

In order to ensure the reliability of seismic data transmission on 
the GTS, formal arrangements similar to those now in effect for mete
orological data will be needed. The lack of such arrangements is the 
main reason why significant data loss now occurs when transmitting 
seismic data on the GTS.

In view of the low error rates and the flexible provisions for re
transmission of messages on the GTS, there will be no need for redun
dancy checks in the seismic data messages on the high speed circuits. 
On the low speed circuits, the error rates are higher, and the question 
of redundancy checks there should be studied further. A regular time 
schedule should be established for Level 1 data transmissions, avoid
ing the peak load hours for meteorological data.

A study conducted by the WMO on the expected capacity of the 
GTS to handle the envisaged Level 1 data transmission concluded 
that:

(i) Few problems are expected to arise in transm itting Level 1 
data on the high-speed circuits of the GTS.

(ii) Difficulties are foreseen during days of peak load on certain 
low-speed circuits in parts of South America, Africa, South
western Asia and South-west Pacific.

It should be noted that the WMO study was based on a seismic 
transmission peak load expected to occur only a few times per year, 
as estimated by the Ad Hoc Group, and that the expected average 
load is much lower. The Ad Hoc Group emphasizes the need for it to 
further study this problem, both with the aim to give the WMO more 
accurate estimates of future transmission loads and also to take into 
account future developments within the WMO/GTS network.Chapter 5 concerns format and procedures for the exchange of 
waveform data (Level 2 data). The global network will be composed of 
stations of heterogenous data recording systems. Several different 
methods to implement waveform exchanges might therefore be 
applied, e.g.:

(i) facsimile transmission of graphical recordings
(ii) transmission of data in numerical form over commercial telex, 

WMO/GTS or other data links
(iii) air mail delivery of magnetic tapes or seismograms (by sched

uled air services or by International Data Post).
During an experimental exercise, all of these should be tested. If a 

global network comes into operation in the future, it would be neces
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sary to concentrate on the speedy methods of communication (i) and
(ii), using mail services only as a last resort.

At present, the WMO/GTS does not have the capacity to handle ex
tensive Level 2 data exchange, and its use for this purpose in the 
future calls for careful study.

This chapter also specifies a recommended minimum volume of 
waveform data which might be requested for a seismic event. Each 
waveform transmission should be accompanied by the necessary 
technical descriptions of type of data, format and calibration 
information.

Data recording media and formats that might be encountered in a 
global network are described in a separate appendix to this chapter 
(Appendix 5.3). Data centers should be equipped to handle waveform 
data supplied in any reasonable format.Chapter 6 describes procedures to be used for data analysis at In
ternational Data Centers. The purpose of the proposed International 
Data Centers would be to provide the States participating in the in
ternational data exchange with easily accessible data on seismic 
events for national assessments.Data analysis at the centers should as a rule be performed using 
well-defined, automatic procedures. If considered necessary to im
prove the results, occasional interaction by a seismologist would be 
allowable. However, all such manual intervention would be docu
mented alongside the results. Detailed technical procedures for seis
mic phase association, event location, depth estimation and magni
tude determination are described in separate appendices to this 
chapter.Identification data should be compiled and associated to each ap
propriate event. However, the centers would not make any assess
ment as to the nature of any event.Results of the analyses should be reported preferably via the 
WMO/GTS, but this network could also be supplemented by bilateral 
or multilateral arrangements between States. The Data Centers 
would distribute preliminary bulletins as soon as the available data 
allow an event to be located. Final, detailed results should be distrib
uted within one week of the event occurrence.

A data bank should be established at each International Data 
Center. The proposed file structures of such banks as well as the ex
pected data volume are specified in detail in separate appendices. 
The files comprise, inter alia:

— complete Level 1 data as reported by the stations
— event analysis results as given in the bulletins
— unassociated detections (i.e. station reports not found to corre

spond to any located event)
— complete records of requested Level 2 data.

All of these data files should be stored permanently. On request, 
the data centers would supply any data from these files in an agreed
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format, possibly through a computer-based information retrieval 
system.

Though the centers would normally conduct their tasks indepen
dently of one another, co-ordination of their activities is necessary. 
Furthermore, each center should regularly check its data files 
against those of the other centers, and any inconsistency should be 
resolved. These matters merit further study.

The Ad Hoc Group recommends that further study be undertaken 
with the aim to incorporate new research results into the procedures 
to be employed at the international data centers.Chapter 7 contains the recommendations by the Ad Hoc Group. In 
summary they are:

(a) that the Ad Hoc Group be given a new mandate
— to continue the elaboration of detailed instructions for an ex

perimental test of the global system with its second report as 
a basis;

— to continue its work on the further development of the scien
tific and technical aspects of international co-operative mea
sures to detect and identify seismic events;

— to co-operate in the review and analysis of national 
investigations.

(b) that investigations, on a national level,
— into the conditions for using the WMO Global Telecommunica

tion System for seismic data exchange;
— into procedures to obtain desired data at individual stations 

under various conditions;
— into analysis and data handling procedures at the envisaged 

data centers; and
— into methods of rapid exchange waveform data 

be encouraged.
(c) that the Ad Hoc Group report thereupon to the CD
(d) that the CD invite the WMO to continue its co-operation with 

the Ad Hoc Group

Statement by the Commander in Chief of the Strategic 
Air Command (Ellis) Before the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations: Strategic Air Command Under 
the SALT II Treaty, July 26f 1979 1

SAC’s interest in this treaty is straightforward and relates solely 
to our mission of nuclear deterrence. We have two very basic 
questions.

1 Hearings on Ex. Y, 96-1 . Pt. 3, pp. 128-131.
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The first question: During the life of the treaty, will it be more diffi
cult or less difficult to accomplish the objectives of our deterrent and 
emergency war missions with a treaty utilizing the weapon systems 
we have and expect to have between now and the end of 1985?

The second question relates to the post-treaty period, and it is: Is 
SAC likely to be more capable or less capable of carrying out the ob
jectives of its deterrent and emergency war missions during the post
treaty period by reason of our country having abided by SALT II?

It is our assessment that during the period of the treaty, SAC will 
have less difficulty executing its deterrent and emergency war mis
sions with a treaty than we would without a treaty. Now, the reasons 
for this positive assessment.

First, under the treaty we will have approximately 250 less Soviet 
strategic delivery vehicles to contend with in our planning. Addition
ally, we undoubtedly would have a much larger number of Soviet 
weapons to consider in our planning if there were no treaty.

Second, the treaty places a limit of 10 warheads on each SS-18 
missile or a total of 3,080 for the entire SS-18 force until 1985. In the 
absence of a treaty, we believe the Soviets have the technology and 
production base not only to increase the number of SS-18’s that 
could be deployed, but also to increase the number of weapons each 
SS-18 could carry during the 1980-85 time period. Additionally, 
such increases in SS -17’s and S S-19’s could also be achieved.

Third, the Soviets have follow-on modifications underway to exist
ing fourth generation ICBM’s, along with some fifth generation 
ICBM’s under development; but under the treaty they may test and 
deploy only one new system. Additionally, the Soviets undoubtedly 
have extra Backfire production capacity but have agreed to limit pro
duction to 30 a year.

Fourth, under the treaty it will be easier to verify Soviet actions 
than it would be without a treaty. Our Nation’s current capability, 
together with programs underway, will preserve an ability to ade
quately verify Soviet activities. Whether adequate is sufficient for 
this treaty could be a shaky judgment if taken in isolation. But when 
weighed with treaty imposed restraints that can be verified, I believe 
it is acceptable. However, the uncertain aspects of treaty verification 
once again bring home the absolute requirement for more positive 
cooperative measures, including onsite inspection, if we are to 
expand qualitative limitations in SALT III.

Fifth and most important, we are not restricted by the treaty from 
doing those things we must in the way of strategic force 
modernization.

Now, to the second question regarding the performance of SAC’s 
mission in the post-treaty period. Our position in the post-treaty 
period, from a war planning and execution point of view, should be 
better by reason of having complied with SALT II because we will 
better understand and be better informed on the Soviet post-treaty 
force structure and capabilities; and we will not be restricted from 
undertaking our modernization program.
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However, there are two areas of concern: the SS-18, the Soviet 
heavy, modern ICBM, which we are not permitted to duplicate, and 
the Backfire bomber.

With regard to the SS-18, during SALT II we can expect the 
Soviets to concentrate on identification of methods for exploiting the 
enormous throw-weight available in the missile —almost twice that of 
the M -X  —in the post-treaty period. The technology of fractionation 
is well known to the Soviets, and I expect them to progress in this 
area during the course of and within the limitations of the treaty. The 
Soviet planner will, also identify other techniques for utilizing this 
excessive throw-weight, such as accuracy improvements and in
creases in warhead yield. The question then becomes whether the 
United States would prefer the Soviets to do them with an agree
ment, or take the chance of them being done, plus fractionating and 
additional SS-18 deployments, without a treaty. I choose the former 
with the hope that future negotiations will cancel out this clear 
Soviet advantage.

With regard to Backfire, I would echo the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
This bomber has an intercontinental capability and should have been 
considered a strategic nuclear delivery vehicle. The promised produc
tion constraint can be monitored in peacetime, but whether the 
Soviets would use the Backfire in a strategic role during a crisis is a 
m atter for conjecture. The fact remains that in the post-treaty period 
the Soviets could have a force of some 300 or more Backfires with 
which we will have to contend.

I am led to the conclusion that the SS-18 and feackfire are central 
to the Soviet side of SALT II, and efforts to further constrain these 
systems could very likely delay the treaty for an extended period of 
time or leave us with an incomplete treaty during a period when 
treaty constraints will be helpful —even necessary —to the strategic 
planner and commander.

Perhaps the most significant point to emerge from this Nation’s 
debate on SALT II has been the growing consensus on the need for 
U.S. strategic force modernization. The best way to outline SAC’s 
views in this critical area is to first comment on modernization pro
grams now underway.

The air-launched cruise missile which will be integrated into our 
B-52G model force is now scheduled to go into production early next 
year. The ALCM promises to be a valuable supplement to our capabil
ity for the rest of this century.

We fully expect the ALCM-equipped B-52G to be employed in a 
“shoot and penetrate” role until 1985, at which time we recommend 
its transition to an all-stand-off ALCM carrier. The B-52H model will 
be upgraded to insure it has the ability to penetrate until the late 
1980’s. Then, SAC recommends that it, too, be converted to an ALCM 
standoff carrier role, thereby permitting us to delay the costly intro
duction of a new cruise missile carrier until the 1990’s.

President Carter’s recent decision to authorize full-scale engineer
ing development of the M -X  missile is encouraging. A basing deci-
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sion is now required and, further downstream, a timely production 
decision.

Preliminary work on an advanced strategic-manned penetrator for 
the 1990’s has just started, and we will watch progress with interest.

At this point in time, the programs I have just described appear to 
be an effective hedge against the strategic threat projected for the 
post-1985 period, when these systems, plus the Trident, will be enter
ing the force in operational numbers.

I would now like to turn to the period before these new systems are 
available in the necessary quantity —1980-1985 —a time frame when 
the United States is very likely to lose strategic equivalence with the 
Soviet Union.

Several agencies have looked at various alternatives to offset the 
serious threat in this period of uncertainty. SAC believes the most 
promising solution is the early modification of 155 F B - I l l ’s and 
F - I l l ’s into F B - lllB C ’s with new engines, enlarged weapon capac
ity, and sharply increased range capabilities. This option would not 
only help in the early 1980’s but also replace the B -52’s as they are 
phased out of the penetration role in the post-1985 period.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, the treaty you are considering will be 
helpful to the SAC Commander. However, it must be realized that 
SALT II, or any reasonable modification thereof, can in no way be 
regarded as an alternative to strategic modernization. The moderni
zation requirement matured during the past few years as we began to 
understand the full meaning and impact of the Soviet strategic 
buildup. Depending on what the Soviets do in the future, the treaty 
can perhaps reduce the magnitude of our modernization, but the nec
essary minimum strategic modernization requirement has already 
been identified and is not coupled to approval or disapproval of the 
treaty.

Statement by the Iranian Representative (Radjavi) 
to the Committee on Disarmament, July 26, 1979 1

Before embarking on a brief examination of the questions before 
this Committee I must point out that the Iranian Revolution, which 
has shaken the foundations of the former regime, is engaged in a 
thorough reassessment of Iranian foreign and domestic policy. The 
Provisional Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran aims in its 
domestic policy at creating a fairer, more humane society, in conform
ity with the high values of Iranian culture and of Islam. This implies a 
revision of objectives, the redefinition of priorities in all social, 
economic, political and military fields, and consequently the institu
tion of a new foreign policy of national independence and positive

1 CD/PV.45, pp. 6 -14 .
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neutrality. It follows, so far as concerns the crucial problems of arms 
and disarmament, that the Iranian people, the leaders of its Revolu
tion and its Government intend to break away from the hypocritical 
practices of the former regime, since the latter, while masquerading 
as a defender of disarmament, devoted a very large part of its gross 
national product to armaments. In 1973 Iran became the world’s big
gest customer for arms sales. Iranian military expenditure grew at a 
rate double that of the gross national product: in 1953, under 
Dr. Moussadeq’s National Government, Iran’s military expenditure 
was only 2 per cent of the gross national product; in 1971 this propor
tion reached 12 per cent, and in 1977 25 per cent, a rate which on the 
average is three times higher than in the United States of America or 
the Soviet Union, and six times higher than in France or Great Brit
ain. Since the oil price rises, the budget of the Iranian army in
creased fivefold, rising from $2 billion in 1973 to $10 billion in 1975, 
and kept on increasing until the eve of the great Revolution of 1979.

Thus, Iran’s military budget in 1977-1978 was comparable to that 
of Great Britain. The former regime devoted annually more than 30 
per cent of the State budget to its armed forces. Consequently, in pro
portion to its revenue, the regime of the ex-Shah had the heaviest 
military budget in the world. At the same time the State budget, still 
according to official figures, allocated only $1 billion to hygiene and 
public health. In these circumstances, when the supporters of the 
former regime talked about disarmament this was pure cynicism and 
hypocrisy.

The Provisional Revolutionary Government, I emphasize once 
again, intends to break away from this practice definitively.

That having been said, I must express my delegation’s satisfaction 
concerning the signing of the SALT II treaty,2 which curbs the prog
ress of the strategic arms race.

Everything no doubt has to start somewhere, especially in relation 
to such a complicated question as disarmament. We consider SALT II 
an improvement on SALT I,3 and we hope that it will be the fore
runner of a future international agreement on disarmament within 
the framework of the United Nations. Indeed, nuclear disarmament is 
an absolute priority and a final objective, and it is upon the nuclear 
Powers, particularly the two great Powers, that the responsibility 
for progress towards achieving that objective rests. This does not 
mean that the non-nuclear-weapon States should remain passive in 
the field of disarmament. On the contrary, since each individual per
son is concerned, and every human being is threatened by the danger 
of nuclear conflict, it is the duty of all nations, every country, all 
States, to use every possible means to slow down and put an end to 
the nuclear arms race. That is why the concerted efforts of the inter
national community to ensure increased United Nations participation

2 Printed above, June 18.
3 The SALT I agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, 

pp. 197 ff.
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in negotiations on nuclear disarmament, as recommended by the 
tenth special session of the General Assembly, devoted to disarma
ment,4 are of primary importance in this field.

The establishment of an atmosphere of confidence, and partial 
agreements for arms control, certainly represent an advance in this 
direction, but they can in no way take the place of authentic measures 
to stop and subsequently reverse the nuclear arms race.

In this context we at present feel encouraged by the signing of the 
SALT II Treaty in Vienna, and in spite of all its lacunae we welcome 
the treaty, which represents a step forward, and we await its applica
tion in full. It is only on this condition that the SALT II Treaty can be 
considered as an advance towards the reduction of nuclear arms. The 
SALT talks are a positive process if they do not stop at SALT II, but 
move on towards SALT III, then towards the final goal of the com
plete elimination of nuclear arms.

This continuous process is an important factor in establishing an 
atmosphere of confidence. Although the SALT II Treaty is an arms 
limitation treaty rather than a real disarmament treaty, we hope that 
it will contribute towards stabilizing and decelerating the arms race, 
and towards the promotion of proper disarmament treaties.

We have also noted with satisfaction documents CD/31 and CD/32, 
and the speeches of the Ambassadors of the United States of America 
and the Soviet Union concerning the joint United States-USSR pro
posal on radiological arms.5 We are at present engaged in examining 
this proposal with all the attention due to such an important topic.

Another important event has been the first session of the new 
United Nations Disarmament Commission resuscitated by the tenth 
special session of the General Assembly, devoted to disarmament. 
Consisting of all the Members of the United Nations, this new Dis
armament Commission, during the months of May and June, has been 
an open forum for the ideas of the whole world. The Commission suc
ceeded in preparing the various elements of a comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament.

Having noted with satisfaction the statement of the representative 
of the People’s Republic of China before the Disarmament Commis
sion on the subject of China’s direct participation in the work of the 
Committee on Disarmament in due course,0 we greatly hope to be 
able to welcome China to the Committee as soon as possible.

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 is to take 
place in September of this year.

Although we are disappointed by the fact that the Preparatory 
Conference was unable in the course of its two sessions to adopt com-

* The Final Document of the session is printed ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439.
5 CD/31 is the Soviet version of the joint proposal. CD/32, which is the U.S. version, 

and the speeches by the U.S. and Soviet representatives concerning the proposal are 
printed above, under July 9 and 10.

6 A/CN.10/PV.11, pp. 33-35.
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plete rules of procedure, including rules for the decision-making pro
cedure, or to establish a general basis for agreement on the prohibi
tion of incendiary weapons, we nevertheless express the hope that 
the September Conference will be crowned with success.

The Provisional Government of the Islamic Republic is also greatly 
interested in the non-proliferation Treaty. We hope that the second 
and third sessions of the Preparatory Committee for the second 
Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to take place this summer and 
next spring, will achieve positive and concrete results in order to 
ensure the success of the 1980 Conference.

Despite the heavy workload of this second part of the annual ses
sion of the Committee on Disarmament, we are glad to note that the 
Committee has been able to complete the prolonged procedural dis
cussions which have preoccupied it during its first session. The Com
mittee’s success in adopting its rules of procedure7 and its agenda for 
1979 should allow all its members to concentrate on fundamental 
problems.

Turning now to problems concerning the Committee directly, and 
in conformity with our agenda for 1979,1 should like to address my
self to a number of items on our agenda, asking your indulgence if I do 
not confine myself strictly to the programme laid down for today.

The primary objective of disarmament efforts is to stop the nuclear 
arms race and to achieve nuclear disarmament. We consider that this 
aspect of the question should be given high priority in any considera
tion of the problems of arms control and disarmament. The role and 
responsibility of the two great Powers must be constantly borne in 
mind in any viable disarmament effort aimed at stopping an acceler
ating arms race. Although the two great Powers have in fact recog
nized their responsibility by entering into the process of the bilateral 
SALT negotiations, their stocks remain intact.

The absence of a real agreement to reduce the level of nuclear arm
aments cannot be held to justify the continued production of nuclear 
weapons. Indeed, it is the arms race entered into by the great Powers 
which provides the principal stimulant for the constitution of a nu
clear arsenal on a world-wide scale. This also leads both to a great 
waste of resources and to an enormous destructive force.

It must be emphasized that a large proportion of all scientific and 
technological manpower and of the research expenditure of the indus
trial Powers is reserved for this purpose, and that a few industrial 
countries alone account for three quarters of the military expendi
ture of the entire world. At the same time, during the three decades 
and more of the “nuclear era”, the accumulation and modernization of 
the nuclear arsenal have progressed at an alarming pace, at a yet 
more alarming human and material cost. Furthermore, the prolifera
tion of nuclear arms continues, both qualitatively and quantitatively. 
Also, on observing the realities of the nuclear prospect, it is clearly

7 The rules of procedure are printed above, Feb. 28.
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apparent that only countries possessing the technological and eco
nomic resources necessary for the production, build-up and sophisti
cation of their nuclear arsenal bear the responsibility for stopping 
the arms race and moving on to nuclear disarmament.

The importance of this question has been recognized by the United 
Nations from the outset, and it is hardly surprising that the very first 
resolution of the General Assembly of the United Nations was con
cerned with the prohibition of nuclear arms.8

The Final Document of the tenth special session, devoted to dis
armament, reaffirmed, in its numerous paragraphs, the high priority 
which should be given to stopping the nuclear arms race. Thus, in par
agraph 50, it declares:

The achievement of nuclear disarmament will require urgent 
negotiation of agreements at appropriate stages and with ade
quate measures of verification satisfactory to the States con
cerned for:

(a) Cessation of the qualitative improvement and development 
of nuclear-weapon systems;

(b) 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;

(c) A comprehensive, phased programme with agreed time
frames, whenever feasible, for progressive and balanced reduc
tion of stockpiles of nuclear weapons and their means of deliv
ery, leading to their ultimate and complete elimination at the 
earliest possible time.

Taking account of this, we have noted with interest working paper 
CD/4,9 submitted by the socialist countries, which contains views and 
suggestions concerning a possible approach within the Committee on 
Disarmament to the question of nuclear disarmament.

The Iranian delegation fully realizes the difficulty and complexity 
of this question, which involves political and technical problems ur
gently requiring solution. We therefore follow this problem with 
great interest, in the hope that the working paper will be considered 
by the Committee in such a way that all its positive elements and its 
lacunae will be identified.

The Islamic Republic of Iran affirms its attachment to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty10 and accords great importance to a complete 
stoppage of nuclear-weapon tests. A treaty to put an end to nuclear 
explosions is an essential step towards arresting the development of 
new types of nuclear weapons. It is also an important element of the 
non-proliferation regime. Above all, however, the test-ban Treaty11 
has become the symbol of an advance in the field of negotiations. Fur

8 Res. on the Establishment of a Commission to Deal with the Problems Raised by the 
Discovery of Atomic Energy, Jan. 24, 1946, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 
1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 6 -7 .

•Printed above, Feb. 1.
10 The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
11 Printed ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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ther prospects of arms limitation would be seriously compromised by 
a failure to reach agreement on this subject.

Paragraph 51 of the Final Document of the tenth special session of 
the General Assembly declares:

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.

Later in the paragraph, the General Assembly stresses the ur
gency of concluding an agreement which “could attract the widest 
possible adherence”.

That is why my delegation shares with many others a feeling of dis
appointment on noting how slow the pace of the trilateral test-ban 
negotiations has been, especially since, the problem of nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes having been solved, all the necessary ele
ments are there, and the majority of the States Members of the 
United Nations have consistently voted for the immediate stoppage 
of nuclear tests. These countries will hardly view the discovery of 
numerous obstacles to an agreement with favour, particularly if the 
agreement is to be of limited duration. For the moment we are impa
tiently longing for the preparation of a treaty.

Such a document will no doubt be greatly welcomed, and presum
ably, in view of the time taken to prepare it, it will obtain the support 
of all the nuclear Powers.

The question of effective international agreements to assure the 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons has been on the agenda of the bodies dealing with disarma
ment for several years. Indeed, so long as the nuclear Powers take 
their stand on deterrence, the non-nuclear-weapon States must 
receive effective assurance that they will not be subjected to the use 
or threat of use of these weapons. In these circumstances, the Islamic 
Republic of Iran naturally feels closely concerned by this subject.

As to regional limitation of atomic proliferation, to which we attach 
great importance, our position and policy are clear. They consist in 
reducing the risk of nuclear conflict by restricting the sphere of use 
of nuclear weapons through the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones. One aspect of this approach concerns the responsibilities of the 
nuclear Powers towards the States situated in the zones. The 
establishment of such zones would allow the creation of a sort of 
assurance against nuclear aggression. It is to be hoped that the pro
posals put forward within the United Nations by various countries 
and groups of countries to this end will be favourably received by the 
countries of the regions concerned and by the great Powers, so that 
coverage can gradually be extended to all the non-nuclear countries.

Since most of the non-nuclear-weapon States are unfortunately not 
at present within nuclear-weapon-free zones, however, this solution 
cannot for them be regarded as the best assurance against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons.
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The question of effective international agreements to guarantee 
the security of the non-nuclear weapon States has been the subject of 
intense discussions, both in the preliminary stages and during the 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the special session of the 
General Assembly declares:

. . . 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 . . .

and in that same paragraph the General Assembly urges the nuclear 
Powers to conclude effective arrangements for that purpose.

That is a positive response which, if it was applied in letter and in 
spirit, would answer the non-nuclear-weapon States’ needs.

We therefore welcome the Pakistan initiative contained in docu
ments CD/1012 and CD/25, and are glad to note the setting up of the 
working group to initiate negotiations on the subject of the assur
ances necessary for non-nuclear-weapon States; we hope that these 
negotiations will achieve positive results. Working paper CD/23,13 
presented by the socialist countries, is also an appreciable contribu
tion to our work. The recent proposal CD/2714 by the United States of 
America, in which it is suggested that the individual pledges given by 
the nuclear States be incorporated in a General Assembly resolution, 
a proposal which in itself represents progress, cannot alone be an ade
quate substitute, however, for the assurances required by the non- 
nuclear-weapon States.

A convention on the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons is also among the priority items 
of our agenda. This question, whose importance is exceeded only by 
that of the problem of nuclear disarmament, calls for immediate ac
tion. These inhuman weapons with indiscriminate effects, although 
existing in the stockpiles of certain countries, are not yet part of the 
panoply of active defence. This is the moment for action, before these 
weapons, too, become indispensable, and before new countries seek 
to acquire them; this action would be in conformity with paragraph 75 
of the Final Document of the special session.

Thus, the high priority attached to this question is indisputable.
Such action must not be limited to the great Powers, for it concerns 

numerous countries, both industrialized and developing. Serious ef
forts have already been made at the multilateral level by several 
Governments as a contribution to a ban on chemical weapons, and 
these efforts must be continued.

The realization of the joint United S tates-U SSR initiative is tak
ing a great deal of time, and we hope that the difficulties will not in 
the end impede its success. With their impressive stockpiles of nu
clear weapons, the great Powers can hardly claim to rely on chemical

12 Printed above, Mar. 27.
13 See above, June 21.
14 See above, July 2.
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weapons for security purposes. Furthermore, the existence of the 
Geneva Protocol prohibiting the use of chemical weapons15 should fa
cilitate decision-making in this field. We therefore expect the two 
great Powers to make all the necessary efforts to resolve the impor
tant problems still outstanding between them.

We are therefore naturally in favour of the proposal contained in 
document C D /ll16 from the Group of 21, concerning the urgent need 
to establish a special working group, open to participation by all 
members of the Committee, with the aim of preparing a draft conven
tion prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons. In the same spirit we hope that the informal nego
tiations at present taking place will soon achieve a positive result.

We have tried to touch briefly on some of the points concerning the 
control of armaments, which require action. My delegation fervently 
hoped that the second part of the present session will have fruitful 
results, allowing us to say in our report to the General Assembly that 
we have at least made a promising start in the exercise of our respon
sibilities in respect of the questions referred to this Committee.

Message From President Carter to the Congress 
Transmitting the Agreement Between the United 
States and Australia on Nuclear Energy, ju iy  z7, 
1979 1

I am pleased to transmit to the Congress, pursuant to Section 123 d 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153(d)), the 
text of the proposed Agreement Between the United States and 
Australia Concerning Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy and 
accompanying annex and agreed minute; my written approval, 
authorization and determination concerning the agreement; and the 
Memorandum of the Director of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency with the Nuclear Proliferation Assessment 
Statement concerning the agreement. The joint memorandum sub
mitted to me by the Secretaries of State and Energy, which includes 
a summary analysis of the provisions of the agreement, and the views 
of the Members of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission are also 
enclosed.

The proposed agreement with Australia is the first such agree
ment submitted to the Congress since enactment of the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Act of 1978,2 which I signed into law on March 10, 1978 
and which, among other things, calls upon me to renegotiate existing 
peaceful nuclear cooperation agreements to obtain the new provi
sions set forth in that Act. In my judgment, the proposed agreement

15 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
16 See above, Apr. 9.
1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 30, 1979, pp. 1314-1315.
2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 118-164.
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for cooperation between the United States and Australia, together 
with its agreed minute, meets all statutory requirements.

I am particularly pleased that this first agreement is with 
Australia, a strong supporter of the Non-Proliferation Treaty3 and of 
international non-proliferation efforts generally. The proposed agree
ment reflects the desire of the Government of the United States and 
the Government of Australia to update the framework for peaceful 
nuclear cooperation between our two countries in a manner which 
recognizes both the shared non-proliferation objectives and the close 
relationship between the United States and Australia in the peaceful 
applications of nuclear energy. The proposed agreement will, in my 
view, further the non-proliferation and other foreign policy interests 
of the United States.

I have considered the views and recommendations of the inter
ested agencies in reviewing the proposed agreement and have deter
mined that its performance will promote, and will not constitute an 
unreasonable risk to, the common defense and security. Accordingly, 
I have approved the agreement and authorized its execution, and 
urge that the Congress give it favorable consideration.

Statement by ACDA Director Seignious Before the 
Senate Committee on Armed Services: SALT II 
Treaty, July 30r 1979 1

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am honored to appear before the com
mittee today to testify on behalf of the SALT II agreement.

Mr. Chairman, I could not advocate to the President, to the Senate 
or to the American people any form of unilateral disarmament. Over 
three decades in the military service of my country have taught me 
that we must first see to the security of our Nation.

I could not advocate an agreement that ties our hands while the 
Soviets are allowed a free hand. In strategic arms we must be ahead 
of, or at least equal to, the Soviet Union —never No. 2.

And I could not advocate an agreement based on trust. The very 
survival of our Nation is at stake, and trust is not a basis for national 
survival. To verify SALT we rely on our own independent national 
intelligence capabilities. After very careful study, I have concluded 
that SALT II is adequately verifiable and that it will be so from the 
day the agreement enters into force.

SALT II is a careful and major step forward to limit strategic of
fensive nuclear arms. It is a negotiated compromise that compro

3 Printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
1 M ilitary Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 

and Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty): Hearings Before the Committee on Armed  
Services, United States Senate, Ninety-sixth Congress, F irst Session, Pt. 2, 
pp. 442-446.
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mises neither our own security nor the stability of the strategic 
nuclear balance, nor the continuing quest to limit nuclear arms.

However, SALT II is not a panacea, it is not the millenium; ratifica
tion will not stop competition or eliminate all the challenges we face, 
or guarantee permanent stability. Above all, ratification does not 
mean that we as a nation can go to sleep.

National security is a continuing requirement; it requires national 
will, and it requires vigilance.

I have studied SALT II carefully from three professional vantage 
points: When the SALT II process was just getting started in 1972 as 
director of the joint staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, later as an at- 
large member of the SALT delegation, and now as Director of the 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

Mr. Chairman, I have five fundamental standards against which I 
have measured SALT II that I have included in my statement and I 
will summarize only here:

First, SALT II must place limits on Soviet forces; second, SALT II 
must permit us to undertake the military programs we believe are 
necessary for our security for we must be able to maintain the 
strategic balance under SALT II; third, SALT II must be adequately 
verifiable; fourth, SALT II must not interfere with existing patterns 
of cooperation and support for our NATO allies; and, fifth, SALT II 
must enhance strategic stability and reduce the risk of nuclear war.

I maintain, Mr. Chairman, that this treaty meets each and every 
one of those standards.

I would like to take exception to the view that SALT II limits 
Soviet programs to already planned levels or that they would not ex
ceed the SALT II levels anyway. That contention is totally at vari
ance with our intelligence estimates and it does not square with the 
pace and momentum that is causing such concern today.

Anyone who looks at the Soviet buildup today and concludes that it 
won’t continue unabated without SALT II is taking a rosy view of the 
Soviet Union to which I cannot subscribe.

The fact that SALT II limits Soviet forces shows a unique contribu
tion that SALT II brings to our national security. In an arms race 
without limits we can build more, but so can the Soviets. We can cer
tainly match the Soviets in any nuclear arms race, but SALT is the 
only way I know to limit the number of Soviet missiles and nuclear 
warheads targeted at our country.

I am deeply concerned about the Soviet buildup. We all are. I know 
most of you are. It is massive and relentless. I believe we should meet 
it by maintaining military forces equivalent to whatever forces the 
Soviets build and by capping the Soviet buildup through SALT. We 
are going to have to do both at the same time if we want to maintain 
the strategic balance in a realistic, practical way.

With SALT, we can maintain strategic equality and a more viable 
and more effective strategic force, at less risk and at a much more 
moderate cost; furthermore, the danger of siphoning resources away 
from conventional forces is lessened.
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I want to make one point very clear; it is central to the debate over 
SALT II. SALT II will not prohibit us from proceeding with the pro
grams we need to maintain the strategic balance. But I say, again 
with deep conviction, that SALT II is not a substitute for national 
will. SALT II permits us to go ahead with necessary programs; it 
does not provide the programs themselves. The programs we under
take to keep our deterrent strong will be determined by the Amer
ican people, their leaders and you gentlemen of the Congress. SALT
II does not foreclose our choices.

I said earlier that SALT II must contribute to strategic stability 
and to reducing the risk of nuclear war. I believe —and this is why I 
came back into Government —I repeat, that nothing is more funda
mental to our security and our survival.

SALT II with its clear ceilings and adequate verification adds an 
essential element of predictability, a way of fencing in the threat and 
limiting uncertainty about Soviet programs. Neither rational plan
ning nor nuclear stability are served by ambiguity.

We still have to plan against the maximum Soviet capabilities pos
sible under SALT II; but this is a far cry from the increased threat 
and the worst case planning that would confront this Nation if there 
is no SALT II.

We have a long way to go in the SALT process; nonetheless, we 
should be, and we are, proud of the very real accomplishments of 
SALT II:

We have established for the first time equal ceilings on strategic 
nuclear forces; we have negotiated equal subceilings on MIRV’ed sys
tems; we have begun the long sought process of reductions; we have 
taken the first steps in controlling the technological arms race; we 
have placed limits on increases in three ma jor indices of central stra 
tegic power —launchers, weapons and throw weight; we have 
strengthened verification; we have established a base of agreed 
definitions, counting rules and even force data; and we have renewed 
our commitment to the long-term process of strategic arms 
limitation.

In crafting a framework of equality between two different s trate
gic forces, SALT II is an essential bridge to deeper reductions and 
further qualitative restraints in SALT III.

I would not in any way come before you and promise that with 
SALT II we will prevent nuclear war, or state that without SALT II 
the holocaust will surely come. Both statements deserve short shrift 
in this debate.

I do believe, however, that SALT II is an essential step toward nu
clear stability and reducing the risk of war. I cannot comprehend how 
either can be served by rejection of SALT II.

In my prepared statement I have also answered seven questions 
about SALT. In the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
skip those and ask that they be observed by the members of the com
mittee when they study the text.

Chairman Stennis. It will be in the record.
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General Seignious. I would like to illustrate a basic point on a per
sonal note, because I think somehow these come through a little 
stronger.

In 1973 and 1974 I was Director of the Joint Staff of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. You will remember in 1972 SALT I2 was voted and 
SALT II was being prepared for. Since the first time I had anything 
to do with the SALT II process there was one fundamental goal that I 
heard from the Joint Chiefs time and again, and that was equal aggre
gates of strategic forces with freedom to mix the forces within the 
aggregate.

For us in the military then, this was practically synonymous with 
SALT —equal totals to set the stage for balanced reductions. The 
Soviets strongly pushed to maintain the SALT I asymmetry in num
bers favorable to them. I had a boss at that time who said over and 
over that we are going to s tart reductions from equality. We got the 
Soviets to agree to this fundamental precept and we got them to 
agree to a lot more.

My point in mentioning this example is not to maintain that we 
wrote our own treaty; but we have carefully guarded our interests, as 
have the Soviets their own.

Mr. Chairman, I want to close by amplifying an important point 
that is in my prepared text. In the last week, everyone on the commit
tee heard about a “window of th reat” from 1982 to 1985.

I respect deeply those who are worried about present trends in the 
strategic balance for I am deeply concerned as well; but a window of 
threat does not mean that our deterrent will fail or that we will be at 
the mercy of the Soviet Union.

It is one thing to say that we must get moving, and I agree; it is 
quite another to scare the American people, who are watching these 
hearings on television, by saying that the Soviets will be able to domi
nate us. They won’t.

Even after a Soviet first strike, at the worst point in the 1980’s, we 
will be able to retaliate with some 4,000 to 6,000 nuclear warheads. 
The Soviet Union would cease to exist as a functioning society.

I am also troubled by those who contemplate a scenario of Amer
ican surrender. They say that an American President, staring at a so- 
called limited or surgical Soviet strike on our land-based missiles, 
faced with the death of up to 20 million citizens and the carpeting of a 
good part of our country with radioactive fallout —they say that he 
would fail to respond. I find such a surrender scenario irresponsible, 
for it sends just the wrong message to the Soviets.

We have not built and maintained our strategic forces, at the cost 
of billions, in order to weaken their deterrent impact by telling the 
Russians and the world that we would back down, when, in fact, we 
would not.

2 The SALT I agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972,
pp. 197 ff.
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There is no doubt that the Soviet strategic force is formidable and 
growing rapidly, but there is also no doubt in my mind that the Soviet 
Union does not have strategic nuclear superiority now, and they will 
not have it in the future if the will and determination of the United 
States persist, if we continue to modernize our strategic forces, if we 
do what we must do to maintain equivalence for the long pull.

I believe that it is unfair to the American people to say that they 
will be tranquilized by SALT II. I agree with Senator Stennis that 
the American people will, if properly led, maintain and support the 
defense that we need for this country.

All of us who have been participating in the Congress and in the 
executive branch have been given a public trust —the security of this 
Nation. Reducing the risk of nuclear war and providing a defense sec
ond to none are essential to this trust.

If we fail at either, we fail the American people and I do not believe 
that we as leaders could or should long survive in public office.

Statement by ACDA Director Seignious Before the 
Senate Committee on Armed Services: Seven 
Questions That Arose During the Debate on the 
SALT II Treaty [Extract], July 30r 1979 1

Linkage
I would like now to shift gears if I may and address directly seven 

questions that have arisen during the debate over SALT II.
I want to begin with linkage because it’s a false argument and an 

argument that if carried to its conclusion would diminish, not 
enhance, our role in the world. SALT II has properly been debated in 
the context of our foreign policy, for SALT is the centerpiece of the 
U.S.-Soviet relationship, and rejection of SALT II would have serious 
consequences for this relationship and for stability elsewhere. But, 
some would link SALT II to every world problem, and some would 
decorate SALT II like a Christmas tree with burdens it neither mer
its nor can endure.

SALT II will in no way hinder our ability to compete with the 
Soviet Union where competition is required. SALT II, however, will 
enable us to continue the important process of cooperation, a process 
in which, as in negotiations, one nation’s gain need not be the other 
nation’s loss.

I agree that we cannot quarantine SALT entirely from Soviet ac
tions in other spheres. But to burden SALT with every aspect of the 
Soviets challenge would mean we could settle nothing with the 
Soviets unless we settled everything. The nuclear threat to every
one’s security is so overriding that we cannot wait until that day.

1 Departm ent of State Bulletin, Oct. 1979, pp. 29-32,
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The Soviet challenge today is a challenge to be met on many fronts. 
To use SALT to meet every aspect of that challenge is not only inap
propriate, it means that we lack the imagination and the will to use 
the many other, more effective resources at our disposal.

For those who would discard SALT because of Soviet activities 
elsewhere, I ask: What would they offer in return? What Soviet chal
lenge could they meet in the nations of Africa and Asia by rejecting 
SALT? Would we be better able to respond to the Soviet buildup in 
Europe while spending even larger sums on nuclear rather than con
ventional forces?

A nuclear arms race, with the gloves off, would not just mean bil
lions and billions more for defense, it would focus our attention on 
strategic military rivalry and competition. Our response to other 
pressing problems —such as energy and economic problems of our 
own and of our friends —could not help but suffer, for strategic secu
rity would be our first concern.

A stable world is an arena best turned to our advantage. An unre
strained and tension-filled nuclear arms race is not the recipe for a 
stable economy, and it is not the recipe for a stable world.

Soviet Heavy Missiles
The second question concerns Soviet heavy missiles. In SALT II, 

the freeze on launchers of modern heavy ICBM’s has been carried 
over from the SALT I Interim Agreement. Thus the Soviets can have 
up to 308 of such launchers while the United States will have none.

The United States has no plans for modern heavy ICBM’s, and 
would not develop and deploy them even if permitted under the 
SALT II treaty. The MX missile, which has the same target coverage 
as the SS-18, better serves our military requirements. Thus, the 
SALT II limitations on modern heavy ICBM launchers have no effect 
on U.S. programs or plans.

It was in this context that the United States gave up the right to 
modern heavy ICBM’s in the course of the SALT I negotiations2 and 
agreed at Vladivostok in 1974 to continue this situation in SALT II. 
At Vladivostok,3 President Ford was able to gain important conces
sions in other areas; in particular, the Soviets agreed to drop their 
insistence on limitations on U.S. European-based aircraft and on com
pensation for the nuclear systems of our NATO allies.

Furthermore, the Soviet right to heavy ICBM’s only applies to silo- 
based ICBM’s, an important consideration for the future as all fixed 
land-based ICBM’s become increasingly vulnerable. Neither side is 
permitted mobile launchers of heavy ICBM’s, heavy SLBM’s or their 
launchers, or heavy air-to-surface ballistic missiles (ASBM’s). We 
could have retained the option to deploy heavy mobile ICBM’s, since 
this option was still open in the treaty in the fall of 1978. However, if 
such an option had been left open, it was possible that the Soviets

2 For the SALT I agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
3 For the Vladivostok agreement, see ib id , 1974, pp. 746-750.
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might well have deployed a heavy mobile ICBM, while the United 
States almost certainly would not have done so. We weighed this 
issue and, with the support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, proposed to 
the Soviets that mobile.launchers of heavy ICBM’s, heavy SLBM’s 
and their launchers, and heavy ASBM’s be banned. The Soviets 
accepted this proposal.

It is also important to recognize that the treaty sets a ceiling on the 
maximum number of reentry vehicles, on ICBM’s, and, in particular, a 
limit of 10 on all Soviet heavy ICBM’s of the SS-18 type. This has 
two consequences. First, it will prevent the Soviets from developing 
and deploying by 1985, for example, an SS-18 ICBM force with 30 or 
more reentry vehicles on each ICBM, which is within their capability 
to do. Second, this fractionation limit will have the effect of allowing 
the United States to build a light ICBM of equivalent effectiveness to 
the Soviet heavy ICBM’s. The MX ICBM will be permitted the same 
maximum number of reentry vehicles, 10, as the SS-18, and will have 
better accuracy. The MX will be the equivalent of the SS-18 in both 
soft and hard target kill capability. Thus, the Soviets will not be able 
to exploit the greater throw-weight of their heavy ICBM’s in any 
meaningful fashion.

Finally, the problem of the increasing vulnerability of the U.S. silo- 
based ICBM force does not depend on the presence or absence of 
Soviet heavy ICBM’s. For example, even if all the Soviet heavy 
ICBM’s and their launchers were banned, and thus subsequently dis
mantled or destroyed, the Soviets could deploy enough SS-19’s with 
enough hard-target-capable reentry vehicles to threaten the entire 
U.S. Minuteman force and will have a large number of residual reen
try vehicles for other missions. Thus, a total ban on all Soviet heavy 
ICBM’s would not solve the Minuteman vulnerability problem.

Soviet Backfire Bomber
The third question concerns the Soviet Backfire bomber. The 

Soviet Union is currently deploying Backfires in both their long- 
range air force and in naval aviation units. Close observation over a 
period of years indicates that this bomber is being deployed for use in 
a theater or naval strike role and is a replacement for older Soviet 
medium bombers. However, this aircraft can reach the United States 
from home bases on a one-way, high altitude, subsonic, unrefueled 
flight.

The ability to strike the territory of the other side is not the crite
rion for determining whether an aircraft is a “heavy bomber” and, 
thus, subject to the limitations in SALT II. For example, the United 
States has 67 F B - I l l ’s which are part of our strategic bomber force 
and dedicated to attack on the Soviet Union. They are not limited by 
SALT II. We also have over 500 aircraft deployed in the European 
and Pacific theaters which have the capability to strike Soviet 
territory.

The Soviet Union at one time tried to get these aircraft included in 
SALT on the grounds that they could strike the Soviet Union. With
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the firm support of our allies, we adamantly resisted that position on 
the grounds that these aircraft, whatever their theoretical capability, 
are deployed for theater missions and, thus, are not subject to SALT 
limitations. The Soviets have used this same argument with respect 
to the Backfire.

Nevertheless, the Soviets agreed to make certain important com
mitments concerning the Backfire. At the Vienna summit, President 
Brezhnev handed President Carter a written statement in which the 
Soviet Union informed the United States that it did not intend to give 
the Backfire bomber the capability of operating at intercontinental 
distance, would not increase the radius of action of the Backfire in 
such a way as to enable it to strike targets on the territory of the 
United States, and did not intend to give it such a capability in any 
other manner, including by inflight refueling.

This statement also stated that the Soviets would not increase the 
production rate of the Backfire over the current rate. President 
Brezhnev confirmed that the Backfire production rate would not ex
ceed 30 per year. President Carter, in return, stated that the United 
States enters into the SALT II agreement on the basis of the com
mitments contained in the Soviet statement and that the United 
States considers the carrying out of these commitments to be essen
tial to the obligations under the treaty.

These commitments are consistent with the U.S. objective of con
straining the strategic potential of the Backfire force, while continu
ing to exclude our own European- and Pacific-based theater aircraft 
from SALT. These commitments will inhibit Backfire from being 
given an operational intercontinental role, and they will give us a 
basis for challenge if we should detect any evidence that Backfire is 
being given an intercontinental mission. Additionally, limiting the 
number of Backfires available means that Soviet diversion of 
Backfire from its theater and naval missions to a strategic role would 
substantially reduce Soviet strength in those areas, while adding 
only marginally to overall Soviet strategic capability.

Finally, under SALT II we are permitted to build a bomber com
parable to Backfire if we decide that it is required for our security. 
Such a bomber would not be counted in the overall SALT II aggre
gate limit, and it would be subject to none of the restrictions that we 
have gotten the Soviets to accept on Backfire in SALT II.

Comprehensive Proposal of 1977
The fourth question concerns whether we should have insisted on 

the comprehensive proposal of March 1977.1 want to state at the be
ginning that this was a significant proposal that would have substan
tially limited the nuclear arms race. But, as stated recently during 
the hearings on SALT, it takes two hands to clap. The Soviets were 
simply not ready for this kind of sweeping progress. If we had “stuck 
to our guns” as some have suggested, the result would not have been 
a better agreement. It would have been no agreement at all.
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March 1977 is not July 1979. In March 1977, the potential Soviet 
threat to our Minuteman ICBM’s was imprecise; today, Soviet missile 
accuracy has improved to the point that in the 1980’s the threat will 
be much less ambiguous. This passage of time demonstrates how 
little we can afford to delay. Technology is a powerful enemy of hu
manity’s ability to place rational limits on arms. To discard the 
significant progress we have already achieved in SALT II in search of 
an ideal agreement would merely deal more time to technology, its 
strongest suit.

Those who advocate a return to the March 1977 comprehensive 
proposal from the reality of July 1979 are being unrealistic. Now, in 
view of the clear and imperative need to modernize and make more 
survivable our strategic deterrent, a return to the comprehensive 
proposal is out of the question.

• The proposal, particularly the heavy missile reduction to 150 and 
the MIRV ICBM reduction to 550, would not make it possible to pre
serve the invulnerability of Minuteman. Even with these deep reduc
tions in Soviet ICBM’s, the Soviet SS-17 and SS-19 could still ade
quately target our Minuteman.

• The proposal would ban the development, testing, and deploy
ment of mobile ICBM launchers, as well as the development, testing, 
and deployment of new ICBM’s; thereby, it would kill the MX pro
gram for both silo and mobile basing of any kind.

• The proposal would keep Backfire out of the SALT II aggregate 
total but with no limits on production or upgrade.

• The proposal would restrict air-launched cruise missile range to 
2,500 kilometers, which SALT II does not.

• The proposal would ban modification of existing lCBM?s and 
therefore preclude improvement of Minuteman II and III and Titan II. 
Consequently, this restriction might prohibit the MK 12A warhead.

New Types of ICBM's
The fifth question deals with verification of the limitations on the 

modernization of ICBM’s, the so-called “new types” provisions. One of 
the major problems in arms control is that the pace of technology ex
ceeds the rate at which we can limit such technology. SALT II, how
ever, begins to put bounds on the way in which ICBM’s —the most 
threatening of all systems —can be modernized.

Our major goal in negotiating the ban on new types of ICBM’s was 
to force the Soviets to make choices in such modernization. The pre
cise point at which we drew the line between a modernization of an 
existing type and a new type was somewhat arbitrary. Nevertheless, 
we strongly preferred to draw the line tightly even though we would 
have higher confidence in monitoring a looser but less meaningful 
definition of a new ICBM type.

The new types provision accomplishes our major goal and is an im
portant step in limiting technological advance. This provision will, for 
practical purposes, affect only the Soviet Union. For example, if they
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replace the SS-11 with a new, larger single-reentry vehicle missile, 
they will not be permitted to replace the SS-17 or SS-19 with a new 
10-reentry-vehicle missile. They may not do both under SALT II. This 
provision will force them to make choices which they otherwise 
would not have to make while the United States can go ahead with its 
one new type, the MX. Both sides will, of course, be allowed to mod
ernize within the 5% constraints stipulated. Modifications in excess 
of the provision, that might go undetected, would add little capabil
ity. If the accusation is that a 5% enhancement is a new missile, I do 
not feel that it is of military significance.

Cruise Missile Range
The sixth question concerns cruise missile range verification. Dur

ing the SALT II negotiations, we have also had to consider the trade
off between verification considerations and the need to insure that 
we would be able to take the necessary steps under SALT II to main
tain strategic equality. There are uncertainties in verifying the 
range of cruise missiles. Within the limits of airframe design, more 
fuel and a lighter warhead could be carried, thus increasing the 
range. We do, however, have extensive information on current Soviet 
cruise missiles as a result of monitoring tests over many years.

It would be easier to verify a total ban on all cruise missiles than it 
will be to verify some of the cruise missile provisions in the agree
ment, such as those which temporarily limit the range of deployed 
ground- and sea-launched cruise missiles to less than 600 kilometers, 
but which permit full development and testing of these missiles. The 
Soviets wanted to ban all cruise missiles; we did not.

However, the United States decided that, on balance, it was in the 
interest of our national security to be allowed to pursue these devel
opment and test programs, even though allowing the Soviets the 
same options may complicate verification in the future. Mobile 
ICBM’s are an area where we made a similar choice, deliberately pre
ferring to keep important military options open to us after the proto
col period, at the price of a potentially more difficult verification job.

Value of the SALT Process
The seventh question concerns value of the SALT process as arms 

control. I do not measure the process against an ideal we might want 
to achieve; I do judge the process against what would have occurred 
had the process never existed at all. Is there anyone who can main
tain that the arms race would not have been significantly greater 
without SALT I?

If there is, they overlook the ABM [Anti-Ballistic Missile]4 Treaty 
which has prevented a destabilizing and extremely expensive arms 
race in defensive systems that would have triggered an accelerated 
offensive arms race as well. They overlook the fact that the Soviet

4 Brackets in the original.
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Union dismantled 209 large, older missiles under the SALT I Interim 
Agreement and replaced those missiles with smaller, less threaten
ing submarine-launched ballistic missiles. They overlook the fact that 
our intelligence estimated at the time of SALT I that the Soviets 
were going for a force of over 400 heavy ICBM’s, not 308. They over
look the fact that, after the Soviets reached the allowed ceiling on bal
listic missile submarines and submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
near the end of the 5-year term of the Interim Agreement, they have 
continued to stay within the terms of the Interim Agreement by dis
mantling perfectly good submarine-based launchers. These launchers 
are newer than some of those we now have deployed on our own 
submarines.

I have already stated my belief that by the end of 1985, without 
SALT II, the Soviets would certainly exceed the SALT II limits in 
enormous numbers. For instance, current Soviet programs indicate 
that they will attain the ceiling of 820 MIRV’ed ICBM launchers next 
year —5 years before the end of the treaty. I find it hard to believe 
that the Soviets would stop at 820 unless SALT II required them to.

To be sure, SALT II legalizes high limits, but it does limit. It pro
vides predictability; it provides a measure of mutual confidence 
through this predictability and through verification provisions that 
enhance our intelligence; and it gives us time to modernize our forces 
so that equality and momentum will be our companions when SALT
II expires.

Statement by Former Secretary of State Kissinger 
Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: 
SALT II Treaty [Extract], July 31 f 1979 1

We must now ask, how does the SALT II agreement affect the stra
tegic balance? Any fair-minded analysis must recognize the beneficial 
aspects of the SALT II agreement. The overall ceilings of 2,250 will 
force the Soviets to get rid of 250 strategic systems, including some 
modern ones, while giving us the right to equalize the numbers. The 
permitted number of land-based Soviet MIRV’s, 820, is some 100 
below the maximum number that they probably intended to build in 
the absence of SALT. There are some restrictions on missile testing 
procedures. There are limits on numbers of missile warheads on 
ICBM’s, and a prohibition on more than one “new” ICBM. There is for 
the first time an agreed base line of information on the Soviet forces.

Regrettably, none of these achievements affects the grave strate
gic situation which I have described and which must urgently be re-

1 Hearings . . . on Ex. Y\ 96-1  . . . Pt. 3, pp. 155-160.
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versed. The treaty does not reduce the Soviet first strike capability 
against our land-based forces or improve our ability to survive a first 
strike. It does not diminish the Soviet residual capability to destroy 
civilian targets in the United States. And it does not enhance — 
indeed, it may slightly inhibit —the possibility of the United States to 
catch up in the capacity of our strategic forces to attack military 
targets.

The reduction in Soviet numbers is irrelevant to our strategic 
problems. The danger to our security derives from warheads, not 
from launchers, and the Soviet total of ICBM warheads will increase 
from 3,200 at the time of the signing of SALT to over 6,000. Even 
after the reduction in Soviet launchers is supposed to take place, the 
total number of Soviet warheads including SLBM’s will approach 
12,000 in 1985, as compared to 8,000 at the time of the SALT signing.

I will not read other numerical analyses which make the same 
point, but to sum up: The Vienna Treaty will not diminish the threat 
to the strategic balance. During the life of the treaty, the Soviets will 
complete their counterforce capability against our ICBM’s. This will 
coincide exactly with our period of maximum danger.

At the same time, I must repeat, any SALT Treaty is likely to ra t
ify existing strategic trends. SALT negotiators cannot produce what 
our military programs —for whatever reason —have neglected. The 
Soviets will never agree to unilateral reductions. If we want equality, 
we must build to equality.

The novel —and to me the most disturbing —feature of the current 
treaty is its impact on the theater nuclear balance. The Soviet Back
fire bomber is limited to production of no more than 30 per year, 
through an oral agreement outside the treaty or protocol. There has 
been dispute about the utility of the Backfire in carrying out unre
fueled attacks against the United States. There is no doubt of its abil
ity to threaten all our allies as well as China and the sea approaches 
to Eurasia.

The most immediately available American counter to the Backfire 
and the SS-20 missile has been cruise missiles. But the provisions of 
the protocol restrict exclusively American programs on cruise mis
siles. They affect not a single Soviet program. They amount to a uni
lateral renunciation of an American capability.

The protocol also for the first time limits American weapons rele
vant primarily to the theater nuclear balance, thus affecting impor
tant interests of our allies in return, at best, for restrictions relevant 
primarily to the United States.

This is something we have heretofore consistently refused to do as 
a m atter of principle in the decade that SALT negotiations have been 
taking place. It is a dangerous precedent.

To sum up: I have serious reservations about the protocol. As for 
the treaty, its terms do not improve our strategic situation, but 
neither do they prevent our remedying it during the remaining 6 
years of its life.
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The crucial question is whether we can unite behind what is clearly 
necessary. Ratifying SALT —or rejecting SALT —makes sense only 
if it prompts a renewed dedication to our national defense and 
security.

Let me say a few words about the political context.
First, with respect to the Soviet Union, the awesomeness of 

modern weapons and the aspirations of all peoples for peace impose 
the imperative of peaceful coexistence. No democratic leader de
serves the public trust if he fails to make a genuine effort to reduce 
the dangers of nuclear holocaust and to free national energies for 
dealing with the many urgent problems of mankind.

The temptation is overwhelming to view this common stake in 
peace as a common bond between us and the Soviet Union. It should 
be, and some day it must be, if a cataclysm is to be avoided. But we 
cannot in good conscience say that the current evidence supports the 
proposition that the time has yet arrived.

The fact is that since 1975, there has been an unprecedented Soviet 
assault on the international equilibrium —1975 saw the introduction 
of Cuban combat forces into Angola, eventually reaching 40,000, 
backed by Soviet financing, airlift, and policy support. By 1977, 
Soviet planes and pilots were flying air defense missions out of Cuba, 
so that the Cuban air force could operate in Africa —1977 witnessed 
the spread of Cuban forces to Ethiopia. East German military and 
intelligence advisors have now joined the Cubans all over Africa and 
the Middle East. There have been two invasions of Zaire —and there 
may yet be a third. There have been Communist coups in Afghanistan 
and South Yemen, and the occupation of Cambodia by Vietnam, 
preceded by a Soviet Friendship Treaty designed to secure Hanoi’s 
rear during its aggression. Suviet arms depots in Libya and Ethiopia 
fuel insurgencies all over Africa.

Nor is this all. Terrorist organizations supported by Communist 
funds, armed by Communist weapons, and trained by Communist in
structors are becoming a systematic instrument of anti-Western 
policy, threatening countries friendly to us on several continents. 
They are not, to be sure, all controlled by Moscow, but someone who 
has started a rockslide cannot avoid the responsibility by claiming 
that the rock he threw was not the one that ultimately killed 
bystanders.

Whatever label we give to recent Soviet conduct —whether “Cold 
W ar” or opportunism —it must be ended if there are to be any pros
pects for East-West coexistence or cooperation. Surely, it is not pro
vocative to ask the Soviet Union to accompany restraint in arms with 
restraint in political conduct. Attention to this kind of linkage insures 
that no agreement stands alone, vulnerable to the next crisis, or 
turns into a soporific to lull the West while adventurism runs free.

Let me now turn to the concerns of our allies.
All our allies have expressed support for ratification of the Vienna 

Treaty. But their endorsement results from a complex of factors of 
which approval of the provisions of the treaty is by far the least sig
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nificant. Each has been urged, if not pressed, by the administration to 
express support. In some cases, the Soviets have added their en
treaties. Refusal to comply would thus risk relations with both super
powers over an issue that is of high technical complexity and has 
been under negotiation for 7 years.

Some allies are afraid lest their objection endanger their essential 
defense cooperation with the United States. All are reluctant to con
tribute to a further weakening of American executive authority. 
There is no doubt that failure to ratify the treaty will shake European 
confidence in an American Government that for 7 years has assured 
them that it knew what it was doing.

At the same time, allied endorsement should be seen in the context 
of a pervasive ambivalence. The thoughtful leaders among them 
know that the basis of their security is eroding as our strategic 
superiority ebbs —but they fear they do not have enough domestic 
support for a really significant defense effort, especially when 
American attitudes on that score are so ambiguous. They do not want 
to be perceived as an obstacle to SALT II, but they are highly uneasy 
about the inevitable SALT III.

The United States thus stands in danger of being blamed by our 
allies at one and the same time for risking dfetente and for paying in
adequate attention to security, for provoking the Soviets and for 
jeopardizing the defense of the free world. It has ever been thus in 
the postwar period.

The test of our leadership is American willingness to give a clear- 
cut signal of what we understand by Western security and how we in
tend to maintain it. No other country or group of countries, however 
closely associated, can take this burden from our shoulders. None of 
our allies will forgive us if we fail.

Thus, we return to our original problem. The Senate, in consider
ing ratification, needs urgently to address our dangers in a compre
hensive way:

First, how the Senate can take concrete steps to begin redressing 
the military balance.

Second, how to deal with the specific problems in the treaty and 
the protocol.

Third, how the Senate can put the Soviet Union on notice that con
tinued attempts to upset the global equilibrium will not be tolerated.

After much reflection I have concluded that I can support ratifica
tion only with the following conditions.

First, if it is coupled with a defense program presenting an obliga
tory understanding between the Congress and the President which 
overcomes on an urgent basis the grave peril posed by the current 
military balance.

Second, if it is accompanied by amendments —not requiring re
negotiation—clearing up ambiguities in the treaty, defining the 
status of the protocol, the meaning of noncircumvention, and setting 
guidelines for follow-on negotiations.

And third, if it is accompanied by a vigorous expression of the
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Senate’s view of the linkage between SALT and Soviet geopolitical 
conduct.

Let me deal first with the military balance. With respect to the 
military programs, I respectfully recommend that the Senate give its 
advice and consent to ratification of the SALT Treaty only after the 
administration has submitted, and the Congress has authorized and 
begun appropriating, a supplemental defense budget and a revised 
5-year defense program that will begin rectifying some of the short
comings that I have identified.

The congressional recess provides an opportunity to prepare such 
a program, on which work should already be far advanced as part of 
the normal budgetary process. If the administration is unable to put 
forward such a program to this session of the Congress, I recommend 
that the Senate delay its advice and consent until a new military pro
gram has been submitted to and authorized by the next session of 
Congress.

I would be openminded about other methods to achieve this end, 
provided they are unambiguous and represent an obligatory commit
ment by both branches of the Government. Assurances that the Exec
utive intends to proceed with individual weapons systems like the 
M -X  after ratification are not enough, either for the reality of our 
danger or to reverse the political and psychological trends which will 
make the immediate future a period of great peril.

Nor have the percentage figures of projected increases proved ef
fective because of ambiguities about the baseline and how to compute 
rates of inflation. It is not a question of a legislative compromise, or of 
what price should be paid for the approval of SALT. The issue is what 
our country needs for its long-term security.

My support for ratification is entirely conditional on the develop
ment of a new program and doctrine, given some binding form by the 
Congress.

Clarifying the treaty and the protocol. In addition to these military 
programs, I recommend that the Senate add the following amend
ments to its advise and consent resolution.

First, as far as cruise missiles are concerned, that the protocol may 
not be extended after 1981. The Senate should stipulate that this par
ticular limitation can be submitted to the Congress only as part of an 
equitable arrangement for theater nuclear forces. Specifically, no 
limitations may be negotiated for American theater weapons such as 
cruise missiles which are not matched by similar limitations on Soviet 
weapons performing comparable missions. This will bring cruise 
missiles into some equilibrium with the Backfire and the SS-20.

Second, the Senate should specify that as part of SALT III the 
United States be entitled to any weapons system permitted to the 
Soviets in the new agreement unless the Soviets agree to some com
pensation by giving up a weapons system of equivalent character
istics allowed to us. This should take care of the problem of the heavy 
missile within the only framework which will give us a real option to 
produce it.
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Third, that the noncircumvention clause be interpreted by the 
Senate as not interrupting cooperative relationships with allies with 
respect to technology needed to modernize their forces.

I also suggest that the Senate reexamine the SALT agreement 
every 2 years, specifically to determine its verifiability.

Finally, addressing the geopolitical problem. I respectfully urge 
the Senate to use the ratification process to put the Soviet Union on 
notice that this country is prepared, indeed eager, for peaceful coex
istence that reflects true stability and equality in arms, but also that 
insists on political restraint.

The Senate should attach to its instrument of advice and consent 
an expression of the following principles:

That the absence of political restraint will seriously jeopardize con
tinuation of the SALT process.

That the Senate understands this to include Soviet supply or en
couragement of intervention by proxy military forces; the use of 
Soviet forces on the territory of its allies such as Cuba, to free Cuban 
forces to fight in Africa; the support, financing, or encouragement by 
any member of the Warsaw Pact of groups and activities seeking to 
undermine governments friendly to the United States; or the exacer
bation of regional conflicts.

That the administration be required to submit an annual report to 
the Senate on the degree to which the Soviet Union is living up to 
these criteria.

That the Senate vote every 2 years its judgment whether the 
Soviet Union has lived up to these criteria. If the judgment is 
negative, the Senate should then vote whether whatever SALT nego
tiations are taking place should be continued.

I recommend the approach outlined here because it gives this coun
try an opportunity to address its dangers without abandoning an im
portant negotiation that has already extended over 7 years. And it 
gives us an opportunity to proceed as a united people.

To be sure, the course I propose will make SALT II far from the 
turn in the arms race many of us hoped for when the negotiations 
were inaugurated. But too much time has been lost, too many 
weapons systems have been unilaterally abandoned, too many military 
adventures have been encouraged by the Soviet Union, the geopolit
ical balance has been too severely strained, for SALT to be much 
more than a base from which, one can hope, a new and serious effort 
at equitable arms reduction can be made.

Concrete steps to rectify this situation are urgently required. In 
this context, SALT II can play a useful role as a signpost to continu
ing negotiations, as a beacon illuminating the path to genuine coexist
ence, and as a means to contain current tensions.

There are deeply concerned people who want SALT but doubt the 
need for augmented defense. Others see in SALT an obstacle to 
augmented defense. Let there be a serious effort to reconcile these 
points of view before we turn to domestic confrontation.
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Rarely is an opportunity so clearly presented to determine the 
course of national policy in a direction vital to the future of the 
democracies. After the 1919 Versailles Treaty, misjudgments by the 
Senate and the administration lead to a debacle which undermined in
ternational security and doomed the world to another bloody holo
caust. At this moment, the Senate and the administration can point 
us in a different direction —toward the restoration of our national 
unity, toward the strengthening of the security of this Nation and its 
allies, and toward a more constructive relationship with our principal 
adversaries. This is America’s responsibility if we are to remain true 
to our trust and to the hopes of mankind.

Thank you very much. My apologies for the extended statement.

Statement by the British Representative (Summer- 
hayes) to the Committee on Disarmament: Compre
hensive Test Ban, July 31 f 1979 1

The tripartite negotiations between the Soviet Union, the United 
Kingdom and the United States on a treaty prohibiting nuclear 
weapon tests in all environments and its protocol covering nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes, have continued intensively over the 
past year.

A large measure of agreement has already been reached between 
the three negotiating parties. As was explained in their statement of 
8 August 1978,2 the parties are fully agreed that the treaty should 
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 pur
poses. They envisage that, after a certain period, the parties to the 
treaty will wish to hold a conference to review its operation.

Negotiations over the past year have concentrated on the question 
of verifying compliance with the treaty. There is agreement that the 
treaty  should provide for verification by national technical means and 
for the possibility of on-site inspection. Another important aspect of 
verification will be the exchange of seismic data. In this connexion, 
the three negotiating partners wish to express their warm apprecia
tion of the work of the Ad Hoc Group of seismic experts of the Com
mittee on Disarmament.3 That Group’s recommendations will, in 
large measure, influence the way in which the exchange of seismic 
data is implemented in practice. The negotiating parties consider 
that a Committee of Experts drawn from the Parties to the treaty 
should be established to assist in the implementation of the exchange.

Though there is agreement on the main elements of verification, 
negotiations are still proceeding on the detailed arrangements. As

1 CD/PV.46, pp. 9 -10 .
2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 490-491.
3 The summary of the group’s most recent report is printed above, July 25.
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members of the Committee on Disarmament know, verification is a 
complex subject, involving many technical issues that require time to 
negotiate.

The three negotiating partners recognize the close, legitimate and 
valued interest of this Committee in the earliest completion of the 
negotiations — and the calls to that effect in successive United 
Nations General Assembly resolutions,4 as well as in the Final Docu
ment of the special session of the United Nations General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament.5 They are determined to achieve an agree
ment which will meet international expectations and attract the 
widest possible adherence.

The treaty between the United States and the Soviet Union on the 
limitation of strategic offensive arms reflects their determination to 
establish significant arms limitation measures.6 The United Kingdom 
shares that determination. In this connexion, the three negotiating 
partners wish to draw attention to the Joint Communique issued on 
18 June 1979 at the conclusion of the discussions in Vienna between 
the President of the United States and the 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. They 
noted that there had been definite progress at the tripartite negotia
tions and “confirmed the intention of the United States and Soviet 
Union to work together with the United Kingdom to complete 
preparation of this treaty as soon as possible”.

The delegations of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 
United States wish to assure the Committee on Disarmament that 
they will continue to make every effort to bring the negotiations to 
an early and successful conclusion.

Letter From the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency (Turner) to the Chairman of the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations (Church): Verification of 
the SALT II Treaty, August l v 1979 1

Dear Mr. Chairman, it has been a pleasure for me to appear before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to discuss details of the 
monitoring capabilities of the U.S. Intelligence Community with 
respect to provisions of the SALT II Treaty. The fact that my appear
ances were in executive session recognizes the concern of the com
mittee for the sensitivity and classification of the information 
discussed. It has also allowed me to be totally candid while at the 
same time fulfilling my responsibility of protecting intelligence

4 The 1978 res. may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 722-723. For 
the 1979 res. (34/73), see below, Dec. 11.

5 The Final Document is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
6 The SALT II Treaty and related documents are printed above, June 18.
1 H earings. . .  on Ex. Y, 9 6 - 1 . . .  Ft. 3, pp. 276-277.
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sources and methods, as is my obligation under the National Security 
Act of 1947.

While finding it my duty to keep from public view the details of my 
discussions with the committee, I would like to provide the following 
unclassified statement of my conclusions which you may use as you 
deem necessary.

My overall judgment, based on the considerations I have set forth 
in my testimony in executive session is that during the period of the 
SALT II Treaty the United States Intelligence Community will be 
able to monitor most of its provisions well enough to provide confi
dence that the Soviets cannot gain a substantial strategic advantage 
through cheating.

For the few provisions that we cannot monitor with this degree of 
confidence, I believe the Soviet perception of risks versus gains will 
make such cheating an unattractive option to them.

I will be happy to return in executive session at any time to answer 
further questions the committee may have.

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to the Chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
(Church): SALT II Negotiations Regarding the MX 
Missile, August 2f 1979 1

Dear Mr. Chairman: I am writing in response to your letter of July 
162 regarding Soviet views and the record of exchanges between the 
sides concerning the multiple protective structure (MPS) basing 
mode for the MX missile, under the provisions of the SALT II Treaty.

This m atter was raised by the Soviet Delegation in Geneva in the 
summer of 1978 when, referring to newspaper reports regarding a 
vertical MPS basing mode, they stated that it appeared that such a 
deployment would violate both the ban on construction of new fixed 
ICBM silo launchers and the ban on deliberate concealment mea
sures. The United States Delegation replied that no decision had 
been made regarding a basing mode but that whatever mode the 
United States adopted would be one that violated neither of the pro
visions cited by the Soviets. They further stated that the draft agree
ment expressly provided for the deployment, after Protocol expira
tion, of an ICBM system in which missiles and their launchers are 
moved from point to point. The subject m atter was not addressed 
again by the Delegations. This issue was discussed on several occa
sions through diplomatic channels along the same lines.

Specifically the United States has made clear to the Soviets that 
the various mobile ICBM systems we are considering, including ones 
in which the launch point could itself be hardened, are permitted dur
ing the post-Protocol period. An early and important statement of 
U.S. policy on this subject was made by Secretary of Defense Brown

1 Hearings . . .  on Ex. Y, 9 6 - 1 . . .  Pt. 4, pp. 433-434.
2 The letter is printed ibid, p. 433.
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in his speech before the National Convention of the American Legion 
in New Orleans on August 22 of last year. (I enclose the relevant por
tion of that speech.)

Finally, prior to the Vienna Summit, the United States publicly an
nounced that it intends to proceed with the MX system and described 
the various MPS basing modes under consideration. At Vienna the 
Soviets complained about the introduction of a new powerful missile 
and questioned the verifiability of its deployment. The President 
noted that the Soviets had already deployed missiles comparable in 
power to the MX and he assured them that the basing mode would be 
verifiable. Thereafter President Brezhnev signed the Treaty and the 
Protocol.

Further for your information, I would add the following points:
As noted, we do not accept the Soviet argument that the vertical 

MPS approach would involve construction of additional fixed ICBM 
launchers, since the shelters in a vertical MPS system are not ICBM 
launchers. These shelters would clearly be incapable of launching an 
ICBM; rather they provide blast protection to the mobile launchers 
themselves. Vertical MPS is a mobile system because the launchers, 
which contain the equipment required to launch the missile, would be 
moved together with the missile periodically from one shelter to 
another. This is the case regardless of the type of shelter used or 
whether the shelters are vertical or horizontal.

As to the claims the Soviets made about verification, we accept the 
requirement that any mobile ICBM basing system must permit ade
quate verification of the number of launchers deployed. In fact, it is in 
our interest to insist that this be the case, given our high standards 
concerning verification and the possibility that the Soviets might 
deploy a similar system themselves. The systems for MX basing that 
we have considered, including vertical MPS, would be designed to 
meet this requirement.

As you know, the President decided in early June to enter full-scale 
engineering development on the MX missile, thereby committing this 
country to maintaining a survivable land-based ICBM leg of our 
strategic triad. This Administration will shortly be making a decision 
on the precise nature of the basing mode for MX. While the vertical 
shelter MPS approach has not been discarded, we are now giving 
more active consideration to other approaches which involve other 
sheltering concepts and appear to offer a number of other advan
tages, including improved confidence in survivability, over the ver
tical MPS approach. In any case, our final decision will not be influ
enced by Soviet objections.

In summary, SALT II clearly permits an adequately verifiable 
mobile ICBM system. The concepts that we have considered seri
ously and the basing mode we will soon select will meet that stan
dard.

Enclosure: As stated.

I hope this has been helpful in clarifying the MPS/SALT II issue.
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A B a l a n c e d  a n d  E f f e c t iv e  D e f e n s e

(Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense, before the Annual National 
Convention of the American Legion, New Orleans, August 22, 1978)

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 verifi
cation 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 TWO agreements 
that have already been agreed allow deployment of mobile ICBM 
systems of the types we are considering. The draft agreement ex
plicitly permits deployment of mobile ICBM launchers during its 
term, after the expiration of an interim protocol period which would 
end well before mobile ICBM systems would be ready for deploy
ment.

Department of State Responses to Questions by the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Legal 
Status of the SALT II Treaty Documents, August 2, 
1979 1

M e m o r a n d u m  o f  L a w

I. THE SALT II FRAMEWORK

On June 22, 1979, President Carter transmitted to the Senate, for 
its advice and consent to ratification, the Treaty on the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, including the Protocol thereto. The Treaty 
sets forth the basic obligations of the Parties through December 31, 
1985. The Protocol, which is an integral part of the Treaty, sets forth 
additional obligations with respect to certain weapon systems 
through December 31, 1981.

In addition, the President transmitted to the Senate, for its infor
mation, the following related documents:

A series of Agreed Statements and Common Understandings, set
ting forth interpretations and supplementary provisions concerning 
various articles of the Treaty;

A Data Base Memorandum setting forth agreed numbers for each 
Party, as of November 1,1978, of the strategic systems limited by the 
Treaty;

1 H earings. . .  on Ex. Y, 9 6 - 1 . . .  Pt. 1, pp. 600-607.
The responses were transmitted to Senator Frank Church, Chairman of the Commit

tee on Foreign Relations, by Herbert J. Hansell, Legal Adviser to the Dept, of State.



A Statement of Data by each Party updating the numbers in the 
Data Base Memorandum as of the date of signature of the Treaty;

A Joint Statement of Principles setting forth agreed negotiating 
objectives for the next phase of strategic arms limitation talks; and 

A Soviet statement setting forth commitments limiting the capa
bilities and production rate of the Soviet Backfire bomber, together 
with a response by President Carter confirming the essential rela
tionship of those commitments to the obligations assumed under the 
Treaty.

It is common practice for States to supplement treaty texts with 
such ancillary agreements, notes, minutes, agreed statements, under
standings and other similar documents for the purpose of elaborating 
treaty provisions, or of making the treaty provisions more effective.

The SALT II Agreement is similar in its framework to many 
treaties that have been transmitted to the Senate in the recent past. 
The President has followed the usual U.S. practice in such cases of re
questing the advice and consent of the Senate to the treaty, and 
transm itting the various ancillary documents to the Senate for its 
information.2

II. LEGAL STATUS OF THE SPECIFIC SALT II DOCUMENTS

Under international law, States are bound by obligations contained 
in international agreements to which they are parties, and provisions 
contained in documents ancillary to such agreements may be equally 
binding. Article 31 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties3 
provides that a treaty is to be interpreted in accordance with:

. . .  (a) any agreement relating to the Treaty which was made be
tween all parties in connexion with the conclusion of the treaty;

(b) any instrument which was made by one or more parties in con
nexion with the conclusion of the treaty and accepted by the other 
parties as an instrument related to the treaty. . . .

The legal status of such agreements and instruments is not af
fected by the manner in which a State Party chooses to consider or 
approve them in accordance with its own legal and constitutional pro
cedures.4 Specifically, the legal status of various SALT II documents 
is not affected by the manner of their transmittal to the Senate: obli
gations contained in the ancillary documents transm itted for the 
Senate’s information are, under international law, equally binding on 
the Parties.5

2 Recent examples of treaties having a similar framework may be found both in the 
case of arms control treaties and in the case of important treaties in other areas:

In the case of SALT I, the United States and Soviet Union concluded an ABM Treaty 
(Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, signed at Moscow, 
May 26, 1972; S. Ex. L 92nd Cong., 2d Sess.; 23 UST 3435, TIAS 7503), and an Interim 
Agreement, including an attached Protocol (Interim Agreement Between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures 
With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, signed at Moscow, May 26,
1972; S. Ex. L, 92nd Cong., 2d Sess.; 23 UST 3462, TIAS 7504), and also negotiated a 
series of ancillary Agreed Statements. The President requested the advice and consent

Footnotes continued on following page.

STATE DEPARTMENT RESPONSES, AUGUST 2 513



Footnotes continued from preceding page.

of the Senate to the ABM Treaty and the approval of both Houses of Congress to the In
terim Agreement, and transmitted the Agreed Statements for the information of the 
two Houses. [The texts of the agreements may also be found in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1972, pp. 197 ff.]

In the case of the 1976 Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation Between the United 
States of America and Spain (signed at Madrid, January 24,1976; S. Ex. E, 94th Cong., 
2d Sess.; 27 UST 3005, TIAS 8360), the United States and Spain concluded the Treaty, 
and also negotiated a subsidiary agreement and procedural annexes. The President 
requested the advice and consent of the Senate to the former, and transmitted the latter 
to the Senate for its information.

In the case of the 1976 Treaty on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (Treaty Between the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, signed at Washington and Moscow, May 28, 
1976; S. Ex. N, 94th Cong., 2d Sess.), the United States and Soviet Union concluded the 
Treaty, including an attached Protocol, and also negotiated a related Agreed Statement. 
The President requested the advice and consent of the Senate to the former, and 
transmitted the latter to the Senate for its information. [For the treaty and its protocol, 
see Documents on Disarmament, 1976, pp. 328 ff.]

In the case of the 1977 Environmental Modification Convention (Convention on the 
Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Tech
niques, signed at Geneva, May 18, 1977; S. Ex. K, 95th Cong., 2d Sess.), the United 
States and the other States involved concluded the Convention, and also negotiated a 
series of related Understandings. The President requested the advice and consent of the 
Senate to the former, and transmitted the latter to the Senate for its information. [Also 
printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 322 ff.]

In the case of the 1977 Panama Treaties (Panama Canal Treaty and the Treaty Con
cerning the Permanent Neutrality and Operation of the Panama Canal, signed at 
Washington, Sept. 7, 1977; S. Ex. N., 95th Cong., 1st Sess.), the United States and 
Panama concluded the two Treaties (including attached Annexes, Protocol and Agreed 
Minute), and also negotiated a lengthy series of ancillary agreements, minutes, notes 
and letters. The President requested the advice and consent of the Senate to the former, 
and transmitted the latter to the Senate for its information.

In a number of these instances, the ancillary documents contained important obliga
tions designed to implement or make acceptable the provisions of the treaty in question. 
For example, the SALT I Agreed Statements included supplementary obligations not 
contained in the Treaty or Interim Agreement, such as the requirement that ABM 
deployment sites be separated by at least 1300 kilometers, the prohibition of ABM in
terceptor missiles with multiple warheads, the prohibition on significant increases in 
the dimensions of ICBM silo launchers, and the prohibition on significant increases in 
the number of test and training launchers for ballistic missiles. S. Ex. L 92nd Cong., 2d 
Sess. Similarly, the Agreed Statement to the Treaty on Peaceful Nuclear Explo
sions included a requirement, not contained in the Treaty, that development testing of 
nuclear explosives —whether or not conducted for ostensibly peaceful purposes —be 
treated as weapons tests and be subject to the more stringent limitations of the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty. (Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, signed at Moscow, July 3, 1974; S. Ex. N, 94th Cong., 2d Sess.) [Also printed in 
Documents on Disarmament, 197k, pp. 225 ff. Footnote in original, with the exception of 
bracketed references to the Documents on Disarmament series.]

3 Done at Vienna, May 23,1969; S. Ex. L, 92nd Cong., 1st Sess. The Vienna Convention 
has been signed by the United States and submitted to the Senate for its advice and con
sent, but not yet ratified. The Convention is not yet in force. Nonetheless, it is widely 
considered as a restatement of existing customary international law, and has been 
recognized as such by the International Court of Justice (see Namibia Advisory Opinion, 
1971 ICJ Rep. para. 94; ICAO Council case, 1972 ICJ Rep. para. 38; Icelandic Fisheries 
Jurisdiction  case, 1973 ICJ Rep., para. 36 ff.), and by recent international arbitrations 
(see Briggs, United States Ratification of the Vienna Treaty Convention, 73 A.J.I.L. 470, 
July 1979). [This footnote and all following as in original document, except as indicated.]

4 See Article 46, Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties.
5 For example, the ancillary documents to the Panama Treaties include provisions as 

to the use of land and water areas, the use of defense installations, the transfer of title 
and interest in port, rail and other facilities, compensation and benefits for employees, 
taxation, duties, claims, criminal jurisdiction and the like, which were clearly intended 
as legally binding as between the Parties. (See Agreement in Implementation of Article
III of the Panama Canal Treaty; Agreement in Implementaton of Article IV of the 
Panama Canal Treaty; S. Ex. N, 95th Cong., 1st Sess.).
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The legal status of the ancillary SALT II documents is as follows:

A . Agreed statements and common understandings
The Agreed Statements and Common Understandings are a series 

of interpretations and supplementary provisions relating to specific 
articles of the Treaty and Protocol. They were concluded during the 
negotiations to elaborate in detail the meaning and application of 
Treaty articles, and to provide certain supplementary provisions to 
make those articles effective. The negotiation of ancillary documents 
of this character is quite common in international practice, both in the 
arms control area and in other international negotiations.6

The Agreed Statements and Common Understandings are con
tained in a document signed by the two Presidents, which begins with 
the statement that:

In connection with the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limita
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms, the Parties have agreed on the 
following Agreed Statements and Common Understandings under
taken on behalf of the Government of the United States of America 
and the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. . . .

This statement constitutes a clear acknowledgement by the Par
ties that the Agreed Statements and Common Understandings are 
intended as legally binding by the two Governments in connection 
with the conclusion of the Treaty. Under the principles enunciated in 
the Vienna Convention, these Statements and Understandings will 
clearly be binding on the Parties under international law, and fully 
authoritative as to the Parties’ obligations under the Treaty. (These 
Statements and Understandings are, of course, wholly dependent 
upon entry into force of the Treaty and have no independent legal 
status; therefore, these documents will have no legal effect unless the 
Senate grants advice and consent to the Treaty.)

These conclusions are consistent with the manner in which the 
comparable SALT I statements and understandings have been 
treated by the Parties. For example, the procedures of the Standing 
Consultative Commission for dismantling and destruction of excess 
strategic systems under SALT I specifically implemented these 
statements as well as the provisions of the SALT I agreements 
themselves,7 and the Parties have treated various of these state

6 See, for example: Agreed Minutes to Articles I, IV, V and VI and Annexes I and III 
to the Treaty of Peace Between the Arab Republic of Egypt and the State of Israel, done 
in Washington, March 26,1979; Agreed Minute to the Agreement in Implementation of 
Article III of the Panama Canal Treaty (see above); and Exchange of Notes related to 
the U.S.-Brazil Agricultural Commodities Agreement, signed at Rio de Janeiro, April 
23, 1966; 17 UST 1622, TIAS 6118.

7 The implementation of the SALT I agreements, and the resolution of issues related 
to compliance with their provisions, are described in the Administration statement on 
Compliance with SALT I Agreements forwarded by Secretary Vance to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee on February 21, 1978.
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ments in the Standing Consultative Commission as obligations to 
which the other Party was bound.8

It is therefore clear that the Agreed Statements and Common 
Understandings are legally binding on the Parties.

There is no difference in legal effect between Agreed Statements 
and Common Understandings. This difference in terminology was a 
historical result of the SALT I practice of dividing these ancillary 
statements into those in which Parties “agreed” not to take certain 
actions, and those which stated the Parties* “understandings” as to 
their obligations under the SALT I agreements. This distinction was 
carried over in the early stages of the SALT II negotiations, but was 
eroded over time and eventually discontinued altogether. In the 
SALT II Treaty, as finally signed, the Agreed Statements and the 
Common Understandings both contain interpretations and supple
mentary provisions, and there is no difference in their introductory 
language or format. Their international legal effect is precisely the 
same.

B. Data Exchange Documents
The Data Base Memorandum of Understanding is a document 

signed by the two Heads of Delegation on the date of signature of the 
Treaty. The Memorandum states the agreement of the two Parties 
“for the purposes of the Treaty” on the number of systems, in various 
categories limited by the Treaty, possessed by each Party as of 
November 1, 1978; and it further provides that the Parties will 
update this data at the time of entry into force of the Treaty. Each 
Party also provided, on the same date, a statement signed by its Head 
of Delegation updating these numbers for its strategic systems as of 
the date of signature of the Treaty.9

The only specific obligation contained in the Memorandum is the 
requirement to update the agreed data as of the date of entry into 
force of the Treaty. This requirement is legally binding.

Furthermore, the Memorandum clearly qualifies under Article 31 
of the Vienna Convention (cited above) as a document which may 
determine the interpretation of Treaty provisions. Accordingly, the 
various numerical restrictions contained in the Treaty and the defini
tions associated with them would be interpreted, in part, on the basis 
of the agreed facts stated in the Memorandum. For example, any 
possible differences as to whether a specific existing system is or is

8 For example, in connection with U.S. observation in 1977 of nets covering an ICBM 
launcher at a Soviet test range, the U.S. representative in the Standing Consultative 
Commission cited two Agreed Statements as grounds for inquiring as to the consistency 
of this Soviet practice with Soviet obligations under the Interim Agreement. Although 
the Soviets argued that these provisions did not apply to the activities in question, they 
did not challenge the binding character of these provisions. (The Soviets subsequently 
removed the net covering.) See the Administration report cited in note 7.

9 Article XVII of the Treaty requires that the Parties maintain the agreed data base 
by notifying each other at regular sessions of the Standing Consultative Commission of 
any changes in the relevant categories.
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not subject to a particular provision of the Treaty might be resolved 
by resort to the agreed data in the Memorandum.

The Statements of Data are statements by each Party as to the 
numbers of its own systems. Neither statement binds the other 
Party.

C. Joint Statement of Principles
Article XIV of the Treaty provides that the Parties will begin, 

promptly after entry into force of the Treaty, active negotiations 
with the objective of achieving, as soon as possible, agreement on fur
ther measures for the limitation and reduction of strategic arms. The 
Joint Statement of Principles is a statement, signed by the two 
Presidents on the date of signature of the Treaty, of agreed 
negotiating objectives for this next phase of SALT discussions.

The Joint Statement is similar in format and in purpose to the 1973 
U.S.-Soviet Basic Principles of Negotiations on the Further Limita
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms;10 that document was a political 
statement and did not create any legal rights or obligations. Similarly, 
the Joint Statement does not contain binding international legal 
obligations in addition to those contained in the Treaty, but rather 
sets forth intentions of the Parties with respect to the next phase of 
negotiations. These subsequent negotiations will seek to develop one 
or more agreements containing legal obligations, but neither the 
scope nor content of any such agreement is legally constrained by the 
Joint Statement.11

D. Backfire Statements
The Soviet Backfire bomber is not included among those aircraft 

which are treated as “heavy bombers” under Article 11(3) of the 
Treaty for the purpose of inclusion in the numerical aggregates set 
forth in Article III. However, the statements made at the Vienna 
Summit on this question establish legally binding limits on the capa
bilities and production rate of the Backfire.

The Soviet Backfire statements were provided by ' President 
Brezhnev to President Carter in return for U.S. agreement to the ex
clusion of the Backfire from the numerical aggregates of the Treaty; 
in replying to these statements, President Carter made it clear that 
the United States was entering into SALT II on the basis of the com
mitments contained in the Soviet statements and that it considered 
the carrying out of these commitments to be essential to the obliga
tions assumed under the Treaty. The Soviets had been informed in 
advance how the President would respond. They offered their state

10 Signed at Washington, June 21,1973; 24 UST 1472, TIAS 7653. [Also in Documents 
on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 271-273.]

11 Any such agreement obligating the United States to reduce or limit its armaments 
would of course be subject to the requirements of Section 33 of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 2573) concerning authorization or approval by Congress. 
[The Act may also be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482 ff. For an 
amendment to Sec. 33, see ibid., 1963, p. 623.]



ments with this knowledge, did not object to the exchange, and pro
ceeded with signature of the Treaty on that basis. Under interna
tional law, this exchange is clearly sufficient to establish the Soviet 
assurances as legally binding.

It is not unusual in international practice for governments to con
clude binding agreements in the form of an exchange of statements, 
rather than a single text signed by both, so long as the Parties indi
cate a meeting of the minds on the substance of their agreement and 
an intention to be bound thereby. The validity of this practice is 
specifically confirmed by the Vienna Convention on the Law of 
Treaties12 and the Second Restatement of Foreign Relations Law of 
the United States.13

Furthermore, oral statements may be used to constitute interna
tional agreements, and can be as legally effective as written instru
ments. A number of precedents exist in international14 and United 
States 15 practice which confirm that oral statements may create 
legally binding obligations.16 The 1978 amendments to the Case Act 
recognized that international agreements may be oral in form.17
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12 Article 2(l)(a) of the Vienna Convention includes in its scope of coverage any “inter
national agreement concluded in written form . . . whether embodied in a single in
strument or in two or more related instruments and whatever its particular 
designation. . . . ”

13 Restatement § 115, comment C states:
. . . The legal relations of the parties under their agreements may be evidenced in 

one or more instruments. More than one instrument may result from . . . the fact that 
the agreement is in the form of an exchange of notes or other communications . . . .

For example, the Parties in the Panama Canal Treaties conducted such exchanges of 
notes relating to postal services and facilities, air traffic control services, and certain re
search institutes. Similarly, the Parties to the 1971 Agreement Between the United 
States of America and Japan on the Reversion to Japan of the Ryukyu and Daito Islands 
(the Okinawa Reversion), 23 UST 446, TIAS 7314, exchanged such notes on submerged 
lands and voice of America facilities.

14 For example, in Denmark v. Norway , 3 Hudson, World Court Reports 148 (1938), 
the Permanent Court of International Justice held that an oral statement by the 
Norwegian Foreign Minister to the Danish Minister, acquiescing in Danish plans con
cerning Eastern Greenland, created binding obligations. The Court stated that:

. . . The Court considers it beyond all dispute that a reply of this nature . . . given 
by the Minister of Foreign Affairs on behalf of his government in response to a request 
by the diplomatic representative of a foreign power, in regard to a question falling 
within his providence is binding upon the country to which the Minister belongs . . . .  
Id at 192.

16 For example, in connection with the 1923 U .S.-Turkey extradition treaty, 
Secretary of State Hughes assured Senator Lodge that a series of Turkish oral declara
tions (regarding sanitary problems and the administration of justice in Turkey) com
municated to the United States at the time of signature of the treaty could doubtless be 
regarded as constituting binding international commitments. See V. Hackworth, D igest 
of International Law  35 (1942).

16 The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties does define the term “treaty” solely 
in terms of written instruments. However, Article 3 of the Convention specifically 
recognizes that:

The fact that the present Convention does not apply to . . . international 
agreements not in written form, shall not affect . . . the legal force of such 
agreements. . . .

Similarly, § 115, comment C of the Second Restatement of Foreign Relations Law of 
the United States points out that:

. . . There is no rule of international law that prevents an oral agreement from con
stituting a binding international agreement. . . .

17 Section 708 of P.L. 95-426, October 7, 1978, amended 1 USC 112b to require the 
transmittal to the Congress of “any oral international agreement”.
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The Backfire exchange was clearly the result of bilateral negotia
tions conducted for the purpose of resolving differences related to 
the provisions of the SALT II Treaty. The Soviet commitments were 
given in return for U.S. agreement not to insist on counting Backfire 
in the Treaty aggregates. President Carter made clear that the 
United States entered into SALT II on the basis of the Soviet com
mitments and considers those commitments to be essential to the 
obligations assumed under the Treaty.

Under the circumstances, the exchange of statements constitutes a 
collateral agreement stating binding obligations in the context of a 
bilateral negotiation. Moreover, any violation of these obligations 
would be equivalent to a violation of the Treaty itself. In the event of 
such a violation, the United States would legally be entitled to take 
the same actions as it would if the Treaty itself were violated. In par
ticular, the United States would have the right to suspend or termi
nate its observance of the Treaty in whole or in part.

The Soviet Backfire commitments are, like other ancillary SALT II 
documents, dependent upon and ancillary to the Treaty itself. The 
Soviet Backfire statement was clearly given in the context and for 
the purpose of the Treaty. The entry into force of the Backfire com
mitments is therefore contingent on the entry into force of the 
Treaty itself, and they will remain in force throughout the duration of 
the Treaty. But as a practical matter, these commitments must be 
observed immediately by the Soviet Union from the date on which 
they were given, since any increase in the Backfire production rate 
over the present rate of 30, or in the Backfire’s capabilities, would be 
contrary to the object and purpose of these commitments, and there
fore inconsistent with Soviet obligations under international law.18

A n s w e r s  to  Q u e s t i o n s  f o r  t h e  R e c o r d  o n  t h e  L e g a l  S t a t u s  
o f  t h e  S A L T  II D o c u m e n t s  T r a n s m i t t e d  to  t h e  S e n a t e

Question 1. Is there any difference in legal status between an 
“Agreed Statement” and a “Common Understanding”?

Answer. No. All paragraphs in the document entitled Agreed 
Statements and Common Understandings are equally binding be
tween the Parties under international law. The designation of any 
paragraph as an “Agreed Statement” or as a “Common Understand
ing” is immaterial to the paragraph’s legal status.

Question 2. Do the Agreed Statements and/or the Common 
Understandings represent binding obligations of the two Parties, and 
if so, are they of less binding effect than provisions of the Treaty and 
Protocol?

Answer. The Agreed Statements and Common Understandings 
are formally agreed interpretations and supplementary provisions

18 Under Article 18 of the Vienna Convention, a State is obliged to refrain during the 
period between signature and entry into force of an international agreement, “from acts 
which would defeat the object and purpose” of that agreement.
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concerning the various articles of the Treaty. They are legally bind
ing on the two Parties, and have the same binding effect as the provi
sions of the Treaty and Protocol.Question 3. Would any of the “other documents” become 
obligatory if they were made a part of the Treaty?

Answer. Incorporating these various documents into the Treaty 
would have no effect on their obligatory character. Obligations of the 
Parties contained in the ancillary documents are fully binding in their 
present form; their inclusion in the Treaty would not make these 
obligations any more or any less binding.

Question k. If the Senate subjected its consent upon the condition 
that one or more of those documents be modified, would the Presi
dent feel constrained to do so upon bringing the Treaty into force?

Answer. If the Senate were to condition its advice and consent on 
one or more modifications of these other documents, the President 
could not ratify the Treaty unless and until the Soviet Union agreed 
to those modifications in the process of exchanging instruments of 
ratification.

Question 5. In your view, what would be the effect of a Senate 
clarification or reservation to the Agreed Statements and Common 
Understandings? What would be the effect should the Senate decide 
to attach the Agreed Statements and Common Understandings to the 
resolution of ratification as understandings?

Answer. If the Senate were to condition its advice and consent to 
ratification of the Treaty on a clarification or reservation affecting 
the terms of an Agreed Statement or Common Understanding, the 
President would not ratify the Treaty unless and until the Soviet 
Union accepted that condition in the exchange of instruments of 
ratification. The Agreed Statements and Common Understandings 
are legally binding in their present form, and attaching them as 
understandings to the Senate’s resolution of ratification would not 
change their status or make them more binding.

Question 6. What is required of the United States in the statement 
of objectives contained in the third paragraph of the Joint Statement 
of Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subsequent Negotiations? Spe
cifically, what is required of the United States in subparagraph (3), 
which speaks of “resolution of the issues” included in the Protocol to 
the Treaty?

Answer. The Joint Statement does not impose any legal obliga
tions on the United States; it is a political statement of agreed 
negotiating objectives for the next phase of strategic arms limita
tions talks which Article XIV of the Treaty obliges the Parties to con
duct. Subparagraph (3) of the Third Section of the Joint Statement 
expresses the intention of the Parties to consider whether further 
limitations of any sort would be placed on any of the systems dealt 
with in the Protocol; it does not “require” the United States to agree 
to any limitations in this regard. The limitations in the Protocol will
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not serve as a precedent for any limitations which may be negotiated 
in the next stage of SALT negotiations.

Question 7. As to the exchange of statements on the Backfire 
bomber:

(a) What is the effective date and termination date of each 
Statement?

Answer. These commitments on the part of the Soviet Union were 
effective, as a practical matter, as of the date they were made. The 
statements were given in connection with the execution of the 
Treaty, and President Carter made it clear that the carrying out of 
these commitments was essential to the obligations assumed under 
the Treaty; therefore, like the other ancillary documents, the Soviet 
Backfire commitments are dependent upon the Treaty’s entry into 
force. They will continue in effect throughout the duration of the 
Treaty.

Question, (b) Would a violation of those assurances be the equiva
lent to a violation of the Treaty itself?

Answer. Yes. In the event of such a violation, the United States 
would legally be entitled to take the same actions as it would if the 
Treaty itself were violated. In particular, the United States would 
have the right to suspend or terminate its observance of the Treaty.Question, (c) What effect do the assurances have upon the right of 
the United States to develop a comparable aircraft? Would the same 
restrictions apply to any new comparable U.S. bomber?

Answer. The United States has the right to an aircraft comparable 
to Backfire; President Carter explicitly affirmed this at the Vienna 
Summit. Any such U.S. aircraft would in no way be affected or 
restricted by the Soviet assurances.

Question. (d) Are the statements regarded by the Soviets as being 
of the same force and effect as the Treaty itself?

Answer. Under international law, the Soviet Backfire com
mitments are clearly equally as binding as the obligations contained 
in the Treaty. The United States insisted on receiving these assur
ances as a basis for signing the Treaty. We informed the Soviets that 
we would regard the Soviet Backfire commitments as essential to ob
ligations assumed under the Treaty, and would so state. The Soviets 
undertook the commitments against this background and have not 
objected to President Carter’s explicit statement at Vienna that the 
carrying out of the Soviet commitments were essential to the obliga
tions assumed under the Treaty.

Question 8. The Senate may, constitutionally, condition its consent 
to the SALT II Treaty upon two kinds of conditions —amendments to 
the resolution of ratification (e.g., reservations, understandings, dec
larations, etc.) or upon amendments to the text of the Treaty or 
Protocol.

(a) Would the Administration regard the various conditions avail
able to the Senate as equally binding? Would material labeled an 
“understanding”, for example, be considered as obligatory, legally, as



522 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

the same material added as a “reservation” —or as an amendment to 
the Treaty’s text?

Answer. The binding character of conditions attached by the 
Senate to its advice and consent depends not on their designation but 
on their substantive character and content. For example, an “under
standing” requiring that a particular provision of the Treaty be inter
preted in a specific manner would have the same legal effect as a “res
ervation” to the same effect, or a requirement that the interpretation 
be incorporated into the text of the Treaty as an amendment.

Question, (b) Can the Senate be assured that the President will 
not bring the Treaty into force without causing each of those condi
tions to take effect —i.e., will the President obtain the acceptance of 
the Soviets to all Senate-imposed conditions if the Treaty is brought 
into force?

Answer. The President will not ratify the Treaty unless the Soviet 
Union accepts, in the exchange of instruments of ratification, all such 
conditions included by the Senate in its advice and consent, irrespec
tive of how those conditions are designated, i.e., as reservations, 
understandings, declarations, etc., or as amendments.

Question, (c) If the Senate were to add a simple policy 
statem ent —in the form, say, of a “declaration” —to its resolution of 
ratification, would the President feel constrained, constitutionally, to 
transm it that statement, as a part of the instrument of ratification, to 
the Soviet Union?

Answer. The U.S. instrument of ratification will include any state
ments or conditions concerning the Treaty documents which are 
incorporated in the Senate’s resolution of ratification.Question, (d) Suppose the statement were made in a simple 
Senate resolution adopted at the same time as the resolution of ratifi
cation; would the content of that resolution be transmitted to the 
Soviet Union?

Answer. If the Senate were to adopt a separate resolution—in ad
dition to its resolution of ratification — there would be no legal re
quirement that the content of that resolution be transmitted to the 
Soviet Union. However, if the Senate wished to adopt such a pro
cedure, the Administration would be pleased to consult in this 
regard.

Question, (e) If such a resolution were adopted which set forth the 
Senate’s understanding or interpretation concerning various Treaty 
provisions, what would be its legal force and effect?

Answer. Statements of understanding or interpretation not in
cluded in the Senate’s resolution of ratification and the U.S. instru
ment of ratification accepted by the Soviet Union would not be le
gally binding per se. However, if provided to the Soviet Union prior 
to the exchange of instruments of ratification, and not contradicted 
by the Soviets, they would constitute persuasive evidence of the man
ner in which the parties interpret the Treaty.
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Question 9. If the Soviet Union proposed Treaty modifications in 
its instruments of ratification, would the President feel constrained, 
constitutionally, to seek Senate advice and consent prior to agreeing 
to those modifications?

Answer. Yes. The President could not exchange instruments of 
ratificiation with the Soviet Union if the Soviet instrument were con
ditioned on modifications to the Treaty, unless the Senate were to 
give its advice and consent to those modifications.Question 10. (a) Are there any U.S. documents, statements, or 
other communications that affect the meaning or interpretation of 
the SALT II documents formally transm itted to the Senate?

(b) Are there any U.S. documents, statements, or other communi
cations that affect U.S. and Soviet obligations as contained in these 
SALT II documents?

(c) Are there any documents, statements, or other communications 
of the Soviet Union or its representatives that affect U.S. or Soviet 
obligations under SALT II, or the meaning and interpretation given 
by the Soviets either to these obligations or to the formally trans
mitted SALT II documents?

(d) Have there been any expressions of intent by either the United 
States or the Soviet Union with respect to the development, produc
tion, deployment or possible use of strategic offensive arms that are 
relevant to SALT II but that are not contained either in the SALT II 
documents formally transmitted to the Senate or in existing treaties?

Answer. All obligations undertaken with respect to SALT II are 
contained in the documents transmitted to the Senate.

Needless to say, statements have been made by both sides over the 
course of the seven-year SALT II negotiations which relate to vari
ous provisions of the Treaty. The important U.S. statements of this 
character have been incorporated into the transmittal documents fur
nished to the Senate. These statements do not alter the Treaty, but 
will be relevant to its interpretation. The Administration stands 
ready to provide to the Committee additional summaries from the 
negotiating history in answering particular questions that may arise 
concerning the meaning of the Treaty.

Question, (e) Will all subsequent agreements, understandings, 
undertakings, or clarifications relevant to U.S. or Soviet obligations 
under SALT II, or to the meaning and interpretation of these obliga
tions and the documents formally transmitted to the Senate by the 
President on June 22,1979, be promptly transmitted to the Senate?

Answer. The Administration will keep the Senate fully and cur
rently informed of any significant developments relevant to SALT II 
which may arise during the Senate’s consideration of the Treaty. The 
Administration will, of course, comply with the reporting re
quirements of the Case Act (1 U.S.C. 112b) with respect to any future 
agreements related to SALT II. In addition, it will report periodically 
to the appropriate Senate Committees with respect to future discus
sions between the United States and the Soviet Union concerning the 
interpretation and application of SALT II.
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Statement by the Former Supreme Allied Commander, 
Europe (Haig) Before the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations: SALT II Treaty and NATO, 
August 2, 1979 1

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity presented today to take 
part in your deliberations on the SALT II Treaty. Thoughtful 
analysis and assimilation of a document of this breadth and complex
ity is a formidable task. It is clear, however, that the outcome of your 
efforts will have an indelible effect in shaping the terms and climate 
of United States-Soviet relations and thereby prospects for peace in 
the years ahead.

Today you have asked for my views on the effectiveness of the 
treaty in meeting the security requirements of the North Atlantic 
Alliance, our oldest and most compelling defense commitment. In the 
next few minutes I will try  to characterize for you the significance of 
SALT to European leaders.

NATO’s strategy, as you know, calls for defense against conven
tional attack as far forward as possible. In addition, if necessary to 
limit penetrations and restore boundaries, the strategy calls for the 
use of tactical nuclear weapons and ultimately central strategic sys
tems if escalation is not earlier contained. Although a conventional 
attack would be met in kind, the serious historical imbalance in con
ventional forces favoring the Warsaw Pact has led to the common ex
pectation among our allies of early resort to nuclear weapons, both 
tactical and strategic. Consequently, the reason for their interest in 
negotiations which affect these systems is very, very clear.

In recent years, there has been a dramatic shift in the balance of 
theater nuclear forces in favor of the Warsaw Pact. As a result of an 
extremely vigorous Soviet program of modernization and replace
ment, the Warsaw Pact has redressed their historical position of infe
riority in theater nuclear systems to a position of approximately 3 to
1 advantage. The deployment of the SS-20 IRBM and the Backfire 
bomber has been especially troubling throughout the alliance. Within 
the context, allied concerns over SALT focus on its impact on the ex
isting imbalance. That is, does the treaty provide special benefit to 
the Soviets, or prevent allied efforts to catch up?

Viewed in these terms, the exclusion of the Backfire and the SS-20 
and the restricting of the range and deployability of cruise missiles 
has raised serious questions in NATO capitals. From their perspec
tive both systems have a central influence on their security, and the 
exclusion of the Backfire and the SS-20 contrasted with the inclusion 
of cruise missiles was both puzzling and a cause for concern.

With respect to the integration of cruise missiles into NATO units, 
no precise schedule or mode has been decided as of yet. The need, 
however, is clear. The desirability of having a conventional variant 
has also been raised. In this regard, I believe the potential of these

1 Hearings . on Ex. Y, 96 -1 Pt. 3, pp. 277-279.
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systems to be enormous. There is no question that unhindered access 
by our European allies to cruise missile technology is vital to restor
ing the balance.

Our NATO partners have always placed foremost importance upon 
secure linkage of U.S. strategic forces to their defense. In this light, 
the relationship of SALT to European security is very apparent. Dur
ing the years of unquestioned U.S. superiority, the credibility of the 
U.S. commitment was high. As that position of superiority eroded 
towards parity, our reliability became less certain. As it erodes fur
ther toward clear Soviet advantage in the next few years, even 
greater doubts will arise.

Despite the foregoing, however, European political leaders have 
expressed their support for SALT II. This support is conditioned 
among other forces by the following factors. First, Europeans, like 
Americans, are generally supportive of efforts to reduce levels of nu
clear armaments. Second, there is strong sentiment to avoid any 
action which might further weaken the U.S. Presidency.

Third, there is concern that the nonratification of SALT II in its 
present form would disrupt the overall United S tates-Soviet rela
tionship of detente and lead to increased tension and possible United 
S tates-Soviet confrontation which might be resolved at the expense 
of our allies.

Nevertheless, despite these overarching considerations, there is a 
deep concern in Europe over the very painful realities reflected in 
SALT II. Consequently, they are seeking and would surely welcome a 
definitive signal of reassurance with respect to the steadily worsen
ing trend in both theater and nuclear balances.

In specific terms, they would welcome actions which confirm un
equivocally the U.S. commitment to a program of prompt strategic 
force modernization and improvement. They have been heartened by 
U.S. pledges of unhindered sharing of systems and technologies de
signed to restore the theater nuclear balance. The obvious corollary, 
however, is the absolutely imperative termination in 1981 of the pro
tocol restrictions on ground- and sea-launched cruise missiles.

A firm, unambiguous demonstration of renewed U.S. strength and 
ability to lead is overdue. The global power balance is viewed in 
Europe as shifting against us, and we can ignore it no longer. It is in 
this context that Senate action on the SALT II Treaty as a political 
expression of national will takes on special meaning, and I urge you to 
consider it in these terms.

The SALT II Treaty is viewed as a benchmark. It can be an instru
ment which marks the end of a period of drift in American leadership, 
and whatever the substantive alterations the Senate may wish to con
sider, it is essential that this debate result in a demonstration of our 
resolve to redress this imbalance by an immediate and unequivocal 
commitment of greater resources to our defense needs.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I am not satisfied that the necessary 
commitments have been made with respect to our strategic needs. I 
am also concerned that the administration’s budgets for the past 2
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years and the President’s defense budget projections through fiscal 
year 1984 are inadequate to meet our conventional needs, to say 
nothing of our already proffered commitment to NATO.

Furthermore, I consider that the SALT II Treaty itself contains 
flaws which must be given serious attention in your deliberations. 
Beyond that, the necessary consensus between the United States and 
its European allies has yet to be achieved for the implementation of 
absolutely essential theater nuclear modernization. This includes de
termination of systems to be provided, deployment patterns to be 
pursued, arrangement of funding, and in the light of SALT II, the pro
vision of necessary technology to our allies.

Finally, I believe these programmatic commitments must be based 
on a two-tiered U.S. consensus which addresses the fundamental di
rections of future United S tates-Soviet relations on the one hand 
and clearly delineates U.S. strategic nuclear policy on the other.

Until such firm commitments and their underlying strategy have 
been confirmed and resulting programs in strategic theater nuclear 
and conventional areas have been carefully assessed and agreed 
upon, and until the Senate has assured itself that the flaws in SALT
II have been resolved, I urge that ratification of SALT II be held in 
abeyance.

Congressional Conference Report: Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act Authorization [Extract], August 3, 
1979 1

J o in t  E x p l a n a t o r y  S t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  C o m m it t e e  
o f  Co n f e r e n c e

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2774) to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal years 1980 and 1981 under the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act, and for other purposes, submit the following joint state
ment to the House and the Senate in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the managers and recommended in the accom
panying conference report:

The Senate amendment struck out all of the House bill after the 
enacting clause and inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate with an amendment which is a substitute for the House bill 
and the Senate amendment. The differences between the House bill, 
the Senate amendment, and the substitute agreed to in conference 
are noted below, except for clerical corrections, conforming changes

1 House Rept. 96-412, 96th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 3 -5 . For the final act, see below, 
Sept. 21. The Administration bill is printed above, Mar. 6.
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made necessary by agreements reached by the conferees, and minor 
drafting and clarifying changes.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

The conference substitute contains authorizations for appropria
tions for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) for 
fiscal years 1980 and 1981. For fiscal year 1980, the committee of con
ference adopted a figure of $18,876,000, which is the same as the 
Senate figure and the executive branch request and $400,000 below 
the figure recommended by the House. For fiscal year 1981, the com
mittee of conference adopted the House figure of $20,645,000, which 
differed from the Senate recommendation and the executive branch 
request, both of which provided “such sums as may be necessary” for 
fiscal year 1981. The committee of conference also authorized for both 
fiscal years such additional amounts as may be necessary for in
creases in salary, pay, retirement, other employee benefits autho
rized by law, and other non-discretionary costs, and to offset adverse 
fluctuations in foreign currency exchange rates.

GRANTS FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING

The House bill added a new section 38 to the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act which provided the Director of ACDA with 
discretionary authority to make grants to institutions of higher 
education, non-profit organizations, and public agencies for the pur
pose of supporting programs in arms control education and training.

The Senate bill did not contain a comparable provision.
The committee of conference adopted the Senate position.
After considerable discussion, the committee of conference con

cluded that fiscal and budgetary constraints precluded present adop
tion of this provision. In doing so, the conference committee recog
nizes the many desirable merits of the provision and urges ACDA to 
give full and favorable consideration to request such authority in 
future budget submissions to Congress.

ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY

Section 4 of the Senate bill required the Director of ACDA, in con
sultation with appropriate officials of the departments and other 
agencies of the United States, to conduct a comprehensive study of 
(1) the impact of military expenditures on the economy of the United 
States, including but not limited to the impact on the economic fac
tors of inflation, balancing the Federal budget, industrial employ
ment, civilian research and development, civilian industrial produc
tivity, corporate profits, and balance of payments and (2) the impact 
of such economic factors on national defense policy decisions regard
ing the procurement of weapons, the size of force structure, troop 
deployments outside the United States, arms control policy, person
nel policies, and conventional arms sales, as well as such other
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aspects of the national defense posture of the United States as the 
Director of ACDA may deem relevant.

The House bill did not contain a comparable provision.
The committee of conference adopted the House position.
In not mandating the study due to present budgetary constraints 

on the Agency, the committee of conference recognizes the merits of 
providing information to Congress concerning the relationship be
tween the Nation’s economic situation and some of the factors cited in 
the Senate provision.

Accordingly, the committee of conference urged ACDA to give con
sideration to do a study along the lines of the Senate provision.

RESTRICTIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE APPOINTMENT 
OF MILITARY OFFICERS

(a) The Senate amendment amended Sections 22 and 23 of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act to prohibit the appointment of 
an active duty commissioned officer of the U.S. Armed Forces as 
Director or Deputy Director of ACDA.

The House bill did not contain a comparable provision.
The committee of conference adopted the Senate provision.
(b) The Senate amendment added a new Section 28 to the Arms 

Control and Disarmament Act to prohibit the two positions of Direc
tor and Deputy Director to be occupied simultaneously by persons 
who, within the preceding 10 years, have been relieved of duty as 
commissioned officers of regular components of the Armed Forces or 
have become retired officers of the Armed Forces.

The House did not contain a comparable provision.
The committee of conference adopted the House position.

C l e m e n t  J . Z a b l o c k i ,
L . H . F o u n t a i n ,
L . L . W o l f f ,
Gus Y a t r o n ,
G e r r y  E . S t u d d s ,
T o n y  P . H a l l ,
H o w a r d  W o l p e ,
W m . B r o o m f ie l d ,
E d w a r d  J .  D e r w i n s k i ,
L a r r y  W i n n , J r .

Managers on the Part of the House.
F r a n k  C h u r c h ,
C . P e l l ,
G. M c G o v e r n  
J o h n  G l e n n ,
J .  J a v i t s ,
C. H . P e r c y ,
J e s s e  H e l m s ,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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Report to the Committee on Disarmament by the 
Ad Hoc Working Group To Consider, and Negotiate 
onf Effective International Arrangements To Assure 
Non-Nudear-Weapon States Against the Use or 
Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, August 7f 19791

1. In the course of consideration of item 3 of its 1979 agenda, en
titled “Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”, 
the Committee, at its 39th meeting held on 5 July adopted the follow
ing decision.

The Committee on Disarmament decides to establish, for the 
duration of its present session, an Ad Hoc Working Group open 
to all Member States of the Committee to consider, and negoti
ate on, effective international arrangements to assure non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. The Ad Hoc Working Group will present a report to 
the Committee on Disarmament before the conclusion of the 
1979 Session. The Committee further decides, in accordance with 
rule 32 of the Rules of Procedure, that representatives of non
member States shall have reserved seats in the conference room 
during the meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group.

2. At the 41st meeting on 12 July the Committee elected the dele
gation of Egypt as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group.

3. The Group held 7 meetings between 13 July and 2 August and 
conducted also informal consultations during that period.

4. In carrying out its mandate, the Ad Hoc Working Group took 
into account paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament, where 
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.2 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.

5. The Ad Hoc Working Group also took note of the Letter of the 
Secretary-General contained in document CD/1 transmitting resolu
tions adopted by the General Assembly at the thirty-third regular 
session and took note in particular of resolution 33/72 A and B.3

Operative paragraphs 1 and 2 of resolution 33/72 A read as follows:

1. Considers it necessary to take effective measures for the 
strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
through appropriate international arrangements;

1 CD/47.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 422.
3 The text of the res. may be found ibid., pp. 760-762.
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2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to consider, to 
that end, at the earliest possible date, the drafts of an interna
tional 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.

Operative paragraphs 1 and 2 of resolution 33/72 B read as follows:
1. Urges that urgent efforts should be made to conclude effec

tive arrangements, as appropriate, to assure the non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weap
ons, including consideration 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 Committee on Disarmament should consider them and sub
mit a progress report to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
fourth session.

6. In the conduct of its work it had before it the following four 
working papers which were introduced by their sponsors:

(a) a working paper by Pakistan, entitled “Conclusion of an in
ternational convention to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons” (CD/10);4

(b) a working paper by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, German 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, entitled “Draft Interna
tional Convention on the Strengthening of Guarantees of the 
Security of Non-Nuclear States” (CD/23);5

(c) a working paper by Pakistan, entitled “Effective interna
tional arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.” (CD/25);6 
and

(d) a working paper by the United States, entitled “Proposal for 
a CD Recommendation to the United Nations General 
Assembly Concerning the Security of Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States Against Nuclear Attack” (CD/27).7

7. Furthermore, the Secretariat, at the request of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group, prepared a compilation of material suggested by 
members of the Group. The Compilation was prepared on the under
standing that it would be background material and that the material 
included therein would not prejudice the position of members of the 
Group on m atters of substance.

8. From the outset there was an understanding that the work of 
the Group should be a step-by-step process, the first step being to

4 Submitted on Mar. 27, above.
5 Submitted on June 21, above.
8 Not printed here.
7 Submitted on July 2, above.
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identify the elements to be considered and negotiated on, the second 
the negotiation on these elements, and the third to reach agreement 
through consensus on effective international arrangements.

9. Extensive discussion took place on the elements to be consid
ered and negotiated on. In this connexion discussions were held on 
the relationship of the non-use of nuclear weapons, nuclear disarma
ment, the non-use of force in international relations, as well as the 
overall question of strengthening of international peace and security, 
to the mandate of the group. There was broad agreement that these 
elements can be divided into two general categories:

A. Scope and nature of the arrangements, and
B. Form of the arrangements, their number and binding 

character.
10. There was agreement that the arrangements had to be effec

tive and international in character. The question of rationale, scope 
and nature of the arrangements was discussed at length. There was 
also discussion on the question of definition of nuclear and non- 
nuclear-weapon States, the criteria to be applied in such definition 
and the prerequisites for the extension of the arrangements. In that 
respect a number of ideas were submitted such as the extension of ar
rangements to all non-nuclear-weapon States without any condition 
or limitations; to all non-nuclear-weapon States which are not parties 
to the nuclear security arrangements of some nuclear powers; to non
nuclear weapon States parties to the NPT or any other comparable 
internationally binding commitment not to acquire nuclear explosive 
devices (such as the Treaty of Tlatelolco8), except in the case of an a t
tack by such a State allied to a nuclear-weapons State or associated 
with a nuclear-weapons State in carrying out or sustaining the attack; 
to non-nuclear-weapon States which renounced the production and 
acquisition of nuclear weapons and which have no nuclear weapons on 
their territories or under their jurisdiction or control. Different re
lated questions were raised and comments were made on these 
issues.

Discussion also took place on the question of the arrangements in 
relation to the non-nuclear weapon States parties to military 
alliances.

Similarly the question of the nature of the arrangements in rela
tion to nuclear disarmament, the non-use of nuclear weapons as well 
as the non-use of force in international relations was raised. In that 
context the idea was discussed that, pending nuclear disarmament, a 
general ban on the use or the threat of use of nuclear weapons and the 
non-use of force in international relations would be the most effective 
guarantee for the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. The point 
was also raised that a general ban on the use of nuclear weapons can 
only be considered in the context of nuclear disarmament.

8 Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, Feb. 14,1967. For
text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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11. As regards the form, number and binding character of the ar
rangements, there was recognition that search should continue for a 
common approach acceptable to all which could be included in an in
ternational instrument of a legally binding character. In that connex
ion the question of an international Convention was widely discussed. 
There was no objection, in principle, to the idea of an international 
convention; however, the difficulties involved were also pointed out. 
There was also discussion on the question of a General Assembly res
olution as well as reference to Security Council resolution and decla
rations to be deposited with the Secretary General of the United 
Nations as an interim arrangement.

CONCLUSION

12. There was wide recognition of the urgent need to reach agree
ment on effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. 
The Group was able, in the short time available to it, to begin mean
ingful consideration of, and negotiate on, some of the elements which 
fell within its mandate. Preliminary exploration of areas of agree
ment and disagreement clarified issues and at the same time under
lined the complexity of the elements which have to be further consid
ered and negotiated on.

13. The Ad Hoc Working Group recommends that at the beginning 
of its 1980 session the Committee on Disarmament should continue 
negotiations on effective international arrangements to assure non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.

Joint Report by the United States and the Soviet 
Union to the Committee on Disarmament: Progress 
in the Bilateral Negotiations on the Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons, August 7, 1979 1

During the Vienna meeting of the leaders of the United States and 
the USSR in June 1979, both sides affirmed the importance of a 
general, complete, and verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons and 
agreed to intensify their efforts to prepare an agreed joint proposal 
for presentation to the Committee on Disarmament.2 The USSR and 
United States delegations are guided by this provision at the 10th 
series of the bilateral negotiations, which began on 16 July 1979.

In the negotiations, the United States and USSR delegations take 
into account the fact that prohibition of chemical weapons is, as was 
stressed in the Final Document of the United Nations General

1 CD/48. The report was first submitted by the Soviet representative in the plenary 
meeting of July 31, 1979 (see PV.46).

2 Joint Communique issued by the United States and the Soviet Union, June 18, 
printed above.
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Assembly Special Session on Disarmament,3 one of the most urgent 
and vital problems in the area of disarmament. They are also guided 
by the requirement that a convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, as any other international agreement in the field of arms 
control and disarmament, should enhance rather than diminish the 
security of the parties.

The USSR and United States delegations, taking into considera
tion the interest expressed by many delegations in the Committee on 
Disarmament concerning the status of the bilateral negotiations on a 
prohibition of chemical weapons, present the following Joint Report:

1. The two sides believe that the scope of the prohibition should be 
determined on the basis of a general purpose criterion. Parties to the 
convention should assume the obligation never in any circumstances 
to develop, produce, stockpile, otherwise acquire or possess, or retain 
super-toxic lethal chemicals, other lethal or highly toxic chemicals or 
their precursors, with the exception of chemicals intended for per
mitted purposes of such types and in such quantities as are appropri
ate to these purposes, as well as chemical munitions or other means of 
chemical warfare. Negotiations are continuing on several issues relat
ing to the scope of prohibition.

.2. Permitted purposes are understood to mean non-hostile pur
poses (industrial, research, medical, or other peaceful purposes, law- 
enforcement purposes, and purposes of development and testing of 
means of protection against chemical weapons), as well as military 
purposes not related to chemical warfare.

3. In order to facilitate verification, it would be appropriate to use, 
in addition to the general purpose criterion, toxicity criteria and cer
tain other provisions.

4. Agreement has been reached on the following approximate 
values for the additional criteria of toxicity mentioned above:

(a) LCt50 = 2,000 mg min/m3 for inhalation and/or 
LD50 = 0.5 mg/kg for subcutaneous injections;

(b) LCt50 = 20,000 mg min/m3 for inhalation and/or 
LD50 = 10 mg/kg for subcutaneous injections.

On the basis of these criteria, it will be possible to separate chem
icals into appropriate categories, to each of which the general pur
pose criterion would be applied.

5. Different degrees of prohibition and limitation as well as differ
entiated methods of verification would be applied on the basis of 
these toxicity criteria and certain other provisions. These issues con
tinue to be subjects of negotiations.

6. Negotiations are also continuing on definition of terms and sev
eral other issues.

7. The two sides have agreed that parties to the convention should 
assume an obligation not to transfer to anyone, whether directly or 
indirectly, the means of chemical warfare, and not in any way to

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 425.
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assist, encourage, or induce any State, group of States, or any organi
zation to carry out activities which parties would undertake not to 
engage in pursuant to the convention.

8. The two sides have come to an understanding regarding the ne
cessity for States to declare, immediately after they become parties 
to the convention, both the volumes of acquired stocks of means of 
chemical warfare and the means of production of chemical munitions 
and chemicals covered by the convention. Plans for destruction of 
declared stocks of chemical weapons should also be declared. These 
declarations should contain information on the volume and timetables 
for destruction of such stocks. Plans for destruction or dismantling of 
relevant means of production should also be declared. In the course of 
the bilateral negotiations, the two sides are continuing to make ef
forts to agree on the specific content of the declarations concerning 
stocks of means of chemical warfare and concerning means of produc
tion. In this connexion, the basic concept of means of production is 
also a subject that remains to be resolved.

9. Agreement has been reached that stocks of means for chemical 
warfare should be destroyed or diverted for permitted purposes 
within ten years after a State becomes a party. Means of production 
should be shut down and eventually destroyed or dismantled. The 
destruction or dismantling of means of production should begin not 
later than eight years, and should be completed not later than ten 
years, after a State becomes a party.

10. In this connexion, the United States and the USSR believe that 
a future convention should contain provisions in accordance with 
which parties would periodically exchange statements and notifica
tions concerning: the progress of the destruction of stocks of means of 
chemical warfare or their diversion for permitted purposes, the prog
ress of the destruction or dismantling of means of production of 
chemical munitions and chemicals covered by the convention, and of 
the completion of these processes.

11. The USSR and the United States believe that the fulfilment of 
the obligations assumed under the future convention should be sub
ject to the important requirement of adequate verification. They also 
believe that measures with respect to such verification should be 
based on a combination of national and international measures.

12. International verification measures should include the creation 
of a consultative committee. This committee could be convened as ap
propriate by the depositary of the convention, as well as upon request 
of any party.

13. The activities of the consultative committee in the interval be
tween meetings should be carried out by a secretariat. The mandate 
of the secretariat is a subject of negotiations.

14. The participants should exchange, through the consultative 
committee or bilaterally, certain data on super-toxic lethal chemicals 
produced, acquired, accumulated, and used for permitted purposes, 
as well as on important lethal chemicals and the most important pre
cursors used for permitted purposes. To this end, it is envisaged to
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compile lists of the relevant chemicals and precursors. The two sides 
have reached a significant degree of mutual understanding in devel
oping agreed approaches to the compilation of such lists. The scope of 
the data to be presented remains to be agreed.

15. Additional functions for the consultative committee remain 
under discussion.

16. In order to ensure the possibility of beginning the work of the 
consultative committee immediately after entry into force of the con
vention, the United States and the USSR believe it appropriate to 
begin the creation of a preparatory committee upon signature of the 
convention.

17. A convention should include provisions in accordance with 
which any party should have the right on a bilateral basis, or through 
the consultative committee, to request from another party with 
respect to which suspicions have arisen that it is acting in violation of 
obligations under the convention, relevant information on the actual 
state of affairs, as well as to request investigation of the actual state 
of affairs on site, providing appropriate reasons in support of the 
necessity of such an investigation.

18. A party may agree to such an on-site investigation or decide 
otherwise, providing appropriate explanations.

19. It should also be provided that any party could turn to the 
Security Council with a complaint which would include appropriate 
rationale. In case of suspicion regarding compliance with the conven
tion, the consultative committee, upon request of any party, or of the 
Security Council of the United Nations, could also take steps to estab
lish the actual state of affairs.

20. The question of other international verification measures re
mains unresolved.

21. National measures would include the use of national technical 
means of verification in a manner consistent with generally accepted 
principles of international law. In this connexion, parties should not 
impede, including through the use of deliberate concealment mea
sures, the national technical means of other parties in carrying out 
the aforementioned verification functions.

22. The USSR and the United States believe that a future conven
tion should reflect the obligation of each party to take appropriate in
ternal measures in accordance with its constitutional procedures to 
prohibit and prevent any activity contrary to the provisions of the 
convention anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.

23. Possibilities for confidence-building measures are being ex
plored.

24. A future chemical weapons convention should include a with
drawal provision of the type included in other arms control and dis
armament agreements.

25. The question of the conditions for entry into force of the con
vention remains unagreed.

26. The two sides believe that an effective prohibition of chemical 
weapons will require working out a large number of technical ques
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tions which would be dealt with in annexes to the convention and 
which are now being studied.

* * *

The United States and the Soviet Union note the great importance 
attached to the elaboration of a convention by the General Assembly 
of the United Nations and the Committee on Disarmament which 
manifested itself, in particular, in the identification of the question of 
the prohibition of chemical weapons as one of the priority items on 
the agenda adopted for the current session of the Committee on 
Disarmament. Both sides will exert their best efforts to complete the 
bilateral negotiations and present a joint initiative to the Committee 
on Disarmament on this most important and extremely complex prob
lem as soon as possible.

Statement by the Group of 21 to the Committee on 
Disarmament: Conclusion of the 1979 Session of the 
Committee, August 9V 1979 1

The Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly 
devoted to Disarmament recognized the inadequacy of the results of 
the then existing multilateral disarmament machinery and estab
lished, inter alia, the Committee on Disarmament, as a single multi
lateral negotiating body with a wider representative character, in 
order to revitalize disarmament negotiations.2 It was the expectation 
of the Group of 21 that this, together with the consensus adoption of 
the Programme of Action at the Special Session, would lead to con
crete progress in disarmament negotiations particularly on the 
priority issues.

During this, its first annual session, the Committee on Disarma
ment worked intensively. In the light of past experience, the adoption 
by the Committee of its rules of procedure is a significant achieve
ment.3 The discussions on this subject reflected the general desire of 
all States to participate effectively in the process of disarmament 
negotiations. Likewise, the adoption by the Committee of its agenda 
is an advance since it reflects a consensus of the Committee, on the 
one hand, regarding the broad framework of its responsibilities and, 
on the other, on those issues which require urgent negotiations by 
the Committee having been repeatedly so recommended by the 
United Nations General Assembly.

The Group reiterates the importance and urgency of concluding a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty. Unfortunately, during its 
1979 session, the Committee was unable to give substantive consid
eration to the question of a nuclear test ban despite the repeated 
resolutions by the United Nations General Assembly and its request

1 CD/50.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 432-433.
3 See above, Feb. 28.
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that the Committee on Disarmament undertake negotiations on such 
a treaty as the highest priority item.4 This was due to the fact that 
member States engaged in the trilateral negotiations on the subject 
did not seem prepared to negotiate within the Committee on Disar
mament.

The Group expresses its dissatisfaction with the report on the tri
lateral negotiations, conveyed at the very end of the Committee on 
Disarmament’s session.5 The Group believes that it should have been 
possible for the States concerned to provide a comprehensive and 
detailed report on the status of these negotiations and of the areas of 
agreement and disagreement. However, it is apparent from the 
reported progress made in the trilateral negotiations, as indicated in 
the official statements of the States concerned, that there is no justi
fication to delay any further the initiation of concrete negotiations in 
the Committee on Disarmament on a CTBT.

The Group, therefore, affirms that such negotiations should be ini
tiated at the beginning of the next session of the Committee on Disar
mament as the highest priority item.

The Group appreciates the work done by the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures 
to Detect and Identify Seismic Events during the session and en
dorses its continuation.6

The Group reiterates the consensus reached at the Special Session 
that nuclear disarmament has the highest priority among disarma
ment objectives. It, therefore, welcomed the initiative taken during 
1979 to begin negotiations on the subject in the Committee on Disar
mament. For its part, the Group submitted concrete proposals 
towards that objective.

The Group considers that the item on nuclear disarmament should 
be included on the agenda of the 1980 session of the Committee on 
Disarmament and that negotiations should be conducted in accord
ance with Paragraph 50 and other relevant provisions of the Final 
Document of the Special Session of the General Assembly devoted to 
Disarmament.

The Group believes that the most effective assurance of security 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is nuclear dis
armament and prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. The nuclear 
weapon States have an obligation to assure non-nuclear weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The Group 
notes with satisfaction that the proposals for the conclusion of effec
tive international arrangements on that subject were submitted by 
some of its members. In that context, it notes that there is no objec
tion, in principle, within the Committee on Disarmament to the idea of 
an international convention. The Group welcomes the establishment

4 The 1978 res. is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 722-723; the 1979 
res. (34/73) may be found below, Dec. 11.

5 See the statement by the British representative to the CD, printed above, July 31.
6 The summary of the A d Hoc Group s report is printed above, July 25.



538 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

of the Ad Hoc Working Group to consider and negotiate on this 
subject.

The Group believes that negotiations should be continued at the 
next session of the Committee in 1980, and that the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group should be renewed so as to continue the 
search for a common approach which could be included in an effective 
international instrument to assure the non-nuclear weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

The Thirty-Third Session of the General Assembly had, as a matter 
of high priority, requested the Committee on Disarmament to under
take 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.7 As apparent from the resolution of the 
General Assembly, the conclusion of the bilateral negotiations on the 
subject between the United States and the USSR should not be a 
prerequisite to the initiation of negotiations in the Committee on a 
CW convention. In conformity with the General Assembly’s request 
and in view of the great importance it attaches to the matter, the 
Group early in the 1979 session of the Committee on Disarmament 
submitted a proposal to set up an Ad Hoc Working Group so that 
negotiations could be initiated.8 A number of other delegations made 
similar suggestions.

The Group regrets that despite near unanimous support in the 
Committee it was not possible to reach an agreement to set up the Ad  Hoc Working Group in order to begin concrete negotiations on a CW 
convention without further delay.

The Group notes the relatively detailed information on the present 
status of the bilateral negotiations contained in the joint statement 
by the USSR and the United States.9 This information, as well as the 
contributions of other members, strengthens the conviction of the 
Group that there is need and sufficient basis for real and immediate 
negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament on a CW convention.

The Group reiterates that an Ad Hoc Working Group should be 
established at the beginning of the next session to negotiate on a CW 
convention.

The Group notes with satisfaction the submission of the agreed 
Joint United States —USSR proposal on Major Elements of a Treaty 
Prohibiting the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of 
Radiological Weapons.10 However, the Group felt that meaningful 
negotiations on the joint proposal should be initiated at an appro
priate stage, since adequate time was necessary for examination of 
the text by their respective Governments.

In evaluating the first session of the Committee, the Group ex
presses its concern that despite intensive work in the Committee on

''Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 719-721.
8 See above, Apr. 9.
9 Printed above, Aug. 7.
10 Also printed above, July 9.
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some items, the Committee on Disarmament was unable to achieve 
concrete progress on the main items on its agenda. It is also disap
pointed with the way in which certain important questions were 
approached in this multilateral negotiating body.

The Group believes that the Committee on Disarmament should be 
engaged in concrete negotiations, rather than to limit itself to gen
eral discussions. Any negotiations which are conducted outside the 
Committee should not in any way constitute an impediment to multi
lateral negotiations within the Committee. Moreover, the Committee 
on Disarmament should be directly involved in all stages of negotia
tions on the issues on its agenda.

The Group would emphasize that since questions of disarmament 
are of direct concern to all States with special responsibilities on the 
nuclear-weapon States and militarily significant States, a new ap
proach in the multilateral negotiations within the Committee on 
Disarmament is necessary. This new approach should ensure full par
ticipation of all member States to enable the Committee on Disarma
ment to effectively discharge its responsibilities. The Group looks 
forward to co-operating with all other delegations in the future work 
of the Committee to achieve that objective.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
Committee on Disarmament During an Interview: 
Results of the Committee's First Annual Session [Ex
tract], August 10, 1979 1

Question: Mr. Ambassador, the Committee on Disarmament has 
just ended its first annual session. How would you assess the results 
of this first year’s work?Answer: On the whole it has been, I think, a basically positive ses
sion. We have dealt with five problems from our agenda which was 
agreed upon during the first half of the annual session earlier this 
year, namely: nuclear test ban; nuclear disarmament generally; 
chemical weapons; protection of non-nuclear-weapon states against 
nuclear attack; and radiological weapons.

Question: During the session, the United States and Soviet Union 
presented a draft treaty on radiological weapons to the CD with a 
view to an early conclusion of a multilateral treaty. How important is 
this draft treaty and how long do you think it will take for all 
members of the CD to adhere to it?

Answer: We have not presented a draft radiological weapons 
treaty but what is actually called draft elements of a treaty.2 The U.S. 
and the USSR have been working on this now for two years. The CD

1 ACDA files.
2 Submitted on July 9, above.
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cannot expect to agree on a final radiological weapons initiative 
before next year at the earliest. Individual governments of course 
need time to study the major elements of an eventual treaty put for
ward and to discuss them in the CD during its 1980 session. On the 
other hand, without wanting to minimize the importance of a ban on 
the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological 
weapons, this issue is not as important as a chemical weapons ban, or 
a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

Question: On chemical weapons, a progress report on the current 
state of the U.S.-USSR talks was recently presented to the commit
tee.3 How was it received?Answer: We had quite a substantive bilateral report on the status 
of these negotiations. It came as somewhat of a surprise to many 
delegates how much agreement there was between the U.S. and the 
USSR on this question, and they were on the whole quite happy with 
the report on chemical weapons. I certainly hope the U.S. and USSR 
will be able to submit a chemical weapons initiative to the CD early 
on in the next session.

Question: Was the CD also pleased with the report on the status of 
the comprehensive test ban (CTB) trilateral negotiations which was 
presented to it by the U.S., U.K. and USSR?4Answer: There was more satisfaction expressed on the bilateral 
report delivered on chemical weapons than there was on the test ban 
report. Frankly, the CTB report was not received that well, essentially 
because it was not as substantive as many had hoped. The committee 
on the whole has expressed a feeling that it is not happy with the rate 
of negotiations on the CTB. Trilateral negotiations will continue 
toward concluding a CTB treaty as soon as possible, and incidentally 
the CD has extended the mandate of its ad hoc group of scientific ex
perts working on seismological verification methods to monitor com
pliance with an eventual CTB treaty.

Question: The committee also renewed the mandate of its sub
sidiary body considering effective international arrangements to 
assure non-nuclear states against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. Is the CD close to agreement in this field?Answer: We have made a good start on what are also called nega
tive security assurances for countries which do not possess nuclear 
weapons, but we have not had enough time to reach a consensus on 
this issue. Negative security assurances are very important and so 
far we have agreed in the committee on the approach to the problem 
and on the urgent need to reach agreement on this issue. The next 
stage is, however, more complex as this approach has to encompass 
the rather restricted view of France, which says it is only in favor of 
negative security guarantees for nuclear-free zones, to the rather

3 Printed above, Aug. 7.
4 This report was the statement by the British representative to the CD, printed 

above, July 31.
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broad view of China which wants an agreement to ban all nuclear 
devices immediately. The Soviet and U.S. and U.K. positions are in 
between these, and the United States has issued a presidential state
ment that nuclear weapons will not be used against states not in 
possession of them except in case of attack.5

Question: Was there much debate on the question of nuclear 
disarmament?Answer: The committee discussed extensively nuclear disarma
ment, but nothing concrete emerged from the session in this field. 
The United States still stands by its opinion that a step-by-step proc
ess in negotiating nuclear disarmament, such as the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Agreement (SALT II), is a more realistic approach to 
tackling this problem. The committee did express its firm support for 
the signing of the SALT II agreements.

Question: Last year the Geneva Disarmament Conference was 
revamped to extend its participation to the five nuclear powers and 
changed the U.S.-USSR co-chairmanship to one which rotates 
monthly on an alphabetical basis. Has this change improved the effec
tiveness of the Committee on Disarmament?Answer: Overall, I would say yes. The progress that has been made 
during this new session of the CD is, I think, substantially better than 
it was during the last year of the former Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament (CCD). During this first year, France, which 
never took up its seat in the CCD, has participated very construc
tively which has been extraordinarily helpful to the work of the CD. 
China has not yet occupied the seat reserved for it on the Committee 
on Disarmament, but I hope it will participate actively in the next 
session of the CD beginning February, or March 1980. We will see 
more clearly next year what China’s intentions are as by then the 
English alphabet will have come to China’s turn to take the chair of 
the CD.

Working Paper Submitted by France, Italy, and the 
Netherlands to the Committee on Disarmament: 
Evaluation of the Discussion in the Committee on 
Disarmament in 1979 With Respect to Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons, August 13, 1979 1

Discussions on issues relating to a prohibition of chemical weapons 
were held in the Committee on Disarmament from 16-27 July, 1979, 
as well as after the presentation on 31 July of a substantial joint 
statement by the USSR and United States of America on their bilat-

5 The statement may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 384.
1 CD/52.
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eral negotiations with respect to an intended joint initiative on 
chemical weapons (CD/48).2

An exploratory discussion took place with respect to some 
elements of a prohibition of chemical weapons, including an outline 
for a convention on this question, in which several delegations par
ticipated, including some non-CD members. On certain issues similar 
views were brought forward while on others differences of view were 
apparent. The discussion also revealed that many technical and 
detailed problems had to be dealt with in the future. Although no con
sensus could be reached at this stage, the following could be tenta
tively distilled from the discussion.

(a) Views seemed to coincide that the objective is the general, com
plete and verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons. The develop
ment, production, stockpiling, acquisition, retention and transfer of 
chemicals for chemical weapons purposes, and of chemical weapons 
would be prohibited. Although it was recognized that a prohibition of 
chemical weapons should not detract from the obligations assumed 
by states under the Geneva Protocol of 1925,3 there were different 
views expressed whether the use of chemical weapons should also be 
covered in a ban.

(b) The scope of the prohibition would be based on the general pur
pose criterion. Other additional criteria could be used, in particular 
toxicity. A distinction would have to be made between chemicals 
which are primarily useful for chemical weapons purposes and 
chemicals which have peaceful applications.

(c) Activities would be permitted for non-hostile purposes (indus
trial, research, medical, or other peaceful purposes, law-enforcement 
purposes and for the protection against chemical attack), as well as 
for military purposes not related to chemical warfare. Activities 
relating to offensive chemical warfare, including training, would not 
be permitted.

(d) In the context of a prohibition of chemical weapons, there 
would be provisions for the declaration and destruction of existing 
stockpiles of chemicals acquired for chemical weapons purposes and 
of chemical weapons within a specific period. There would also be pro
visions for the declaration, shutting-down and destruction or 
dismantling of production facilities within a specific period. A period 
of ten years has been mentioned in this respect.

(e) The fulfilment of obligations under a prohibition of chemical 
weapons should be adequately verified. Verification should be based 
on a combination of national and international measures.

(f) International measures could include the creation of a con
sultative committee of parties to a ban, with a permanent secretariat, 
to help solve problems arising from the application of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons.

2 The statement is printed above, Aug. 7.
3 Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or other 

Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare. For text, see Documents on Disarma
ment, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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(g) Views seemed to differ under which circumstances and for 
what purposes international verification procedures would be 
employed, including on-site inspections. Although it was recognized 
that on-site inspections by challenge could form part of the verifica
tion arrangements, views were expressed that mandatory on-site 
inspections would be necessary with respect to certain activities.

(h) Parties to a ban should not impede the national technical means 
of verification of other parties.

(i) It was understood that there would be a need for national ar
rangements for the implementation of the States’ obligations under a 
chemical weapons ban.

(j) A prohibition of chemical weapons should not interfere with 
permitted activities, such as the industrial development and peaceful 
international co-operation in the chemical field.

(k) It was recognized that measures to strengthen confidence could 
help in the bringing about and application of a ban on chemical 
weapons.

Department of State Response to a Request by Sena
tor Church: SALT II Negotiating Record on Various 
Issues, August 15f 1979 1

Article II.l
Issue. — MPS system in relation to the Treaty.Discussion. — This issue was raised by the Soviet Delegation in 

Geneva in July 1978. Referring to newspaper accounts concerning 
the multiple aim point system utilizing vertical shelters, the Soviets 
stated that it appeared that such a deployment would violate both the 
ban on construction of new fixed ICBM silo launchers and the ban on 
deliberate concealment measures. The United States Delegation 
replied that no decision had been made regarding a basing mode but 
that whatever mode the United States adopted would be one that 
violated neither of the provisions cited by the Soviets. They further 
stated that the draft agreement expressly provided for the deploy
ment, after Protocol expiration, of an ICBM system in which missiles 
and their launchers are moved from point to point. The subject mat
ter was not addressed again by the Delegations. This issue was 
discussed on several occasions through diplomatic channels along the 
same lines.

Specifically, the United States has made clear to the Soviets that 
the various mobile ICBM systems we are considering, including ones 
in which the launch point could itself be hardened, are permitted dur
ing the post-Protocol period. To emphasize this U.S. position, Secre

1 Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 96 -1  . . . Pt. 5, pp. 291-298.
The paper was an enclosure to a letter by tne Assistant Secretary of State for Con

gressional Relations (Atwood), responding to a request made by Senator Church on July 
28 in his capacity as Chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee.
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tary of Defense Brown stated publicly last year that the various 
mobile ICBM systems the United States is considering will be permit
ted by the Treaty to either side during the post-Protocol period.

Finally, prior to the Vienna Summit the United States publicly an
nounced that it intends to proceed with the M -X  system and 
described the various MPS basing modes under consideration. At 
Vienna the Soviets complained about the introduction of a new 
powerful missile and questioned the verifiability of its deployment. 
The President noted that the Soviets had already deployed missiles 
comparable in power to the M -X  and he assured them that the bas
ing mode would be verifiable. Thereafter President Brezhnev signed 
the Treaty and the Protocol.

Article I  1.3
Issue. —“Externally observable differences” in relation to “exter

nally observable design features”.Discussion. — In Plenary, the Soviets stated that the term “exter
nally observable differences” (used in the Fourth Agreed Statement) 
means differences in externally observable design features verifiable 
by national technical means.

The United States agreed and made an identical statement in 
Plenary.

These exchanges establish that the “externally observable differ
ences” used to distinguish airplanes of current heavy bomber types 
which are equipped for ASBM’s or for long range cruise missiles, 
from those which are not, are (a) differences in design features, not 
merely superficial differences such as color of paint used on 
airplanes, and (b) must be verifiable by national technical means.

Issue. — Distinguishing among variants of current Soviet heavy 
bombers.Discussion. — The Soviets, in Plenary, listed the following exter
nally observable distinguishing features of Soviet reconnaissance 
and anti-submarine warfare airplanes, stating that they definitely in
dicated that these airplanes are predesignated for corresponding 
purposes:

Soviet reconnaissance airplanes developed on the basis of air
planes of the same type as the Tupolev-95 heavy bomber have no 
bomb bay doors. A radome is installed in their place.

Soviet Tupolev anti-submarine warfare airplanes (designated 
Tu-142) are airplanes of a type different from the Tupolev-95 
heavy bombers. The dimensions of their fuselage, of their chassis 
gondolas and their radome are different.

The distinguishing features cited by the Soviets are consistent 
with U.S. intelligence information. The United States made no com
ment on the Soviet statement.

Issue. —Meaning of the term “current configuration” with regard 
to Tupolev anti-submarine warfare airplanes.



STATE DEPARTMENT RESPONSE, AUGUST 15 545

Discussion.— In Plenary, the United States stated that Tupolev 
(Bear) airplanes equipped for anti-submarine warfare (TU-142) in 
their “current configuration” are considered to be of a type different 
from Tupolev (Bear) heavy bombers. It added that the purpose of 
specifying “current configuration” is not to restrict these airplanes in 
their anti-submarine warfare mission, but rather to prevent future 
changes which might give Tupolev (Bear) airplanes equipped for anti
submarine warfare an increased capability to carry out the mission of 
a heavy bomber.

Later, in Drafting Group, in connection with Tupolev (Bear) air
planes equipped for anti-submarine warfare, the United States stated 
that improvement of such airplanes which give them an increased 
capability to perform the mission of a heavy bomber could be grounds 
for inclusion of all Tupolev (Bear) airplanes equipped for anti
submarine warfare in the applicable aggregate limits.

Although the Soviets made no comment on this particular state
ment, at a previous meeting of the Drafting Group, they stated that 
the provision in which it is stated that improvement of Tupolev-142 
airplanes as an anti-submarine system is not precluded reflected 
what the Soviets understood to be a common point of view.

Issue. — Airplanes used for transporting ballistic missiles from one 
place to another vice airplanes equipped for launching ASBM’s.Discussion. — When the United States tabled language that types 
of bombers equipped for ASBM’s are to be considered heavy 
bombers, it stated that that provision would not preclude transport 
of ballistic missiles by aircraft from which they are not launched, that 
is, aircraft which are not subject to the limitations of the Treaty will 
not become subject to such limitations merely because they are used 
to transport ballistic missiles.

The Soviets made no comment on this particular statement. How
ever, at a previous Drafting Group meeting, in explaining the mean
ing of the term “missile carrier”, the Soviets stated that a missile car
rier meant an aircraft from which missiles could be launched, as 
distinct from an aircraft from which missiles could not be launched.

Issue. — Consultations regarding inclusion of future types of air
craft among heavy bombers. (In particular, aircraft such as trans
ports with the same basic airframe as a heavy bomber.)Discussion. — At a Chiefs of Delegation meeting the United States 
sought to clarify that the consultations required by paragraph 3 of 
Article II in determining future types of heavy bombers did not give 
one side a right of veto over the other’s future heavy bomber types.

The Soviets responded that the U.S.S.R. envisaged no right of veto 
by one side over the other’s future heavy bomber types.

Article II.5
Issue. —Distinguishing between non-MIRVed Minuteman II and 

MIRVed Minuteman III ICBM launchers.
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Discussion. — The Soviets raised a question with regard to distin
guishing between non-MIRVed Minuteman II and MIRVed Minute- 
man III ICBM launchers.

This question was resolved on the basis of the following statement 
made by the United States at the Vienna summit:

The United States has 450 Minuteman II launchers and 550 
Minuteman III launchers operationally deployed; there are no 
Minuteman III missiles in Minuteman II launchers; Minuteman 
II launchers are not capable of launching Minuteman III missiles, 
and if we convert Minuteman II launchers to give them a capa
bility for launching Minuteman III missiles, they would have ex
ternally observable design features which would distinguish 
them from Minuteman II launchers.

The United States made a similar statement in Plenary at Geneva 
and also stated that on the basis of that statement, the United States 
understood that the Soviets would agree to the number 550 as the 
U.S. number in the “launchers of ICBM’s equipped with MIRVs” cate
gory in the Memorandum of Understanding regarding data base.

In Plenary, the Soviets made a paralled statement with regard to 
Minuteman II and III ICBM launchers and agreed to the inclusion of 
the number 550 as the U.S. number in the “launchers of ICBMs 
equipped with MIRVs” category in the Memorandum of Understand
ing regarding data base.

Article II. 7
Issue. — Meaning of the technical terms associated with the defini

tion of throw-weight.Discussion. — The United States and the Soviet Union incorporated 
the following paragraph into their respective Plenary statements: 
“The [United States] [Soviet]2 Delegation understands that, with 
respect to the Agreed Statement defining the throw-weight of an 
ICBM and to the associated common understanding, the term ‘target’ 
applies to one reentry vehicle; the term ‘releasing’ applies to multiple 
reentry vehicles which are not independently targetable; and the 
term ‘dispensing and targeting’ applies to multiple independently 
targetable reentry vehicles. ‘Other appropriate devices . . .  for 
dispensing and targeting two or more reentry vehicles’ perform the 
same function as ‘self-contained dispensing mechanisms* and are in
cluded in the throw-weight of an ICBM irrespective of the additional 
velocity which they can provide the reentry vehicles.”

Additionally, in Drafting Group, the United States made the follow
ing observations with respect to throw-weight terms in order to 
relate the Treaty terminology to that used in the United States.

“Other appropriate devices for targeting one reentry vehicle” in
clude what are called “post-boost vehicles” in the United States. The 
velocity criterion in the Common Understanding serves to separate 
such devices from final boost stages.

2 Brackets in original document.
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“Other appropriate devices . . . for releasing two or more reentry 
vehicles” can be devices of various complexity, including what are 
called “post-boost vehicles” in the United States. The velocity 
criterion in the Common Understanding serves to separate such 
devices from final boost stages.

“Other appropriate devices . . .  for dispensing and targeting two 
or more reentry vehicles” perform the same function as self-contained 
dispensing mechanisms, which are also called “buses” or “post-boost 
vehicles” in the United States.

The Soviets commented that in questions involving implementa
tion of the agreement the sides would be guided by concepts agreed 
upon a bilateral basis.

Issue. — Numerical upper limits on launch-weight and throw-weight 
of light ICBMs.Discussion. —The United States informed the Soviets in Plenary 
that for planning purposes, with respect to ICBMs the U.S. might 
develop, test, or deploy in the future, the United States considers the 
launch-weight limit on light ICBM’s to be 90,000 kilograms and the 
throw-weight limit to be 3,600 kilograms.

The Soviets did not respond to this statement.

Article II.8
Issue. —Meaning of the term “flight-test” with regard to cruise 

missile limitations.Discussion. — The United States raised this issue with regard to 
the definition of cruise missiles as contained in the Treaty and Pro
tocol. It stated in Plenary that the term “flight-test” refers to cruise 
missile flights for any purpose, including the purposes of develop
ment and training.

The Soviets responded in Drafting Group that there was no differ
ence between the two sides as to the meaning of flight-testing as ap
plied to cruise missiles.

Issue. — Calculation of Cruise missile range in cases where fuel is 
not exhausted.Discussion. — Cruise missile range is calculated on the basis of the 
Second Agreed Statements to paragraph 8 of Article II of the Treaty 
and to paragraph 3 of Article II of the Protocol. Thus, the range to 
which a cruise missile is capable is the maximum distance which can 
be covered by the missile in its standard design mode flying until fuel 
exhaustion. Further, at both the Chiefs of Delegation and Drafting 
Group levels, the United States advised the Soviet Union that the ap
proach appropriate for calculating the maximum range a cruise missile 
could cover in its standard design mode flying until fuel exhaustion is 
that, in those cases where the cruise missile flying in a standard pro
file has not exhausted its fuel, the remaining fuel would be assumed 
to be used by the cruise missile continuing to fly at the altitude and 
speed at which it was flying at the end of its flight.
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The Soviets replied that the cruise missile range definition had 
already been agreed and no further clarifications were required in 
this connection. They added that if specific questions with regard to 
this arose in the future, they could be dealt with in a specific way.

Issue. — Soviet reconnaissance Unarmed Pilotless Guided Vehicles 
(UPGV’s).

Discussion. —In a Chiefs of Delegation meeting the United States 
asked for clarification of the deployment status of reconnaissance 
UPGV’s.

The Soviets responded that the answer was contained in the solu
tion reached by the sides on the question of UPGV’s. They added that 
the SCC could answer such questions and that if there were ambigu
ities, the Soviet side would not object to the SCC taking up the issue 
and agreeing on a “uniform status” for reconnaissance UPGV’s.

Issue. —Soviet ALCM testing.
Discussion. — At a Chiefs of Delegation meeting, the United States 

noted that testing of an unmanned aerodynamic vehicle (e.g., cruise 
missile or UPGV) to a range in excess of 600 kilometers from an air
craft at the test range associated with such vehicles could create am
biguities in the future and if this were the case, the United States 
would expect clarification in the SCC after the Treaty entered into 
force of the nature of the vehicle being tested.

The Soviets did not respond to the U.S. statement.

Article IV.9
Issue. —Consistency of Values of Limited Parameters During 

Flight-Testing Of Permitted New Type of ICBM.Discussion.— In Plenary, with regard to the relevant parameters 
demonstrated during 14 launches through 25 of the one new type of 
ICBM permitted to each side, the United States stated that signifi
cant inconsistencies between the values demonstrated in those 
twelve launches, which pursuant to the Second Common Understand
ing to paragraph 9 of Article IV may not vary by more than ten per
cent, and the previous launches of the new type of ICBM could be a 
subject for discussion in the SCC, as could any other ambiguity which 
might arise during the course of a test program. The Soviets did not 
respond to the U.S. statement.

Article IV. 10
Issue. —Meaning of the term “maneuvers” with regard to con

straints on reentry vehicle testing.Discussion.— In connection with the four identical Agreed State
ments in paragraphs 10-13 of Article IV concerning reentry vehicle 
testing, the United States stated in Plenary that “maneuvers of a 
missile associated with targeting and releasing or dispensing” include 
changes in orientation as well as changes in position and velocity. It 
added that in the event a question arises concerning procedures for 
targeting and releasing reentry vehicles which do not involve such
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changes, this could be a subject for discussion in the Standing Con
sultative Commission.

The Soviets made no comment.
Issue. —Meaning of the term “missile” in the context of reentry 

vehicle testing.Discussion. — The United States asked the Soviet Union for clarifi
cation with regard to what the term “missile” encompasses in the 
Agreed Statements regarding RV testing.

The Soviets replied in Plenary that the term “missile” as it is used 
in the Agreed Statement to paragraphs 10,11,12, and 13 of Article IV 
of the Treaty in combination with the term “maneuvers,” means a 
generalized concept which included self-contained dispensing 
mechanism.

This was consistent with the United States understanding of the 
term.

Issue. —Meaning of the term “multiple reentry vehicles”.Discussion. — In seeking clarification of the term “multiple reentry 
vehicles” that was tabled by the Soviets with regard to paragraph 10 
of Article IV, the United States in Plenary stated that the term multi
ple reentry vehicles means two or more reentry vehicles, whether or 
not they are independently targetable.

The Soviets, in the Chiefs of Delegation Post-Plenary discussion 
agreed with this interpretation.

Article IV .ll
Issue. — Constraints on lighter weight reentry vehicles on the 

exempt one new type of ICBM.Discussion. —The United States made an informal statement that, 
if a side tested RVs on the permitted new type of ICBM, for which the 
total weight of 10 such RVs was less than 40 percent of the throw- 
weight, it would raise serious questions whether the new system was 
really designed to be one in which the payload would not exceed 10 
RVs. It further stated that if such a problem arose in the future, it 
would be an issue for discussion and resolution in the Standing Con
sultative Commission.

The Soviets made no comment with regard to this statement.

Article IV.Ik
Issue. —Numbers of ALCMs on future heavy bombers.
Discussion.—During the Vienna summit, the two Parties made 

parallel statements to the effect that neither has plans to deploy dur
ing the period of the Treaty new types of aircraft equipped with more 
than twenty long-range cruise missiles. (However, such deployment 
is not prohibited under the provisions of the Treaty.)

Article VII
Issue. —Relation of 18 FOBS (fractional orbital bombardment 

system) launchers at Tyura-Tam to the base numbers from which the
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15 percent limit on increases in test and training launchers is 
computed.Discussion. — In Plenary the United States stated that six 
launchers of fractional orbital missiles at Tyura-Tam are included in 
the numbers of existing launchers from which the permitted fifteen 
percent increases are computed under the provisions of Article VII of 
the Treaty and of the First Agreed Statement to paragraph 2 
thereto. The United States further stated that it understands that 
the twelve launchers of fractional orbital missiles at Tyura-Tam to be 
dismantled or destroyed pursuant to the Second Common Under
standing to paragraph 2 of Article VII of the Treaty are not included 
in the numbers from which the fifteen percent increases are 
computed.

The Soviets agreed and made an identical statement in Plenary.
Issue. — Base for increases in the numbers of test and training 

launchers.Discussion. — In a Chiefs of Delegation Post-Plenary conversation, 
the two sides agreed that the number of test and training launchers 
existing as of the date of entry into force of the new agreement would 
be the base from which increases in the numbers of test and training 
launchers would be counted.

Article VIII. 1
Issue. —Meaning of the term “prototypes”.Discussion. — In response to a request for clarification by the 

United States, the Soviets stated in Plenary that the term “proto
types,” as used in the Agreed Statement to paragraph 1 of Article 
VIII of the Treaty, is understood to mean airplanes equipped for 
testing cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers 
or ASBMs. They stated that in this connection it is understood that 
subsequently airplanes of the same types as those equipped for such 
testing may be deployed as carriers of the aforementioned missiles, 
and that deployment of airplanes of these types would be carried out 
subject to the relevant obligations assumed by the Parties under the 
Treaty.

The United States agreed in Plenary with this meaning of the term 
“prototype”.

Article IX.2 (And Protocol Article II.2)
Issue. — “Cluster munitions” in relation to independently target- 

able warheads.
Discussion. — In a Conforming Subgroup Meeting, the United 

States stated that it does not consider a cruise missile equipped with 
a cluster munition warhead to be a cruise missile equipped with 
multiple independently targetable warheads and that the agreed 
definition of multiple independently targetable warheads of a cruise 
missile makes this clear.

The Soviets replied that the definition was clear.
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Article XV. 3
Issue. —Limitations on encryption of telemetry.Discussion.—In discussions of the telemetry encryption issue at 

the Vienna Summit, the US noted that it was its understanding that 
the sides were in agreement that certain telemetric information was 
relevant to verification of compliance with the provisions of the 
agreement, and that the deliberate denial of such telemetric informa
tion, such as by encryption, was therefore prohibited.

The Soviets indicated that there was an understanding between 
the sides of this issue, i.e., that there must be no encryption of infor
mation involving parameters covered by the Treaty, and that if mis
understandings arose on this score, they could be considered in the 
Standing Consultative Commission.

Issue. —Protective shelters over fixed launchers of ICBMs.Discussion.— In connection with the Third Common Understand
ing to paragraph 3 of Article XV of the Treaty, the United States 
noted in Plenary that the language makes explicit reference only to 
ICBM silo launchers, which are fixed launchers of ICBMs.

The Soviets made no formal comment, but informally indicated con
currence with this view.

Article XVI.l
Issue. — Meaning of “flight-test” and “launch” of an ICBM or 

SLBM.Discussion. —In Drafting Group, the United States and Soviet 
Union agreed that with regard to the terms “flight-test” and 
“launch”.

The obligation not to flight-test missiles, provided for in the 
appropriate provisions of the Treaty, precludes conducting 
flights for any purpose of the missiles referred to in such provi
sions, including the purposes of development and training. Con
ducting flights for any purpose, including the purposes of devel
opment and training, of ICBMs or SLBMs not identified (as 
MIRVed ICBMs) will be considered as conducting flight tests 
with MIRVs, should such flights be conducted with MIRVs.

The term “launch” includes testing, training, and other 
launches. Accordingly, the obligations of the Parties under 
Article XVI would cover all ICBM launches meeting the criteria 
which will be agreed upon by the Parties with regard to Article 
XVI. Of course, the obligations under Article XVI do not cover 
so-called pop-up tests.

Protocol
Issue. — Protocol precedent.Discussion. — The United States in Plenary stated that the United 

States wished to make clear that the cruise missile definition does 
not set a precedent for whatever future limits, if any, might be 
agreed with regard to cruise missiles on sea-based or land-based
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launchers, and that the provisions of the Protocol establish no prece
dent for the period beyond the term of the Protocol.

The Soviet side also stated in Plenary that the entire question of 
the cruise missiles being limited under the Protocol to the Treaty 
must be considered in the course of subsequent negotiations with the 
aim of finding a mutually acceptable solution thereto, which is con
sistent with the objectives of the agreement.

In discussions with US officials, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko 
stated that the obligations of the Protocol cease to exist upon the 
expiration of the Protocol.

Joint Statement of Principles
Issue. —Meaning of the term “cooperative measures” with regard 

to the Joint Statement of Principles.Discussion. — The United States stated in Plenary that both sides 
have acknowledged that cooperative measures may be necessary in 
the future in view of the increasing complexity of strategic arms and 
the need for verifiable limitations on them. The United States stated 
that it continues to believe that verification of compliance with the 
provisions of a future agreement may require that national technical 
means be supplemented by agreed cooperative measures, and that 
the sides should hold open the possibility of agreed cooperative 
measures which go beyond national technical means alone as a 
method of verification.

In agreeing to the language for cooperative measures as contained 
in the Joint Statement of Principles, the United States stated that 
because the Soviet revised formulation was consistent with US views 
as articulated on a number of occasions, including what was stated in 
the aforementioned paragraph, the United States agreed to its inclu
sion in the Joint Statement of Principles.

The Soviets stated that agreement on this provision reflected a 
common view of the sides on verification in the second section of the 
Joint Statement of Principles.

Issue. —Meaning of the term “surprise attack”.Discussion. — In Drafting Group, the United States stated that the 
meaning of measures to reduce the possibility of surprise attack in
cludes measures to increase confidence in the mutual security of stra
tegic offensive arms. The United States, also in Drafting Group, of
fered to delete its reference to SLBM depressed trajectories if the 
Soviets would accept a reference to “surprise attack” in the Joint 
Statement of Principles.

The Soviets acknowledged but made no comment concerning the 
inclusion of measures to increase confidence in the mutual security of 
strategic offensive arms in the “surprise attack” reference. The sides 
subsequently agreed on the “surprise attack” formulation contained 
in the first section of the Joint Statement of Principles, and the 
United States withdrew its reference concerning SLBM depressed 
trajectories.
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Data base
Issue. —Status of the US Hound Dog Missile.Discussion. — Upon a question raised by the Soviets with regard to 

the deployment status of the Hound Dog missile, the United States 
responded in a Chiefs of Delegation Post-Plenary conversation that:

There are no US aircraft, including B-52s, which are equipped 
for Hound Dog missiles. A small number (fifteen) of these mis
siles, without warheads or complete guidance systems, have 
been retained for possible research and development purposes. 
There are in addition four airframes of Hound Dog missiles 
which are on display at three air bases. All other Hound Dog mis
siles have been destroyed. There are, therefore, none in the US 
active inventory.

The Soviets replied that they would accept the US statement re
garding Hound Dog, if the US accepted the Soviet explanation of the 
AS-3  cruise missile. The Soviets made no further comments with re
spect to the Hound Dog missile, and ultimately accepted the figure of 
zero for the number of US heavy bombers equipped for long-range 
cruise missiles as of November 1, 1978.

Issue. —Deployment status of the Soviet S S -N -3C .Discussion. — In response to the issue raised by the United States, 
the Soviets responded in a Chiefs of Delegation meeting that in the 
first half of the 1960’s the Soviet Union carried out experimental 
work for development of a cruise missile which was to be sea-based. 
They stated that in this connection several launches were made to a 
range of 600 to 900 kilometers and that this work was terminated, the 
missile was not put into production and was not made operational. 
They further stated that at present the Soviet armed forces have no 
operational cruise missiles which have been tested to a range in 
excess of CtOO kilometers.

The United States responded that while the US was not prepared 
to confirm the accuracy of the Soviet statement regarding deploy
ment of the S S -N -3C , it would close out this issue for now. It stated 
that in so doing the US would continue to watch closely Soviet SLCM 
activities, and in the event ambiguities or doubt arose as to the status 
of the S S -N -3C , the US would reopen this m atter in the SCC.

Issue. — Status of the Soviet AS-3  cruise missile.Discussion. — The United States provided four early-1960 dates for 
which information available to the United States indicated that a 
cruise missile believed to be the AS-3  had been flown to a distance in 
excess of 600 km.

In response, the Soviets stated in a Chiefs of Delegation meeting 
that the AS-3  had never been tested to a range in excess of 600 kilo
meters. They further stated that production of these missiles had 
stopped as early as 1965 and that the remaining small quantity would
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be deactivated soon in view of the fact that their service life is run
ning out. In addition they stated that the Soviet Union at present has 
no cruise missiles in its operational inventory which have been tested 
to a range in excess of 600 kilometers, and that this covered cruise 
missiles of the types which were tested on the dates mentioned by 
the US side in connection with the questions raised regarding the 
AS-3 . At a more informal level, Soviet officials stated that on the 
dates the United States had questioned with regard to AS-3  flight- 
tests, the AS-3  was not flown, but that an entirely different experi
mental cruise missile was flown to a range close to 600 km. (They in
formally stated that it was “perhaps” greater than 600 km.) They 
stated that this missile never achieved its designed capability and 
consequently was never produced or deployed.

The United States replied that based on the information provided 
by the Soviets, the United States was prepared to close the issue and 
agree to the figure of zero for the number of Soviet heavy bombers 
equipped for ALCMs in the Memorandum of Understanding. It fur
ther stated that any ambiguous situation concerning the AS-3  or 
any other cruise missile could be discussed in the Standing Consulta
tive Commission.

The Soviets agreed.
Issue. —Status of US SRAM launchers.Discussion. — The Soviets raised the issue with regard to whether 

existing B -52 heavy bombers equipped with SRAM launchers could 
launch long-range cruise missiles since the long range ALCM-A had 
been tested from SRAM launchers.

The United States responded in Plenary that the US will not pro
duce, test or deploy cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 
km of types which have been flight-tested from existing SRAM 
launchers as of the date of signature of the Treaty, that is, the 
ALCM -A cruise missile. Further, it stated that those cruise missiles 
capable of a range in excess of 600 km currently being developed by 
the US will not fit, or be capable of being launched from, existing 
SRAM launchers; should the US have during the term of the Treaty 
cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 km and capable of 
being launched from any existing SRAM launcher, applicable provi
sions of the Treaty would govern. Applicable provisions would in
clude paragraph 3 of Article II, paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article III, and 
paragraph 1 of Article V.

The Soviets made a parallel statement in Plenary with regard to 
this and agreed to the figure of zero for the number of US heavy 
bombers equipped with ALCMs as of November 1, 1978.

Issue. —Implications of the number inserted under the category 
“launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs” in the Memorandum of 
Understanding.

Discussion. — The United States in Plenary stated that inclusion of 
data on the number of launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs in
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the Memorandum of Understanding regarding the establishment of a 
data base on the numbers of strategic offensive arms does not preju
dice discussion in the Standing Consultative Commission of the ques
tion of the stage in the conversion process when launchers of ICBMs 
of a type not subject to the limitation provided for in Article V, which 
undergo conversion into launchers of a type subject to that limita
tion, became subject to that limitation as provided for in subpara
graph 3(a) of Article VI of the Treaty.

The Soviets agreed with this interpretation and made an identical 
statement in Plenary. In addition, the Soviets also stated that the 
number of Soviet launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs, which is 
specified in the Memorandum of Understanding regarding the estab
lishment of a data base on the numbers of strategic offensive arms 
and which is specified in the statement of the Soviet side of data on 
the numbers of strategic offensive arms as of the date of signature of 
the Treaty, also includes, in accordance with the Fourth Common 
Understanding to paragraph 5 of Article II of the Treaty, those ICBM 
launchers in the Derazhnya and Pervomaysk areas, which are not in 
fact launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs.

The United States made no comment to the Soviet statement 
regarding Derazhnya and Pervomaysk.

Backfire statement
Issue. — Brezhnev statement; limitations on the Backfire produc

tion rate; U.S. right to comparable aircraft.Discussion. — At the Vienna Summit, President Brezhnev handed 
President Carter a written statement in which the Soviet Union in
formed the United States that it did not intend to give the Backfire 
bomber the capability of operating at intercontinental distances, and 
would not increase the production rate of this airplane over the cur
rent rate nor increase the radius of action of the Backfire in such a 
way as to enable it to strike targets on the territory of the United 
States.

President Brezhnev confirmed that the Backfire production rate 
would not exceed thirty per year.

President Carter affirmed that the United States has the right to 
an aircraft comparable to Backfire.

President Carter stated that the United States enters into the 
SALT II Agreement on the basis of the commitments contained in 
the Soviet Statement and that it considers the carrying out of these 
commitments to be essential to the obligations under the Treaty.

Issue. —Exchange on range/payload upgrade of Backfire.Discussion. — At the Vienna Summit, President Carter made clear 
that any significant upgrade in range/payload capability would be in
consistent with the Soviet Backfire assurances. The Soviets re
sponded that they would not be bound by US unilateral interpreta
tions of their statement.
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Statement by the Indian Prime Minister (Singh): 
Nuclear Policy, August 15, 19793

Our information is that Pakistan is trying to manufacture nuclear 
bomb [sic]. Against whom are they making this bomb? They are 
friends with China; and with Russia they have no disputes. As for 
Afghanistan, it is a small country and Pakistan has no disputes with it 
either. If, therefore, I and my colleagues as also my countrymen reach 
the conclusion that this bomb is aimed at us, then our conclusion will 
not be far from the truth. It has been our decision and remains our 
decision so far that we do not want to manufacture nuclear bombs or 
join the race for nuclear weapons. However, if Pakistan sticks to its 
decision and continues in its efforts to manufacture the bomb or the 
stockpiling of these bombs, I and my colleagues will probably be 
forced to reconsider the entire question.

Soviet Reply to the U.N. Secretary-General: 
Confidence-Building Measures, August 22, 1979 1

1. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics consistently advocates 
the strengthening of peace and international security. It regards 
practical steps to halt the arms race and achieve disarmament as rad
ical measures for the attainment of that goal. It also favours measures 
which, though themselves not genuine disarmament measures, 
nevertheless serve to ensure progress in that direction. These in
clude, inter alia, measures to promote the strengthening of con
fidence between States and the deepening of military detente. The 
need to adopt such measures is also noted in the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly devoted to dis
armament, which stresses that their implementation could 
significantly promote further progress in the field of disarmament.2

2. The Soviet Union, mindful of the importance of confidence- 
building measures in promoting military detente and reducing inter
national tension, has in recent years concluded a series of bilateral 
agreements designed to attain those goals. These are bilateral 
agreements between the Soviet Union and a number of major States 
designed to lessen the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war, to pro
vide warnings in case of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear 
weapons and to create and improve lines of direct communication. 
These agreements have made a significant contribution to the cause 
of lessening the danger of an outbreak of armed conflict involving the

3 ACDA files.
1 A/34/416, Oct. 5, 1979, pp. 54-55. The reply was submitted pursuant to General 

Assembly Resolution 33/91B, which is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 
766-767.

2 The Final Document is printed ibid., pp. 411-439.



SOVIET REPLY TO U.N., AUGUST 22 557

use of nuclear weapons and have helped to improve the political 
atmosphere in the world.

3. The measures which were agreed upon at the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe regarding the European conti
nent represented major progress towards the creation of an a t
mosphere of confidence. As is well known, the Final Act of the Euro
pean Conference provided that the participating States would notify 
each other not less than 21 days in advance of planned military ma
noeuvres by land forces exceeding a total of 25,000 troops within a 
specified area of Europe.3 It also provided that the participating 
States would invite observers voluntarily and on a bilateral basis to 
attend military manoeuvres and would also promote exchanges by 
invitation among their military personnel, including visits by military 
delegations. In complete conformity with the provisions of the Final 
Act, the Soviet Union provides notification of its military ma
noeuvres and receives observers from other States at those 
manoeuvres.

4. The implementation of these measures shows that to a certain 
extent they do in fact promote the strengthening of confidence and 
military detente. Acting in accordance with the Final Act of the Euro
pean Conference which proclaims the possibility of enlarging mea
sures to strengthen confidence on the basis of the acquired experi
ence gained, the Soviet Union and other socialist countries have in 
recent years put forward a set of proposals designed to further the 
process of military detente in Europe.

5. The Soviet Union and the other States parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty propose that agreement should be reached on the avoidance 
of first use of either nuclear or conventional weapons through the 
conclusion of a treaty to that effect among the participants in the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. They are con
vinced that the conclusion of such a treaty would greatly strengthen 
the political and legal basis for the observance in Europe of the prin
ciple of non-use of force or the threat of force, enhancing its effective
ness and thus creating new guarantees against the unleashing of mili
tary conflicts on the European continent. They have also proposed 
that there should be agreement to refrain from expanding the mili
tary and political blocs in Europe.

6. The socialist countries have declared their readiness to reach 
agreement on limiting military manoeuvres to the level of 50,000 to 
60,000 troops, on prior notification regarding major troop movements 
and large-scale aerial manoeuvres in the area of notification defined 
by the Final Act of the European Conference as well as large-scale 
naval manoeuvres conducted near the territorial waters of another 
country and on extending confidence-building measures to the 
Mediterranean area.

7. Expressing their willingness to undertake immediate consulta
tions with interested parties on preparations for convening a confer

3 The arms control portions of the Final Act may be found ibid., 1975, pp. 304-308.
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ence at the political level with the participation of all European 
States, the United States and Canada, the countries of the Warsaw 
Treaty have proposed convening such a conference for the purpose of 
discussing and resolving the questions of implementing additional 
confidence-building measures, reducing military confrontation in 
Europe and then curtailing troop concentrations and reducing armed 
forces and armaments on that continent.

8. The Soviet Union believes that Europe, which initiated the proc
ess of political detente, can promote further progress in military 
detente and set an example for other regions in that regard.

9. The experience acquired on the European continent in imple
menting confidence-building measures in the opinion of the Soviet 
Union, could be used in regional consideration of the question of 
reaching agreement on such measures, taking into account, of course, 
the specific conditions and requirements of each region.

Statement by the Chairman of the Executive 
Committee of the Committee on the Present Danger 
(Rostow) Before the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations: SALT II Treaty, September 6f 1979 1

First, I want to express my thanks and that of the Committee on 
the Present Danger for your invitation to appear today to testify on 
the ratification of the SALT II Treaty. I am appearing on behalf of 
the Committee on the Present Danger, as you said. You have the two 
formal statements we have issued, as well as related materials, and 
the statem ent prepared for these hearings.2

The conclusions in our July 19 statement prepared for the hearing 
before your subcommittee, Senator Biden, state, we believe, a posi
tive and affirmative program for putting SALT II and the SALT ne
gotiating process into the context of our foreign and defense policy as 
a whole. I emphasize that these conclusions are the basis for our ap
proach, and we have repeated them in the beginning of the statement 
prepared for my submission this morning.

I thought that my brief opening remarks today would be most use
ful to you if I supplemented our earlier work on this subject by com
menting on some of the key issues which have emerged in the hear
ings so far.

The strongest argument for SALT II which has thus far been put 
forward by the administration was summed up by a distinguished 
Senator in these terms, “To reject SALT II would be to go over the 
abyss.” The variations on this theme are infinite. Some years ago I 
counted a couple of hundred remarks of this tenor and then gave up 
counting. President Carter has said that those who oppose the treaty 
as it stands are warmongers and opponents of detente. Secretary of

1Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 9 6 -1  . . . Pt. 4, pp. 1 -7 .
2 See ibid., Pt. 2, pp. 372-388 and Pt. 4, pp. 31-38.
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State Vance is reported by the press to have said that he would re
sign rather than preside over the end of detente and the revival of 
the cold war.

The notion that the cold war is over, the notion that Soviet- 
American relations have improved in recent years is, in our opinion, a 
dangerous symptom of autointoxication. The cold war is worse today 
than it has ever been, featured by Soviet threats and thrusts far more 
sophisticated in character and on a far greater scale than those of the 
simple days of the Berlin airlift and the attack on Greece. But, as 
things get worse, many Americans tell each other that they are 
getting better.

SALT II is a case in point. If ratified in its present form, SALT II 
would be an act of submission on our part, legitimizing Soviet superi
ority and military superiority in all spheres. It would be a great 
Soviet victory in the cold war and would be so perceived everywhere 
in the world. But we keep repeating to ourselves that SALT II would 
be a step toward stability, detente, and peace.

This statement is made so often that we accept it as self-evident. 
But it is not self-evident. The SALT I package was ratified in 1972 on 
the basis of the same litany of arguments which have been offered to 
the Senate and the American people this year, offered under very dif
ferent political and military circumstances, but offered nonetheless.3

The period since 1972 has been the worst period of the cold war. It 
has been the period in which the agreements made for peace in Indo
china were openly violated. The promises made to President Nixon in 
May 1972, with respect to peace in the Middle East were openly vio
lated. It has been the period of the Soviet campaign in Africa and 
Asia and even of Soviet attempts to penetrate the Caribbean, as we 
have noticed suddenly in the last few days.

In view of the betrayal of every promise and every expectation on 
the basis of which SALT I was ratified, how can these arguments be 
put forward and how can they retain their plausibility? The fact that 
they do recalls President Kennedy’s celebrated quip that if you are 
cheated once, it is their fault, but if you are cheated a second time, it 
is your own.

Many of those who believe that rejecting SALT II, as it stands, 
would be “going over the abyss” attribute nearly magic influence to 
arms limitation agreements. Nothing in the history of such agree
ments gives the slightest encouragement for such beliefs.

The Treaty of Versailles4 was the most important of modern arms 
limitation agreements. It set limits on German armaments and it pre
scribed the demilitarization of the Rhineland, which was also guaran
teed by the Locarno Treaty.5 If Britain had been willing to join 
France in enforcing that treaty, World War II would never have 
taken place. But when the treaty was violated —secretly at first, then

3 The SALT I agreements are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
4 League of Nations, Armaments Yearbook, 1937, pp. 924-932.
5 LNTS 54:289-301.
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openly when Hitler introduced conscription in 1935 and marched into 
the Rhineland in 1936 —Great Britain and France did nothing but 
wring their hands and try  to persuade Hitler to sign new treaties lim
iting arms.

The second most important arms limitation agreement of modern 
times was the Washington Naval Treaty of 1922 and its successors of 
the early 1930’s.® Our experience under that treaty, too, was hardly 
more inspiring than the record of Versailles.

I could mention other instances, even more depressing: the 
agreements for demilitarized zones in Korea7 and Vietnam,8 for ex
ample; the Laos accord of 1962,9 or the arrangement to keep the PLO 
out of southern Lebanon.

The argument that to reject SALT would be to go over the abyss 
has another dimension, the notion that such action on our part would 
make the Soviet Union more aggressive than it is. The claim betrays 
a misunderstanding of the nature of the Soviet Union and of the 
serious and devoted men who govern it. They are already behaving 
as badly from our point of view as they dare. They take every oppor
tunity to expand, and they manufacture several. There is no use get
ting excited about it. That is the nature of their policy. As a distin
guished professor at Princeton has said, they are still in the mood of 
imperialism of the eighteenth century which we in the west have long 
since given up.

There is only one argument which can deter Soviet expansion and 
that is the calm confrontation of unacceptable risks. This factor pre
vailed in a dozen crises since 1945, from the Berlin blockade to the 
Cuban missile crisis of 1962. It is the visible erosion of that conviction 
since 1972 or so which has invited a series of Soviet thrusts on every 
continent and every ocean. In recent years, the pace of Soviet expan
sion has increased as a result of the shock of Vietnam and W atergate 
to American public opinion and the perception in the Soviet Union of 
President Carter as a weak President.

The claim that it would cost us more money to refuse ratification of 
SALT at the present time or to ratify it only on the conditions that 
we have outlined here is equally specious. Administration spokesmen 
have taken many different positions on this question. Paul Warnke 
has said that it would cost more money if we ratified SALT, but that 
the increase could not be ratified. Secretary of Defense Brown has 
testified that it would cost perhaps between $1 billion and $2 billion a 
year for 4 or 5 years. Now he offers higher estimates. Mr. Gelb has 
recently written that saving money is the main argument for ratify
ing SALT. The fact is that in an area of complex and rapidly changing 
technology, none of these estimates is of much consequence.

6 TS 671, 830, 919.
7TIAS 2782; 4 UST 234-354; American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic 

Documents, pp. 724-750.
8 Ibid., pp. 750-767.
®TIAS 5410; 14 UST 1104; American Foreign Policy, Current Documents, 1962, 

pp. 1075-1083.
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Ambassador Harriman has offered a variant of the abyss argu
ment. Not to accept SALT, he said, would lead to the election of a 
hardliner to succeed Mr. Brezhnev. The notion that Mr. Brezhnev is a 
moderate in any sense that we can recognize is denied by anything he 
has said and done since he became a public figure. He is the author of 
the Brezhnev doctrine. He claims the right to intervene in any coun
try at any time in behalf either of a socialist government or of a pro
gressive movement, that is to say, a movement he regards as progres
sive. He is the author of the attacks on the Middle East in 1967 and 
1973, and of the attack on Czechoslovakia in 1968. To call Brezhnev a 
moderate is an abuse of the English language.

Of course, there are differences within the Kremlin, and there 
probably are groups and sects within the Kremlin, but according to 
any information we have or have seen, they do not concern Soviet- 
American relations, nor is there any evidence that any Soviet leader 
accepts our definition of detente. Of course they all want to see SALT
II ratified. They made enormous progress under SALT I, and they 
expect to make even more under SALT II. Furthermore, if we ever 
do wake up and decide to restore the military balance, they would 
surely lose as a consequence, because their economy is so much 
smaller and weaker than our own. But these are hardly reasons to 
take the treaty as it stands.

The second best argument offered by the administration for the 
treaty is that it would not do much harm and should therefore be rati
fied to demonstrate to our friends and our adversaries that we really 
do have a government. It is an argument which appeals very strongly 
to all Americans. For the best of reasons, we tend to rally to the flag 
when it is under fire, and President Carter is surely under fire.

The fatal flaw in this argument, however, is that the treaty is not 
harmless. It would do a great deal of harm. It would lock us into a po
sition of strategic inferiority which would also be unstable and unver- 
ifiable, the perfect recipe for Soviet nuclear blackmail during the pe
riod of our greatest relative weakness in the early and middle 1980’s.

Moreover, it would prevent us from redressing the military bal
ance during that period. No spokesman for the administration has as 
yet seriously addressed the principal issues raised in this connection 
by its critics. All studies of the problem agree that if present trends 
continue just a few years longer, the Soviet Union will have signifi
cant nuclear superiority in the early 1980’s, the capacity, that is, to 
make a pre-emptive first strike by destroying our ICBM’s, our planes 
on the ground, and our submarines in port with a fraction of their nu
clear force, holding enough accurate missiles in reserve to neutralize 
the whole of our own nuclear arsenal.

This possibility has been on everybody’s mind as a nightmare for 
years. The prospect that these risks will materialize has become very 
much worse because President Carter has canceled, postponed, or 
stretched out the programs initiated by his predecessors to deal with 
them. The answer of the administration to this analysis is that we 
could use our submarines in response to any such threat and we could
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therefore deter it.
Some have even come so far as to argue —Secretary Vance did 

so —that we might launch our ICBM’s on warning within a few 
moments of receiving a radar signal that such an attack was on its 
way. Then, finally, they say that when the M -X  missile becomes 
available in significant quantities in 1989, it will provide an answer to 
the vulnerability of our ICBM force. But what are we supposed to do 
in the meantime, between now and 1989, or between the period in the 
early 1980’s when this possibility becomes a somber prospect?

The administration answers this question by ignoring it.
Under these circumstances, we should be vulnerable to nuclear 

war or nuclear blackmail. We should face a condition of diplomatic im
potence and be totally unable to use our conventional forces. That is 
the linkage between the nuclear balance and the whole of the rest of 
our foreign policy, which can never be escaped.

What would we do if there were a Macedonian uprising in Greece, 
for example, supported from Bulgaria? If Iceland or Norway were 
pushed somehow out of NATO? If we were told by the Soviet Union 
to get our fleet and our forces out of the Mediterranean? Under such 
circumstances, would either the Soviet Union or our allies believe in 
the possibility of reprisal from submarines which in turn would be 
suicidal for us? That was the argument, you will recall, that General 
DeGaulle made some years ago about the credibility of our nuclear 
weapons, and it is an argument which is becoming more and more 
visible in the minds of our allies as well as in the minds of the Soviets.

The only answer thus far from President Carter and his aides has 
been a reiteration of their blind faith in the doctrine of mutual as
sured destruction, the McNamara doctrine, by which we have lived 
for more than a decaue. It is the heart and nearly the whole of the 
administration case for SALT II.

As former Secretary of State Kissinger emphasized in Brussels 
last Saturday, that argument is losing its intellectual and political 
plausibility. We simply must move and move rapidly to counterforce 
strategies.

But the treaty would prevent us from undertaking the most fea
sible and perhaps the o^Iy credible and practical counterforce pro
gram that could preserve our second strike capability during the 
early and middle 1980’s: to reopen the Minuteman III production lines 
which the President has recently closed, to make a great many 
Minuteman I l l’s; and to deploy them in multiple vertical protected 
shelters, the so-called shell game.

The Soviets take the view that any such approach on our part is 
prohibited by article IV of the treaty and by the provisions of the 
treaty banning deliberate concealment. They say that each shelter 
would be considered a fixed launcher, whether or not it contained a 
missile, and in any event it would be a form of concealment in their 
view which the treaty prohibits.

On either theory it would be banned. It may be an impracticable ap
proach for another reason under the treaty, because the number re
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quired would be too great for the quotas of the treaty. That is, 
Minuteman III is much smaller than many of the Soviet weapons, and 
it carries only three warheads.

The administration has not, to my knowledge or to the knowledge 
of any of my colleagues who have followed these things closely, ad
dressed the issue of a possible quick fix approach. Indeed, the admin
istration seems to assume that any program for protecting our fixed 
ICBM’s and other ground-based launchers in the early eighties is 
impossible.

There are many other features of this treaty which are far from 
harmless. The provisions with respect to heavy missiles, for example; 
or the Backfire bomber; or the common understanding in paragraph 8 
of article IV which deals with the relationship of the SS-16 intercon
tinental missile, and the SS-20 missile; or the cruise missile problem, 
too, which has been much discussed.

Here we find the answer offered by the administration in these 
hearings to be either nonexistent, or unresponsive and unsatisfac
tory. This is true as well of what the administration has said on verifi
cation. The administration has concentrated on the possibilities of 
verifying the testing of new weapons, but has not answered the ques
tions which we and others have raised about the possibility of count
ing missiles in warehouses and the absence of any restraints or any 
possible monitoring of restraints on the manufacture of missiles 
rather than the deployment of launchers.

Our committee has recommended that the Senate should not give 
its consent to the ratification of SALT II unless the most important 
deficiencies of the treaty are modified by amendment and the Presi
dent and the Congress are firmly committed to a specific program 
that would achieve and maintain essential equivalence and adequate 
deterrence. Among the deficiencies of the treaty requiring amend
ment I should list first our right to deploy ICBM’s in modes and in 
numbers we deem necessary to insure the survival against surprise 
attack; the equal right of the two sides to use heavy missiles; the in
clusion of the Soviet Backfire and the SS-20 within the numerical 
limits of the treaty; and provision for the adoption of programs which 
would reverse the present ominous situation of Soviet strategic supe
riority in Europe, including change in the provisions regarding the 
range of land- and sea-based cruise missiles and a clarification of the 
transfer of technology issue causing so much concern to our allies.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, let me stress that the responsibility of 
the Senate in voting on SALT II is unique in our history. Every 
American shares the goal of achieving true detente with the Soviet 
Union, which can only be defined, in my opinion, as a policy of scrupu
lous and reciprocal respect for the rules of the charter of the United 
Nations regarding the international use of force. True detente in this 
sense is a central objective of the Committee on the Present Danger 
and, I am sure, of the American people. Every President and 
Congress since 1945 have gone to great lengths to reach that goal, 
but President Carter’s quest for detente with the Soviet Union has
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been based on the misconception that acts of unilateral disarmament 
on our part and other unilateral concessions will induce the Soviet 
Union to follow suit.

As a result, President Carter has sacrificed our defenses and weak
ened our alliances and abdicated his responsibility for the security of 
the Nation. Under our Constitution, that responsibility therefore 
falls on the Senate with respect to this treaty and ultimately on the 
whole Congress and the people. We have not faced decisions of such 
moment since the Presidency of James Buchanan.

President Carter likes to compare the debate over SALT II with 
the controversy over the League of Nations in 1919, but the analogy 
is misleading. If you go back and look at it, the League vote was not 
the result of the blind opposition of a small group of willful men who 
prevented the ratification of the treaty. It was President Wilson him
self who urged the Democrats who followed his lead on this matter, 
and there were 23 of them, to vote against the treaty, with the reser
vations which had been negotiated by Senator Henry Cabot Lodge of 
Massachusetts as the leader. If only seven more Democrats had re
fused to follow the President’s lead and had voted their convictions, 
the course of history might well have been very different.

In the second place, President Wilson was proposing full and re
sponsible American participation in world politics. The position today 
is just the opposite. President Carter is conducting a policy of retreat 
to isolationism, and unless that policy is promptly reversed, it will 
soon be beyond our power to do so.

The coming decade will be as difficult and as dangerous as any we 
have faced in our past. We have a very short time in which to protect 
our future through allied diplomacy and deterrence rather than 
through war. A two-ocean navy cannot be restored in a day or a year, 
nor can the other programs we require to achieve effective deter
rence at every relevant level. It will be a ticklish time, calling for cool 
nerves and a firm grasp of the problem.

The Soviet Union will not view an American awakening with equa
nimity. It can be expected to take full advantage of positions of rela
tive superiority and the presence in office of a President whom it per
ceives as weak.

The time to begin is now, and the place to begin is here. Normally, 
we look to our President to take the lead in decisions of this order. It 
is now clear that President Carter is firmly committed to another 
view. What is at stake, Mr. Chairman, is not the balance of power 
alone, but the future of liberty. Democracy cannot survive in the 
world unless America plays its full part in assuring its future.

Forty years ago, as the doubts and vacillations of the thirties were 
being swept away by events, a speaker rose to his feet in the House of 
Commons to address the great issue of the looming war. Leopold 
Amery, one of Churchill’s companions in the political wilderness, 
shouted a remark from his seat before the speaker began: “Speak for 
England,” he said. In that spirit, I say to you, speak and vote for 
America.



CARTER STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 7 565

Statement by President Carter on the MX Missileff 
September 7f 1979 1

I have a statement to make about the new strategic deterrence 
system which I consider to be quite significant. Some analysts would 
equate it with two other major decisions made by Presidents in this 
century: the first, to establish the Strategic Air Command itself 
under President Truman and the subsequent decision by President 
Kennedy to establish the silo-based Minuteman missile system.

For nearly 30 years now our nation has deterred attack and has 
kept the peace through a complementary system of land, sea, and air
borne nuclear forces, commonly known as the strategic triad. By 
maintaining the special strengths and the advantages offered by each 
of the three separate forces, we make it impossible for any enemy to 
counter all of them.

My Administration is now embarked on a program to modernize 
and to improve the ability of our entire strategic triad, all three sys
tems, to survive any attack. Our bomber force is being strengthened 
with nuclear-tipped cruise missiles. Our strategic submarine force is 
being upgraded by Trident submarines and Trident missiles. How
ever, as a result of increasing accuracy of strategic systems, fixed 
land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles, or ICBM’s, located in 
silos such as our Minuteman, are becoming vulnerable to attack. A 
mobile ICBM system will greatly reduce this vulnerability. 
Therefore, I decided earlier this year to proceed with full-scale 
development and deployment of a new, large, mobile ICBM, known as 
the MX. I made this decision to assure our country a secure strategic 
deterrent now and in the future.

The MX will enable us to continue with a modernized, unsurpassed, 
survivable strategic deterrent ICBM, submarine-launched, and heavy 
bomber triad —ICBM’s, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and 
the heavy bomber triad, armed with cruise missiles. Clearly, the way 
we base the MX to enhance its own security from attack is vital to the 
ability it has to defend our country.

At the time that I made the decision to build the MX, I established 
five essential criteria which the basing system would have to meet.

• First, it must contribute to the ability of the strategic forces to 
survive an attack.

• Second, it must be verifiable so as to set a standard which can 
serve as a precedent for the verifiability of mobile ICBM systems on 
both sides.

• Third, it must minimize the adverse impact on our own 
environment.

• Fourth, its deployment must be at a reasonable cost to the 
American taxpayer.

1Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 1979, pp. 25-26.
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• Fifth, it must be consistent with existing SALT agreements2 and 
with our SALT III goal of negotiating for significant mutual reduc
tions in strategic forces.

In light of these criteria and after full consultation with Secretary 
of Defense Harold Brown and my other principal advisers, I’ve de
cided upon the following configuration for basing the MX missile sys
tem. The MX will be based in a sheltered, road-mobile system to be 
constructed in our western deserts, the total exclusive area of which 
will not exceed 25 square miles.

This system will consist of 200 missile transporters or launchers, 
each capable of rapid movement on a special roadway connecting 
approximately 23 horizontal shelters.

Let me point out how this meets the criteria that I’ve established.
First, it increases the survivability of our missiles by multiplying 

the number of targets which would have to be attacked, because not 
knowing in which of the 23 shelters the missile was located, all 23 
shelters would have to be targeted in order to be sure to attack the 
missile.

The capacity of the missiles to move rapidly insures that no a t
tacker will be able to find out ahead of time where the missiles might 
be located and attack just those locations only. In fact, the missiles 
would be able to change shelters during the flight time of an enemy 
ICBM. Moreover, the system is flexible enough so that we can adjust 
the scale of deployment either up or down in response to a future 
enemy threat or to progress on future SALT negotiations.

Secondly, the system is adequately verifiable. The special road
ways will be confined to designated areas, and the associated missile 
transporters will be incapable of moving other than on those desig
nated roadways.

The shelters will be designed so they may be opened in order to 
demonstrate that no extra missiles are hidden within them. These 
and other features will make this system adequately verifiable.

Third, the system minimizes the impact on the environment. The 
shelters are flush with the ground. The public will retain access to the 
area. Only the shelters themselves will be fenced off. The entire 
system, as I said earlier, will take only about 25 square miles of land 
out of public use.

Fourth, the system is affordable. The projected cost over the full 
10-year period, total cost, to develop, to produce, and to deploy is 
$33 billion in 1980 dollars. While this acquisition cost may vary 
somewhat as the program proceeds, it’s important to recognize that 
the cost of this system, in constant dollar terms, will be no greater 
than the cost of any one of the original three legs of our strategic 
triad, either the B-52 force or the Polaris-Poseidon force or the 
Minuteman ICBM system.

2 The SALT I agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972,
pp. 197 ff.
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Finally, this system is compatible with existing SALT agreements 
and with our objectives for SALT III. Deploying this system will 
make it clear to the Soviet Union that they will gain no strategic ad
vantage out of continuing the nuclear arms race. This is a funda
mental precondition to more effective arms control agreements. 
Equally important, this system points in the direction of reductions of 
strategic arms because we are giving better protection with a force 
of fewer missiles. Without such a mobile shelter system, the only way 
we could maintain our deterrent would be to increase greatly the 
number of our strategic systems or nuclear missiles.

In the course of making the series of decisions that led to this an
nouncement, I carefully studied the potential threat to our Minute- 
man force. That threat is real. The system I’ve outlined this morning 
does the best job of meeting that threat, while also fulfilling the con
ditions that I specified at the outset. The system is survivable, it’s 
verifiable, it has a minimum impact on the environment, it’s afford
able in cost, and it’s consistent with our SALT goal of deep reductions 
in strategic arms.

In sum, this system will enhance our nation’s security, both by 
strengthening our strategic deterrent and by offering the prospect of 
more effective arms control. This system is not a bargaining chip. I t’s 
a system that America needs and will have for its security. I’m confi
dent that the American people will support its deployment.

Unhappily, we do not yet live in the kind of world that permits us 
to devote all our resources to the works of peace. And as President, I 
have no higher duty than to insure that the security of the United 
States will be protected beyond doubt. As long as the threat of war 
persists, we will do what we must to deter that threat to our nation’s 
security. If SALT II is ratified and SALT III is successful, then the 
time may come when no President will have to make this kind of deci
sion again and the MX system will be the last weapon system of such 
enormous destructive power that we will ever have to build. I fer
vently pray for that time, but until it comes, we will build what we 
must, even as we continue to work for mutual restraint in strategic 
armaments.

Statements by President Carter During an Interview: 
Linkage of Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty With 
Soviet Activities [Extract], September 7f 1979 1

Q. Dean Conklin from Racine, Wisconsin.
Your national security adviser expressed concern about linkage of 

the SALT II consideration with other events. My question is, how can 
the American people be expected to separate Soviet behavior in

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Sept. 17, 1979, pp. 1610-1611.
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Africa, or with the Mideast, or Cuba, from its feeling related to 
SALT II?The President I’m convinced that SALT II ought to be passed on 
its own merits. I’m convinced that SALT II contributes to the secu
rity of our country, and I’m convinced that SALT II enhances the 
prospect for world peace. I’m convinced that the rejection of SALT II 
would cause each one of the inevitable, competitive interrelation
ships between ourselves and the Soviets in the future to be magnified 
in their importance and become a much more critical problem than 
would that same incident with SALT II.

There’s no way that we can avoid peaceful competition with the 
Soviets as we deal with countries in Africa or Asia, or the Mideast or 
Eastern or Western Europe. And without a SALT agreement limit
ing strategic nuclear weapons, each one of those differences, which 
are going to be with us for many, many years, is much more likely to 
become a major threat to our Nation’s peace.

So, SALT II is so beneficial on its own merits —I think the Senate 
has accepted the basic proposition that it is adequately verifiable —to 
link it with some action or inaction of the Soviets, or for them to link 
it with some action or inaction of ours, I think, would not be in the 
best interest of the American people.

My own hope is that my own convictions, which are now being 
translated to the Senate after detailed hearings, will ultimately be 
accepted by the American people —but I don’t presume to speak for 
them, and I certainly can’t force the American people to accept the 
position.

It’s so obvious to me, that I don’t have any doubt about it. I hope 
that obvious benefit of SALT II will become clear to the American 
people.

Political Declaration of the Sixth Conference of Heads 
of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries: 
Indian Ocean Peace Zone Proposal, Disarmament, 
and Use of Nuclear Energy for Peaceful Purposes 
[Extracts], September 9, 1979 1

142. The Conference recalled that the non-aligned nations, which 
at their Lusaka Summit Conference first called upon all States to con
sider and respect the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, have since then 
consistently extended their unanimous support to the Declaration of

1 A/34/542, Oct. 11,1979, pp. 48-51, 64-74. The conference was held in Havana, Cuba, 
Sept. 3 -9 . The program of action for economic cooperation, adopted by the conference, 
also contained a section on the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, pp. 163-164, 
not printed here.
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the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace adopted by the United Nations 
General Assembly, as contained in its resolution 2832 (XXVI) of
16 December 1971,2 which sought to protect the independence, sover
eignty and territorial integrity of the States of the region and to 
bring about the elimination from the Indian Ocean of foreign bases, 
military installations, logistical supply facilities, the disposition of nu
clear weapons and weapons of mass destruction and to free the 
region from rivalries and competition for influence among the great 
Powers — which have led to an increase in their military presence and 
threatened the peace and stability of the area.

143. The Conference reaffirmed the determination of the non- 
aligned States to continue to endeavour towards the attainment of 
the objectives embodied in the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace and reiterated its conviction that the presence in the 
Indian Ocean and its natural extensions of foreign bases, military in
stallations and logistical supply facilities, nuclear weapons, weapons 
of mass destruction and any manifestation of great Power military 
presence, conceived in the context of great Power rivalries, consti
tutes a flagrant violation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace.

144. The Conference reviewed the evolution of the situation in 
the Indian Ocean since the Colombo Conference and expressed its 
deep concern at recent developments that have resulted in further in
tensification of great Power military presence and rivalry, thereby 
leading to the deterioration of peace and security in the Indian Ocean 
area, hindering the struggle to free the region from foreign domina
tion and seriously threatening the inalienable right of the littoral and 
hinterland States to freely dispose of their natural wealth and re
sources. Despite the expressed wishes of the littoral and hinterland 
States, there are indications that, instead of decreasing their military 
presence, the great Powers intend to escalate their competition in 
the area and are stationing military and naval forces there on a per
manent basis. These developments hinder the struggle of the libera
tion movements to eliminate colonialism, racism, and apartheid. 
These unfortunate developments constitute a distinct setback to the 
relaxation of international tensions and contribute to the intensifica
tion of the arms race between the great Powers. Consequently, con
trary to the principles of peaceful co-existence, the great Powers con
tinue to seek and enlarge their respective spheres of influence.

145. The Conference, convinced of the desirability of strengthen
ing the concept of the zone of peace in the Indian Ocean through a sys
tem of universal collective security without military alliances, called 
upon the littoral and hinterland States to refrain from participating 
in military alliances or pacts and, in that connexion, expressed satis
faction that certain littoral and hinterland States have withdrawn 
from membership in military alliances and pacts conceived in the con

2 For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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text of great Power rivalries, thus contributing to the peace and secu
rity of the region.

146. The Conference denounced the existence of the Simonstown 
and Silvermine military bases in South Africa, the Advokaat project 
and South Africa’s stepped up military activity in the area, one of 
whose aims is surveillance of the African national liberation move
ments, and condemned also the close military co-operation between 
Pretoria, Israel and certain Western Powers in the region.

147. The Conference urged the dismantling of foreign military 
bases and installations which are or may be endangering the sover
eignty, territorial integrity and peaceful development of the States in 
the area or which are being used to block the exercise of the inalien
able right to self-determination of the peoples under colonial and 
alien domination in this part of the world.

148. The Conference reaffirmed the right of all States to use the 
Indian Ocean for navigation and other peaceful uses, freely and with
out hindrance, in conformity with international law and custom, pro
vided no threats are posed to the independence, sovereignty or te rri
torial integrity of the littoral and hinterland States.

149. The Conference noted that talks were initiated between the 
Soviet Union and the United States regarding their military pres
ence in the Indian Ocean and that the two countries have kept the 
United Nations A d Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean informed of 
the current situation concerning their talks. The Conference further 
noted that these bilateral talks were limited in scope and were not 
primarily designed to and did not fully meet the objectives of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. In this regard, the 
Conference expressed its regret over the suspension of these bilat
eral talks and the failure to resume them despite the recent agree
ment between the two parties to meet promptly to discuss the 
resumption of the talks. The Conference urged that the talks be re
sumed at the earliest possible date and expressed the hope that these 
talks would fully meet the objectives of the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace.

150. The Conference welcomed the recent holding of the meeting 
of the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean as a signif
icant step forward in the process of implementing the Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, noted that it was instrumental in 
providing an opportunity for the further harmonizing of the common 
position to be taken by the littoral and hinterland States and en
dorsed the results of the meeting. It welcomed the meeting’s recom
mendation to the General Assembly to fix the date and venue of the 
conference on the Indian Ocean as called for in the United Nations 
General Assembly resolution 33/68® and to entrust the Ad Hoc Com
mittee on the Indian Ocean, which should be expanded for this pur
pose, to undertake the preparatory work for the conference, includ
ing consideration of appropriate arrangements for any international

9 Printed ibid., 1978, pp. 738-740.
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agreement that may be ultimately reached for the maintenance of the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace as referred to in resolution 2832 
(XXVI). The Conference also commended the meeting’s request to the 
General Assembly to invite the Permanent Members of the Security 
Council and major maritime users of the Indian Ocean who have not 
yet done so to serve on the expanded Ad Hoc Committee in order to 
facilitate preparations for the Conference.

151. The Conference invited all States concerned, and in particular 
the great Powers and the other major maritime users of the Indian 
Ocean, to extend their full co-operation in the context of those and 
other recommendations of the meeting, with a view to effectively 
implementing the objectives of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as 
a Zone of Peace.

Disarmament
217. The Conference reaffirmed the adherence of non-aligned coun

tries to the objective of general and complete disarmament, in par
ticular nuclear disarmament, under effective international control 
and their determination to act within the United Nations and other 
bodies to achieve this objective. It drew attention once again to the 
fact that the Final Document of the tenth special session of the 
United Nations General Assembly on disarmament,4 convened at the 
initiative of the non-aligned countries, represents a solid basis for set
ting in motion the process of real disarmament, relieving mankind 
from the horrors of war and eliminating the increasing threats to 
human survival.

218. In this context, the Conference called for the urgent imple
mentation, within a specific time frame, of the Programme of Action, 
particularly of the nuclear disarmament measures, contained in the 
Final Document of the special session. The Conference called for the 
immediate cessation of the qualitative improvement of nuclear 
weapons and their means of delivery, a halt in the production of fis
sionable material for weapons purposes and of all nuclear weapons, 
and the reduction of nuclear weapons stockpiles leading to their elim
ination. Pending the elimination of nuclear weapons, the nuclear 
weapon States are called upon to renounce the threat or use of 
nuclear weapons and to cease the testing of nuclear weapons.

219. The Conference noted with concern the continuation of the 
arms race, mainly by the nuclear-weapon States, in particular the 
nuclear arms race and the development, manufacture and increased 
stockpiling of weapons of mass destruction. The Conference recog
nized, as was noted at the First Summit Conference in Belgrade,5 the 
special role and responsibility of the great Powers in halting and 
reversing the arms race and expressed its confidence that peace and

4 The Final Document may be found ibid., pp. 411-439.
5 I.e. the Conference of Sept. 1961. Its statement and declaration as well as a message 

to President Kennedy may be found ibid., 1961, pp. 374-383, 383-384.
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security on a lasting basis could only be ensured by halting this pro
cess and through immediate and resolute implementation of disarma
ment measures with a view to achieving general and complete 
disarmament.

The Conference declared that the most effective assurance of 
security against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is nuclear 
disarmament and prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. The 
nuclear-weapon States must refrain from any activity in the nuclear 
field which would jeopardize the security and well-being of the 
peoples of non-nuclear-weapon States. The Conference noted with 
satisfaction that proposals on this subject have been submitted in the 
Committee on Disarmament and that there is no objection in prin
ciple in the Committee to an international convention to assure non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. The Conference welcomed the establishment of a Working 
Group to negotiate such a convention. The Conference recommended 
that negotiations should be continued at the next session of the Com
mittee on Disarmament to elaborate a convention on this subject.

220. The Conference reaffirmed the central role and the increased 
importance of the United Nations in the realization of the objectives 
of general and complete disarmament. The Conference noted with 
satisfaction that non-aligned countries have played an increasingly 
active role in the machinery created at the tenth special session of 
the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. In 
this connexion, the Conference attributed a particular importance to 
the work of the United Nations Disarmament Commission for the 
preparation of a comprehensive programme on disarmament. It also 
attached great importance to and underlined the responsibility of the 
Committee on Disarmament, which has been reconstituted at the ini
tiative of non-aligned countries on a more democratic basis, to 
facilitate the successful conclusion of the negotiations on disarma
ment. While reviewing the work of the Committee on Disarmament, 
the Conference expressed its regret over the fact that the trilateral 
negotiations between the Soviet Union, the United States of America 
and the United Kingdom have not so far led to a treaty on the compre
hensive ban of nuclear weapons testing. The Conference called for 
the urgent conclusion of such a treaty, along with a treaty on the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and their destruction, and of other weapons of 
mass destruction. The Conference called upon all non-aligned coun
tries to take an active part and contribute to the work of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission and the Committee on Disarma
ment and to co-ordinate their efforts in these bodies.

221. The Conference affirmed that the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at 
among the States of the region concerned constitutes an important 
disarmament measure.

The progress of establishing such zones in different parts of the 
world should be encouraged with the ultimate objective of achieving
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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 prin
ciples of the agreements or arrangements establishing the zones, 
thus ensuring that they are genuinely free from nuclear weapons.

With respect to such zones, the nuclear-weapon States in turn are 
called upon to give undertakings:

(a) To respect strictly the status of the nuclear-weapon-free zone 
and

(b) To refrain from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
against the States of the zone.

The Heads of State or Government expressed grave concern that 
certain nuclear-weapon States have deployed or intend to deploy 
nuclear weapons in various regions of the world.

222. The Conference welcomed the signing of the agreement be
tween the Soviet Union and the United States of America on the 
limitation of strategic nuclear weapons.6 The Conference noted with 
regret, however, that the agreement fell short of the expectations of 
the international community. It expressed the hope that the Soviet 
Union and the United States of America would urgently conclude a 
new agreement which would lead to genuine disarmament measures, 
particularly in the field of nuclear disarmament.

223. The Conference welcomed the decision to hold a second 
special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament in 1982 and called upon the non-aligned countries to 
take an active part in the preparation of that session in order to en
sure the best results. It supported the proposal to call for a world dis
armament conference at the appropriate time with universal partici
pation and adequate preparation.

224. The Conference called upon all States, particularly the big 
military Powers, participants in the United Nations conference on 
the prohibition or restriction of the use of certain conventional 
weapons which may be deemed excessively injurious or to have indis
criminate effects, to be held in Geneva this year, to conclude agree
ments on the prohibition or restriction of the use of certain conven
tional weapons as well as an agreement on the appropriate 
mechanism for periodical revision of such agreements and considera
tion of new agreements of this type.

225. The Conference noted that the arms race is incompatible with 
and contrary to the efforts directed to the establishment of the New 
International Economic Order. It underscored again that increasing 
material and human potentials were being wasted through invest
ment in armaments, which considerably diminishes the availability of 
resources indispensable for development. The Conference again 
urged the immediate reduction of expenditures for armaments,

‘ Printed above, June 18.
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especially by the nuclear-weapon States and their allies, and called 
for concrete measures of disarmament the implementation of which 
would progressively enable a significant portion of the resources so 
diverted to be used for social and economic needs, particularly those 
of developing countries.

226. The Conference also examined and welcomed the proposal, 
submitted to the United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-third 
session, that the 1980s be proclaimed the Second Disarmament 
Decade.7 It appealed to the members of the Non-Aligned Movement 
to support this initiative and to spare no efforts in order to ensure 
the maximum possible success in the implementation of the pro
gramme within the framework of the Second Disarmament Decade.

The Use of Nuclear Energy for Peaceful Purposes
227. Recalling the resolution of the Fifth Conference of Heads of 

State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries,8 the decisions taken 
at subsequent ministerial meetings9 and the pertinent resolutions of 
the United Nations General Assembly, the Conference stressed the 
exceptional importance of international co-operation among the non- 
aligned and other developing countries in the field of peaceful use of 
nuclear energy. This co-operation is of special significance in fields 
where these countries can achieve a greater degree of self- 
sufficiency.

228. The Conference affirmed the inalienable right of all States to 
apply and develop their programmes for the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy for economic and social development in conformity with their 
priorities, interests and needs. It deplored the pressures and threats 
against developing countries aimed at preventing them from pursu
ing their programmes for the development of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes.

229. All States should have unhindered access to and be free to ac
quire technology, equipment and materials on a non-discriminatory 
basis for peaceful uses of nuclear energy, taking into account the par
ticular needs of the developing countries.

230. It expressed its concern in this respect, regarding the 
obstacles which the developed countries place in the way of transfers 
of technologies related to the peaceful uses of atomic energy by fixing 
financial and other conditions which are incompatible with the na
tional sovereignty of developing countries and with the criteria of 
financial viability.

231. Each country’s choices and decisions in the field of the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy should be respected without jeopar
dizing the respective fuel cycle policies or international co-operation, 
agreements and contracts for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

7 The proposal was adopted as res. 33/62 and is printed in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1978, pp. 725-726.

8 Printed ibid., 1976, pp. 564-566.
9 See ibid., 1978, pp. 313-316, 476-481.
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232. The Conference stressed the need for observance of the prin
ciples of non-discrimination and free access to nuclear technology and 
reaffirmed the right of each country to develop programmes for the 
use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in conformity with their 
own freely determined priorities and needs.

Noting that concern for non-proliferation should not be used as a 
pretext to prevent States from exercising the right to acquire and 
develop peaceful nuclear technology, the Conference expressed its 
concern at the monopolistic policies of nuclear supplier countries 
restricting and limiting the transfer of technology and imposing con
ditions which are incompatible with the sovereignty and in
dependence of the developing countries. It called for full observance 
of the principles above mentioned, for the utilization of nuclear 
technology for peaceful purposes, which have been endorsed 
unanimously by the United Nations General Assembly.

233. The Heads of State or Government welcomed the efforts of 
non-aligned and other developing countries in drawing up and adopt
ing programmes for joint action within the United Nations and other 
international bodies to co-ordinate their action in them and to pro
mote nuclear co-operation. Consequently, they supported the idea of 
convening an international conference on the use of nuclear energy 
for peaceful purposes in accordance with resolution 32/50 of the 
United Nations General Assembly.

Progress Report to the U.N. Secretary-General by the 
Group of Governmental Experts on the Question of 
the Establishment of an International Satellite 
Monitoring Agency: Preliminary Conclusions [Ex
tract], September 14, 1979 1

1. T e c h n ic a l  I m p l ic a t io n s

(a) Technical requirements for satellite monitoring
14. In order to verify arms-control and disarmament agreements 

and to monitor crisis areas, the Group felt that two kinds of data 
would be needed: data generated by area-surveillance satellites with 
a ground resolution of about 5 to 3 metres and data from close-look 
satellites with a ground resolution of about 0.5 metres. The first type 
of data would make it possible to detect large weapon systems and 
facilities while the second type would provide for a fairly correct 
description of most types of armaments. Trends in civilian remote- 
sensing satellites may well lead to the availability of data close to 
that from existing area-surveillance satellites. Data from close-look

1 A/34/540, Annex, pp. 6 -9 , 12. The report was submitted pursuant to G.A. res.
33/71 J, which is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 755-756.
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manoeuvrable satellites are available today only in a few national 
systems.

(b) Monitoring compliance with disarmament/arms-control agree
ments

15. The verification of compliance by States parties with disarma
ment or arms-control agreements depends on the nature of the pro
hibition or control, on the provisions relating to verification and, in 
this context, on the suitability of surveillance from space. Since these 
are interconnected issues, the need exists to study satellite verifica
tion along with treaty provisions individually. Therefore the Group 
discussed the possibility of satellite verification for existing disarma
ment agreements and for some expected future conventions. It 
was realized that from a technical point of view some treaties could 
not be verified by means of satellites (e.g., the 1969 Treaty on the 
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass 
Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
Thereof2), nor could a complete verification process for a certain trea
ty be performed using satellites only (e.g., the 1963 Partial Test-Ban 
Treaty,3 the 1967 Treaty of Tlatelolco,4 and the 1968 Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons5 which would require working 
relationships with the International Atomic Energy Agency,6 for in
stance). However, it was agreed among the experts that data sup
plemented by satellite surveillance could provide essential and time
ly information on possible non-compliance with the provisions of 
disarmament or arms-control agreements.

(c) Monitoring crisis situations
16. In the monitoring by satellite of crisis situations, considerable 

essential data can be generated with close-look satellites. Satellite 
imagery, however, would in many cases need to be supplemented by 
additional information to enable the analyst to reach definitive con
clusions. Under favourable conditions, dynamic changes in the 
strength of land forces and their manoeuvres could be detected for 
timely reporting with manoeuvrable close-look satellites; surface 
vessels could be identified as well as naval manoeuvres; the deploy
ment of aircraft by type and number at various air bases could be 
observable within certain limits. Satellite monitoring can thus pro
vide crucial and timely, though not exclusive, information in arriving 
at an over-all picture of a crisis situation.

2. L e g a l  I m p l ic a t io n s

17. The Group considered a number of aspects relating to the legal 
nature of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency, the question

2 Ibid., 1971, pp. 7 -11 .
3 Ibid., 1968, pp. 291-293.
4 Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
5 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
6 See “Structure and Contents of IAEA Safeguards Agreements Under the Nonpro

liferation Treaty,” ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.
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of obtaining data, mechanisms of operation and possible fields of ap
plication.

(a) Nature of the agency
18. The status of the agency was discussed and various alter

natives were mentioned as having to be taken into consideration. The 
agency could be envisaged as a specialized agency of the United Na
tions, or attached to an existing United Nations body or to the pro
posed United Nations disarmament agency. Alternatively, the agen
cy could be conceived not as a new entity but as part of the existing 
structure of the United Nations. Some advantages and disadvantages 
of these alternatives were considered, but it was felt that a more 
detailed analysis would be required. The Group nevertheless agreed 
that the legal nature of the agency should ensure independence in the 
execution of its functions, taking into account the decision-making 
procedures to be established. Questions relating to the charter of the 
agency were touched upon, but no conclusions were reached since 
these need further study.

(b) Matters relating to the acquisition of data by an international 
satellite monitoring agency

19. It is suggested in the French proposal7 that, during the first 
phase, the agency would receive satellite data from existing systems. 
This would require arrangements between the agency and the sup
pliers of data. The Group further discussed the availability and 
dissemination of sensitive and non-sensitive data, and agreed that 
they required careful study. The Group noted that in the Committee 
on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, the problem of access to and 
dissemination of data received from remote-sensing techniques had 
been the subject of considerable discussion. It was felt that, in the 
future, when many nations were able to obtain data from their own 
satellites, the perception of sensitive and non-sensitive data might 
change. If the agency was called upon to monitor compliance with the 
provisions of certain treaties, the question of general dissemination 
by an international satellite monitoring agency would require further 
study. Suggestions were made for incorporation into appropriate 
regulations of the agency provisions concerning the safeguarding of 
the data received by the agency. That question would also require 
further consideration.

(c) Role of an international satellite monitoring agency with regard 
to existing and future disarmament/arms-control agreements

20. Some bilateral arms-control and disarmament agreements con
tain clauses which, in effect, provide for verification by satellites. As 
far as multilateral agreements are concerned, the Group considered 
that further studies should be made on whether their verification 
clauses could be interpreted to provide for verification by satellites.

1 Ibid., 1978, p. 339. Details of the proposal may be found in A/S-10/AC. 1/7, June 1, 
1978.
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In cases where that was not possible, protocols amending those 
agreements were mentioned as a solution. The role an international 
satellite monitoring agency might play in respect of future disarma
ment and arms-control treaties, for example, by formulating standard 
verification clauses, needs further study.

(d) Possible contribution of an international satellite monitoring 
agency to the prevention and solution of international conflicts

21. The question of monitoring areas of conflict was discussed. It 
was mentioned that, if it was decided to use satellites to monitor ac
tivities in an area of conflict, the agency could make a considerable 
contribution to the cause of peace. In that connexion, it was observed 
that, in order to play a constructive role in crisis monitoring, the 
agency would have to be able to react promptly. This would depend 
on, inter alia, the position, number and manoeuvrability of satellites 
and also on the agency’s decision-making procedures. The entire 
question and scope of satellite involvement in conflict monitoring re
mains to be studied in depth.

3. F in a n c i a l  I m p l ic a t io n s

22. The Group was of the opinion that the financial implications 
of creating an international satellite monitoring agency require 
detailed study. Such a study would have to take into account, inter alia, the tasks assigned to the agency, the technical choices preferred, 
organizational requirements and the extent of international co
operation. The study should give cost indications for the setting-up of 
an image-processing centre (stage 1), the establishment of ground sta
tions (stage 2) and the launching of satellites (stage 3).

APPENDIX II

L is t  o f  E x p e r t s

The following experts appointed by the Secretary-General par
ticipated in the work of the Group:

Mr. Cesare Albanesi, National Council of Research, Space Ac
tivity Service, Rome 

Mr. Hubert Bortzmeyer, Technical Adviser, National Space 
Research Centre, Paris 

Mr. Sune Danielsson, Head of Section, Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs, Stockholm 

Mr. Mohammed Gammar, Surveyor in charge of Army geo
graphic and hydrographic affairs, Tunis 

Mr. Enrique Gaviria Lievano, Ambassador, Deputy Permanent 
Representative, Colombian Mission to the Office of the 
United Nations and specialized agencies in Geneva
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Mr. Eugeniu Mandescu, Inspector General, Secretary of the 
Romanian Commission for Space Activities, Bucharest 

Mr. Carlos Passalacqua, First Secretary, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Buenos Aires 

Mr. Krishnamurthy Santhanam, Scientist “SE”, Indian Space 
Research Organization, Bangalore 

Mr. Mohamad Sidik, Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission of 
Indonesia to the Office of the United Nations and the spe
cialized agencies in Geneva 

Mr. Obrad Vucurovic, Engineer, Military Institute of the 
Yugoslav Army, Belgrade 

Mr. Hans Winkler, Assistant Legal Adviser, Federal Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs, Vienna

Address by the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance, Science and Technology (Benson) Before 
the Tenth Meeting of the Antarctic Treaty Consulta
tive Parties [Extract], September 17, 1979 1

It is a pleasure for me on behalf of my Government to welcome you 
to Washington for the 10th meeting of Antarctic Treaty consultative 
parties. This consultative meeting marks a significant milestone. It is 
the 20th anniversary of the signing of the Antarctic Treaty.2 Twenty 
years ago in this city, delegates representing countries on six con
tinents completed work on a treaty concerning the seventh continent
— the southernmost and least known part of our planet. Those 
delegates pledged to reserve this area for peaceful purposes only and 
to cooperate in investigation of this unique scientific frontier.

The world of 1959 —not unlike today —was one in which the divi
sions among nations too often seemed to predominate. In such cir
cumstances, it was no small task for a diverse group of nations to 
recognize that they shared a common concern for Antarctica. Yet the 
authors of the treaty were able to set aside the problems which divid
ed them in order to affirm the interests which bound them.

It was during the International Geophysical Year of 1957-58 that 
scientists from the Antarctic Treaty nations first worked together 
across the vast southern continent to begin unlocking its secrets. The 
realization that their efforts during the IGY had just begun to bear 
fruit stimulated the development of a more enduring agreement 
among interested parties.

Those who gathered here 20 years ago to work on that interna
tional agreement realized that to reach that common objective Ant
arctica must be treated in a special fashion. As the words of the trea

1 Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 89.
2 The treaty is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550- 

1556.
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ty attest, they recognized “that it is in the interest of all mankind 
that Antarctica shall continue forever to be used exclusively for 
peaceful purposes and shall not become the scene or object of interna
tional discord.”

This was an impressive commitment, indeed. It was not simply an 
expression of common purpose but the basis of the operative provi
sions of the treaty.

• It underlies the provisions for freedom of scientific research in 
Antarctica;

• It underlies the imaginative juridical formulation insuring inter
national cooperation among the parties on Antarctica; and

• It underlies provisions for the non-militarization and non
nuclearization of Antarctica and for inspection of stations.

The basic principles and purposes of the Antarctic Treaty remain 
as valid and cogent today as in 1959. The framers of the treaty 
understood that to give concrete effect to these principles and pur
poses required a mechanism through which the treaty could evolve to 
meet new circumstances and developments. That mechanism is the 
regular consultative meetings which have contributed importantly to 
the continued dynamism and responsiveness of the Antarctic Treaty 
system.

The accomplishments of the treaty and the consultative 
mechanism established pursuant to it are impressive. Antarctica re
mains an area reserved exclusively for peaceful purposes. Interna
tional cooperation in scientific research in Antarctica has made major 
contributions to the understanding of our planet, its oceans, and its 
atmosphere. An impressive collection of recommendations has been 
developed to insure the protection of the Antarctic environment from 
harmful impacts of human activity. Consultative parties created a 
responsive system for controlling the effects of man’s presence in 
Antarctica through the Agreed Measures for the Conservation of 
Antarctic Fauna and Flora. The Convention on the Conservation of 
Antarctic Seals, which entered into force two years ago, resulted 
from other initiatives undertaken within the consultative system.

From the perspective of this meeting, it is clear to me that the trea
ty parties can look back over the past 20 years with a sense of ac
complishment and pride. The Antarctic Treaty has served as a model 
for important international initiatives in other areas of the globe. The 
nuclear free zone and inspection of facilities and activities by 
observers designated by the consultative parties are provisions that 
have contributed to the field of arms control. The pattern of scientific 
cooperation enstablished under the treaty has served as a model for 
other regional and multidisciplinary programs of scientific investiga
tion.

The Antarctic Treaty has proven vital and dynamic in a time of 
rapid global change. For these reasons, I believe it appropriate that 
we pay tribute to those farsighted scientists and diplomats who met
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here 20 years ago and whose work and spirit continue to infuse inter
national cooperation in Antarctica.

Remarks by President Carter During an Interview: 
Storage of Chemical Weapons [Extract], September 
21, 1979 1

Q. Mr. President, I’m Rob Rule from KJQ Radio in Ogden, Utah. 
The Army is planning to move some 900 Wet Eye nerve gas bombs in
to Utah to be stored. These are bombs that were manufactured in the 
early fifties and obviously have never been used against an enemy. I 
have a two-part question. Number one, do you see any reason why 
these weapons and other weapons like them shouldn’t be neutralized 
tomorrow? And number two, why does Utah have to be the storage 
ground for these terrible weapons and for so many nuclear waste 
piles, too?

The President We have successfully, I think, concluded a negotia
tion with the Soviets on the prohibition against radiological weapons
— that is, using radioactivity. We’ve not yet been successful in work
ing out an agreement with the Soviet Union to abolish chemical war
fare weapons, but we are actively pursuing that.

I don’t believe it would be good for our country unilaterally to take 
this action. If we did, there would be no possible means in the future 
to induce the Soviets to join in with us and remove the threat of 
chemical warfare from the world. The major unresolved difficulty is 
how to verify compliance with such an agreement.

I cannot tell you the reasons why the Defense Department has con
cluded that Utah is a better place to store it. I think, as you know, 
we’ve got destructive weapons and caustic materials and potentially 
dangerous operations possibly existing in every State in the Union. 
And sometimes a particularly offensive weapon might be stored in 
Utah; sometimes it would be stored in Georgia. We manufacture at 
the Savannah River plant, just on the border between Georgia and 
South Carolina, substantial quantities of radioactive material. We 
have, as you know, in Tennessee, ever since 35 or 40 years ago, 
manufactured plutonium. We’re doing the same thing in Ohio. I think 
you can go down the gamut of States, and you’d find in almost every 
State there are some objectionable things taking place, to certain 
groups. One was just mentioned here in Michigan.Q. Wouldn’t we look very good to the world community, though, if 
we said, regardless of what the Soviets are going to do, that the 
United States makes a commitment never to use one of these 
weapons, regardless?

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Oct. 1, 1979, p. 1711.



582 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

The President. We would look very good to some people in the 
world if we unilaterally disarmed and prostrated ourselves and said 
to the Soviets, “Come in and walk over us.” But I don’t feel that tha t’s 
an appropriate position for me as President to assume.

Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendments, 
September 21, 19791

Sept. 21, 1979 
[H.R. 2774]

Arms Control 
and
Disarmament
Act,
amendment.

Service
restriction.

Service
restriction.

Appropriation
authorization.

Effective date. 
22 USC 2589 
note.

A n  A c t

To authorize appropriations for fiscal years 1980 and
1981 under the Arms Control and Disarmament Act,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 22 of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 2562) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new sentence as follows: “No person 
serving on active duty as a commissioned officer of the 
Armed Forces of the United States may be appointed 
Director.”.

(b) Section 23 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2563) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new sentence as follows: 
“No person serving on active duty as a commissioned of
ficer of the Armed Forces of the United States may be 
appointed Deputy Director.”.

Sec. 2. (a) Section 49(a) of the Arms Control and Disar
mament 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 —

“(1) for the fiscal year 1980, $18,876,000 and 
“(2) for the fiscal year 1981, $20,645,000, 

and such additional amounts, for each fiscal year, as may 
be necessary for increases in salary, pay, retirement, 
other employee benefits authorized by law, and other 
nondiscretionary costs, and to offset adverse fluctua
tions in foreign currency exchange rates. Amounts ap
propriated under this subsection are authorized to re
main available until expended.”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall take 
effect on October 1, 1979.

Approved September 21, 1979.

‘P.L. 96-66, 93 Stat. 414, 96th Cong.
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Statement by Former ACDA Director Ikle Before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: SALT II 
Treaty, September 21 f 1979 1

Mr. Chairman, Senator Hayakawa, my remarks will be first on the 
general context, and then some observations on the SALT Treaty.

As to the context, it seems to me that this long debate about the 
new SALT Treaty has become the vortex of a much larger debate, so 
the Senate is now faced with a double responsibility. Not only has it 
been asked by the President to give its advice and consent to this 
treaty, but it is also expected to act as the Nation’s jury on contend
ing views of our national security policy and on conflicting inter
pretations of our relations with Russia.

This puts an added burden both on the Senate’s deliberations and 
on the administration’s defense of the treaty. But, Mr. Chairman, the 
administration has brought this enlargement of the policy conflict 
upon itself. It was not necessary. SALT II could have been presented 
with greater modesty as to its purposes and accomplishments, with 
greater honesty regarding its flaws.

It was not necessary for the administration to turn the SALT 
negotiations into such an all-consuming enterprise, to which a great 
many other objectives became subordinated. It was not necessary, in 
my view, for the administration to sacrifice on the altar of SALT 
realism and objectivity about the Soviet military threat.

When the American people learn that the Soviet defense spending 
continues to increase 4 to 5 percent each year with or without SALT, 
and that the Soviets are spending three times as much as we are on 
strategic arms, with or without SALT, then it does not make sense to 
the American people to argue, as the administration does, that rejec
tion of SALT II would bring about a new arms race. And when, 
despite these assessments by our intelligence community, our 
Commander-in-Chief says that “in nuclear weapons” both the United 
States and the Soviet Union “accepted the concept of equivalency,” 
when the American people are told by their President that the 
Soviets accepted equivalence, although they are spending three 
times more on these weapons than we, when such contradictions oc-

1 Hearings on Ex. Y, 96-1 Pt. 5, pp. 143-147.



584 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

cur, Mr. Chairman, this creates a groundswell of anxiety about the 
philosophy that seems to drive our SALT policy, anxiety about the 
realism and sense of direction of our national security policy that is 
now spilling over into these hearings.

The Senate is therefore confronted not only with the question of 
amending this treaty, but with the larger task of amending our 
security policy and amending the administration’s interpretation of 
the threat to our Nation.

It is not convincing to the American people to argue that SALT II 
is needed in order to continue the SALT process, because during the
10 years or so while we negotiated SALT, we have witnessed a 
massive strategic buildup by our adversary, a buildup that will con
tinue during the lifetime of SALT II essentially unabated.

The Russians, of course, knew all along that we had been cutting 
back our strategic budgets and curtailing many of our weapons pro
grams in anticipation that they would exercise similar restraint. Yet, 
we witnessed in this very period of our self-imposed strategic 
restraint a vast transformation in the global military balance, a 
transformation second in this century only to that of the 1930’s.

We have been had, Mr. Chairman. We have been had by the SALT 
process. Hence, what we must now do is to redirect this process fun
damentally, not, as the Carter administration argues, continue it.

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, let me now turn to 
some brief comments on certain contentious issues of the treaty, and 
on suggestions that have been made for dealing with them.

First, on the question of inequality. The treaty does indeed contain 
certain inequalities favoring the Soviet Union. These must be rec
tified. One such inequality discussed widely in this committee is the 
fact of the heavy missile launchers. I shall not elaborate on it any 
longer because you have heard about it. This fact is important neither 
because we would want such large missiles —we do not —nor because 
eliminating these missiles would solve our ICBM vulnerability prob
lem. It would only alleviate it. The inequality is important because 
we must begin now to get rid of the large missiles, if SALT III is to 
lead to the major reductions that the administration hopes for. We 
were rebuffed at least twice in our efforts to begin to reduce these 
missiles.

Now, today, 7 years after the beginning of SALT I, if we again ac
cepted the Soviet contention that these missiles must not be reduced, 
we would create an enormous obstacle for SALT III. As a justifica
tion for this inequality, administration spokesmen have offered the 
argument that it was a quid pro quo for the Soviets dropping their de
mand that U.S. aircraft overseas and French and British nuclear 
arms be counted in SALT, but then again, we are given the same 
argument to justify the omission of the Backfire.

I want to examine the merit of this argument, because you have 
heard it many, many times. Now, it is true that a large number of 
highly destructive nuclear offensive arms of less than intercontinen
tal range are not covered by SALT, but it is false to argue that in an
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agreement covering this coming period, the Soviet Union therefore 
has a legitimate claim for compensation in intercontinental arms.

On the contrary, Mr. Chairman, if all these medium-range arms 
were included, it is the United States and our allies who would have a 
claim for massive compensation. The ratio in medium-range ballistic 
missiles is more than 5 to 1 in Russia’s favor. The ratio in medium- 
range bombers is again 5 to 1 in favor of Russia. The ratio for nuclear 
capable combat aircraft is roughly IV2 to 1 in favor of Russia. So, 
evidently, those who argue that the Soviets made a concession by 
leaving out allied nuclear arms and U.S. forward-based aircraft must 
have a peculiar counting rule in mind: such arms are to be counted on
ly if they can travel from Britain, France, and China to the Soviet 
Union but not if they travel in the opposite direction.

Next I want to make a point regarding the written statement on 
the Backfire that President Brezhnev handed to President Carter. 
The problem I have in mind is not the fact that this statement is out
side the treaty. That, it seems to me, is a minor issue.

Mr. Chairman, I understand members of this committee favor a 
reservation to the treaty to the effect that the Soviet statements 
regarding the Backfire are legally binding. Now, for the production 
limit on the Backfire, such a reservaton would express our determina
tion to insist on compliance, and this may be useful; but for the al
leged capabilities of the Backfire, the Senate reservation would 
create an awkward problem. The Soviet assertions as to these capa
bilities, according to our best intelligence, are deceptive. To put it 
less diplomatically, they contain lies.

Brezhnev’s statement says the Soviet side does not intend to give 
this airplane the capability of operating at intercontinental distances, 
yet the Backfire, according to our best estimates, already has such a 
capability.

Now, we cannot make the Russians keep a promise that is already 
contrary to fact. The Soviets may not intend now to prepare the 
Backfire for missions against the United States, but they are decep
tive in stating that the aircraft does not have the necessary radius of 
action.

I believe, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that the Senate should keep a 
clear distance from this statement to avoid becoming accomplices in 
Soviet deception.

My next point relates to the protocol and to the precedent it tends 
to set for hobbling our ground- and sea-based cruise missiles. Now, 
the precedent is not legally binding beyond the duration of the pro
tocol, but even though it may be surmountable in Geneva, it may have 
an impact in Washington.

The cruise missile programs prohibited by the protocol will have 
rough going with the Budget Bureau and perhaps with Congress.

Here again, a solution has been suggested. Several Senators have 
suggested that the Senate should adopt a resolution to the effect that 
the protocol should not be extended without Senate consent. With
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greatest respect for those who make this suggestion, I fear such a 
resolution or reservation cannot solve the problem.

Why? We must recall that there is already a law on the books that 
would impose a requirement for congressional approval of such an ex
tension, yet this law has been violated or circumvented by the Carter 
administration on at least two occasions. The two circumventions of 
the law are: One, the extension of the SALT Interim Agreement2 
without congressional approval; and two, the indefinite acceptance of 
the limitations of the threshold test ban,3 the treaty on which the 
Carter administration halted the Senate ratification process.

The excuse of the White House for these violations of section 33 of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act has been that both sides 
were abiding by these limits voluntarily, and that the negotiated 
arms control obligations that the administration assumed were non
binding.

It seems to me that using precisely the same argument this ad
ministration could indefinitely extend the limits of the protocol 
without congressional approval. Why bother to reenact into law what 
Congress has already enacted?

My last point, Mr. Chairman, concerns the problem of verification. 
To be brief, I just want to stress one aspect here. I am troubled by the 
presentation of this problem. I am troubled by the position the ad
ministration has taken on this issue. It seems to me it would have 
been preferable to level with Congress and the public and to admit 
that this treaty has many provisions which can easily be verified, 
some provisions that are very difficult to verify, and some that can
not be verified at all. The range limit for cruise missiles, for example, 
is not verifiable at all. A few years hence, when the Soviet Union 
deploys new cruise missiles on aircraft or ships, they can claim their 
range is less than 600 kilometers, and hence that they do not count in 
SALT, and our intelligence community cannot count on observing 
anything that would tell us the true range.

Now, perhaps it would not m atter so much if our Navy were 
outgunned, even in conventional cruise missiles, in the next decade. 
It seems to me what surely does matter is the honesty of our in
telligence community. How will our intelligence officers testify 
before you in a few years hence on the range of new Soviet cruise 
missiles? Will they admit that they cannot find out, thus contradict
ing what the President and other senior officials told the country 
during this ratification debate, and what will this do to the credibility 
of our Government?

Would it not be better to avoid deceptive statements now so that 
no one has to cover up later on?

Let me conclude my opening statement, Mr. Chairman. In my view, 
the treaty before you clearly has several desirable features, and 
many of its details have been negotiated with meticulous care. One

2 The Interim Agreement may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 
202-205.

3 The threshold test ban is printed ibid., 197k, pp. 225-229.
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would expect this from an effort on which so many dedicated and 
capable Americans spent so many years. But this treaty in its present 
form also has some fatal flaws.

Hence, I fully agree with those Senators who have taken the 
position that this treaty must be amended to repair its major defects, 
indeed, that such amendments are required to prevent a dangerous 
crisis in followon negotiations. If there is total unwillingness on the 
part of either the administration or the Soviets to negotiate these 
necessary changes, we must not accept a seriously flawed treaty out 
of fear. Nor should we use this flawed treaty as a platform from which 
to launch the badly needed improvements in our military capabilities. 
To the American people such a tactic would seem confusing, if not 
deceptive.

Letter to the New York Times From the Speciol 
Representative of the President for Nonprolifera
tion Matters (Smith): Publication of Magazine 
Article on Building a Hydrogen Bomb, September 
21, 1979 1

I take exception to your Sept. 19 editorial “Press, Bomb and 
Pistols.” Having dealt with questions of nuclear weapons for almost 
30 years, I say with confidence that the recent and impending 
hydrogen bomb design disclosures will damage efforts to contain the 
spread of nuclear weapons around the world.

The Progressive magazine’s purpose in seeking to publish this 
weapons data, according to the Times, is to show that Government’s 
classification system exists not so much to protect the nation as to 
confine discussion of nuclear policies, both military and civilian, to a 
small and certified group of experts. My experience has been that 
while such matters as weapons capabilities, effects and deployments 
do play a part in policy discussion, the technical details of bomb 
design play little or none.

I understand that a rationale for publication is an alleged public 
need to have information indispensable to informed decision-making 
on such things as underground testing. In fact, knowing just how to 
blow up cities will only serve the interests of terrorists and aspirants 
abroad for possession of nuclear weaponry. Such knowledge is cer
tainly not needed for informed public debate. The same rationale 
could be used to justify publication of data on how to spread the 
plague without the use of rats as necessary to public understanding 
of biological warfare issues.

It is preposterous to characterize, as does the Times, the publica
tion of hydrogen bomb technology and diagrams as “an insubstantial 
threat.” The issue is not one of an ordinary leak giving a passing ad

1 New York Times, Sept. 27, 1979.
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vantage to some foreign power. The burden of insecurity created by 
these pages of print describing how an instrument of mass destruc
tion works will remain indefinitely on the shoulders of mankind.

I know of no reason to believe that this information is already 
known to all of those countries which are of present or potential con
cern to those of us responsible for nonproliferation matters. The 
editorial, with much greater assurance than any responsible in
telligence agency would have, concludes that neither India nor Israel 
nor South Africa would need to add H-bombs to A-bombs and none 
would need the Progressive's help. In fact, it is virtually certain that 
this information will find its way into diplomatic pouches to many 
countries, where it will be worked over with intense care by scien
tists, engineers and military officers.

The Times has been a leading supporter of the nonproliferation 
treaty .2 Does it consider that the broadcasting of hydrogen bomb 
data is consistent with the requirement of that treaty “not in any way 
to assist” any state without nuclear weapons in acquiring nuclear 
weapons?

The damage already done cannot be undone. But I would expect 
that the effect of your congratulatory editorial will lead aspirants for 
the possession of nuclear weapons to believe that there is “more to 
come.” Indeed, the editorial can only encourage further irresponsible 
revelations piously justified by a nonexistent need to know.

Statement by Former President Ford: SALT llf 
September 26, 1979 1

I wish to share some of my thoughts regarding the SALT II treaty 
and America’s defense policies. They constitute my first effort at 
comprehensive public comment on these subjects since leaving the 
White House in January 1977. I’ve been there. The responsibilities 
are awesome. I have weighed these words very carefully.

I have studied the treaty and its accompanying documents in 
detail. I have been thoroughly briefed by the administration and by 
those on the other side. I have carefully followed the ongoing debate 
in the Senate committees. And I am deeply troubled.

Frankly, I am troubled less by the questions in the treaty 
itself—although there are serious questions —than I am by the air of 
unreality that seems to accompany some of the debate.

Strategic arms control is of great importance to the United States.
I supported the SALT talks in Congress, encouraged them as vice 
president and pursued them personally as president. We need the 
SALT process and a good SALT agreement. But neither the SALT 
talks nor any SALT treaty is an end in itself. It is not the key to all

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
1 Washington P ost, Sept. 26, 1979.
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wisdom. It is not a magic answer. Ratification will not bring utopia; 
rejection will not bring Armageddon.

Just as SALT should never be considered in isolation from the rest 
of U.S.-Soviet relations, neither should SALT have a higher priority 
than our national defense program. We must be certain of our 
strength before we can safely consider SALT limits on it. Let’s make 
certain we get the horse before the cart. It would be catastrophic to 
reverse the two.

Anyone who recommends a context for the national debate surely 
should follow his own advice. So, before looking at the particulars of 
the treaty, let’s look at the status of our defense program. Let’s try to 
answer the question: can America be certain of her strength today 
and during the next decade?

That examination requires a brief history of the evolution of U.S. 
military strategy in the nuclear age, starting with the initial concept 
in the ’50s —“massive retaliation.”

The “massive retaliation” doctrine was based on one simple fact: 
the United States possessed overwhelming strategic superiority. 
With it, theoretically, we could presumptively deter and surely con
trol any military conflict with the Soviet Union through the threat of 
escalation to a nuclear level where the United States was absolutely 
dominant.

Massive retaliation was a logical response to the frustrations of the 
early ’50s:

— In Korea we had achieved our initial objectives, but many people 
felt that we had become “bogged down” in a situation in which the 
Communist forces enjoyed a relative advantage.

— In Europe we had set NATO force goals which, even if they had 
been met, would have constituted a severe economic drain.

Even though the United States still enjoyed substantial superiori
ty in its ability to project conventional forces to distant areas of con
flict, massive retaliation made good military sense. Put simply, it was 
a strategy to deter “limited” conflict such as Korea by threatening to 
respond at a level where both sides knew we would prevail.

The principal problem of “massive retaliation” was its lack of 
political credibility. A nuclear attack on the Soviet Union seemed so 
disproportionate a response, and therefore so unlikely a response, to 
a Soviet provocation at a minor level of conflict that the doctrine of 
“massive retaliation” could not be counted on to deter local aggres
sion.

So next came steps to add credibility to deterrence by adding flex
ibility to our military arsenal. While retaining absolute dominance in 
strategic weapons, we deployed tactical nuclear weapons with the 
NATO forces. And then in the early ’60s, we moved to further im
prove the credibility of the United States and NATO military 
strategy by “filling in,” with conventional military capability, the 
lower steps of the escalation ladder of military conflict.
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We had moved from the concept of massive retaliation to the con
cept of “flexible response” under which deterrence of Soviet aggres
sion would rest, not just on the capacity to devastate the Russian 
heartland, but to respond to Soviet aggression at any level of conflict. 
At the conventional level, U.S. forces were to be adequate to deal 
with modest military incursions and to make obvious the inevitability 
of a U.S. military response to aggression. They were to be sufficient 
to force a “pause” in the conflict in which the Soviets would con
template seriously the consequences of continuing hostilities. Should 
the U.S.S.R. nevertheless persist in its aggression, the United States 
could then escalate the conflict to the level of tactical nuclear warfare 
and, if necessary, to the use of strategic nuclear weapons. Since the 
United States was unmistakably dominant at both these levels, the 
Soviet Union was clearly deterred from attack in the NATO area.

As we made these moves toward a flexible response doctrine, the 
famed “missile gap” occurred. Suddenly, and for the first time, we 
thought that our absolute dominance in strategic nuclear weapons 
was imperiled by the apparent intention of the U.S.S.R. to produce 
ICBMs en masse. Because both our defense and deterrence ultimate
ly rested on that dominance in strategic weapons, we moved quickly 
to modernize and diversify our strategic force —to make it less 
vulnerable to the massive Soviet missile force we were told was their 
plan. The strategic posture we have today —the Triad and even the 
specific weapons systems, the ICBMs, strategic ballistic missile sub
marines, and bombers —was largely developed at that time.

The “missile gap” fears were based not on what the Soviets were 
actually doing, but on what we thought they were capable of doing. 
Our response to the perceived threat ironically proved far more 
helpful to American security than our reaction to the actual Soviet 
program once we discovered it in the mid-’60s. They were not 
building missiles at the rate we had feared and so we assumed they 
desired only a modest strategic capability and, unfortunately, we 
relaxed. Our Minuteman ICBM program was halted well short of the 
numbers recommended by our military leaders. The notion of 
targeting their strategic arsenal was rejected in favor of a concept of 
targeting Soviet cities under a doctrine of “assured destruction” 
designed to encourage the U.S.S.R. to do the same because it would 
require only a small Soviet strategic force to achieve.

All in all, it was a formula bound to produce complacency. You start 
off with total and absolute superiority; then you get scared that the 
other side is going to catch up and surpass you, so you diversify and 
modernize; then you realize the other side wasn’t doing anywhere 
near as much as you thought; and so, psychologically, you believe that 
the overall result is continued assured superiority. The complacency 
that followed the awareness that there was no real missile gap was 
the beginning of our problems today.

A separate but related factor which influenced the policy process 
was the Vietnam War. Aside from the psychological trauma of Viet
nam and its impact on U.S. foreign policy, the conflict had a dramatic
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negative effect on the several force structure decisions which had 
been made in the early ’60s. The war naturally resulted in very high 
defense budgets, very little of which was devoted to R&D or force 
modernization, aside from Vietnam-related items. This natural em
phasis was underscored by the desire of the administration in the 
earlier years of the conflict to conduct the war in a manner calculated 
to have the least visible and disruptive domestic impact. The result 
was that during a period when Soviet force development was barrel
ing forward, long-range strategic programs in this country were 
inadequately funded.

But that was not all. The adverse impact of the war on force 
development and modernization continued even after U.S. involve
ment had ended. This occurred as a result of the unfulfilled expecta
tion that the end of the war would permit a “peace dividend,” releas
ing large sums of money for domestic budget needs. The pressures 
which this produced on the defense budget in general and new 
strategic programs in particular were extreme. The result was that 
the defense budget continued to decline as a proportion of the na
tional budget and of the gross national product. These difficulties 
reinforced both the tendency toward a relaxation of military stan
dards and a propensity to avoid analysis of the evolving strategic 
balance and the unpleasant choices it might reveal.

We got back on track in the mid-70s. The B1 bomber program was 
fully funded. The decision was made to go forward with the MX 
missile. The Trident submarine program was pushed forward. Priori
ty was given to our other strategic programs. And a major ship
building program was designed and budgeted. Unfortunately, since 
the election of 1976, the defense budgets have actually been propor
tionately reduced and the weapons programs begun in earlier ad
ministrations have been halted or slowed down.

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union has never stopped building. It was 
thought they would be satisfied with a modest “assured destruction” 
capacity targeted at our cities. They weren’t. Then it was rationalized 
and assumed that psychologically they needed to keep building un
til they felt they had achieved strategic force equality and that then 
they would stop. They didn’t. Today’s perilous picture is where we 
stand.

At virtually every level of military competition, the United States 
is either already inferior to the Soviet Union or the balance is shifting 
steadily against us. We are inferior and falling farther behind in con
ventional force capability. Our ability to project military power over 
long distances is still superior to that of the Soviets, but they are 
rapidly closing the gap. Our dominant position on the seas is 
vanishing. Our Navy is no longer a two-ocean powerhouse and the 
Soviets continue to build a blue-water, power-projecting fleet. In 
NATO, the increasing Soviet advantage in conventional force 
capability is no longer balanced by our current or proposed theater 
nuclear weapons.
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And, most critical of all for our national military policy is the 
strategic nuclear superiority on which we have relied since World 
War II to rectify any force disparities at lower levels. The strategic 
balance is clearly shifting against us, especially as we look forward to 
a period of great vulnerability for our entire ICBM force in the early 
1980s.

The question we started with was: can America be certain of her 
strength today and during the next decade? My answer, frankly, is 
no.

It is an ominous picture. What should we do about it? The essential 
first step is to recognize that our military policy is increasingly out of 
touch with reality. Strategic superiority and escalation dominance 
are no longer available to cover our conventional military shortfalls, 
which are growing. This is the fact of our present situation, a fact we 
have been all too unwilling to face openly.

How do we recover? There is, unfortunately, no easy, painless, in
expensive way. Since we can no longer dominate the escalation lad
der, we must have forces able to deal adequately with aggression at 
every level of conflict. In addition, we need to modify our strategic 
employment doctrine. No president should be forced to choose be
tween the massive destruction of the Soviet Union or surrender. 
That is an intolerable burden. It is an intolerable choice.

Broader options obviously demand a larger defense program. Our 
senior military leaders can better set out the program details and 
precise dollar amounts essential to our needs, although certain steps 
are obvious.

— We need an MX missile.
— We need a new strategic bomber.
— We need to accelerate the Trident program as rapidly as our 

facilities will permit.
— We need an air defense at least sufficient to prevent the Backfire 

bomber from counting on a free-ride attack on the United States.
— We need to modernize and enhance our strategic airlift 

capabilities, to enable us to project our military power adequately 
wherever it may be needed.

— We need additional funds to improve command and control, for 
readiness training and for conventional force modernization.

— And we need assured funding for research and development into 
the future.

This list is not all-inclusive, but it is certainly expensive. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have indicated that a 5 percent real increase in the 
defense budget for at least the next five years is a minimum figure. I 
am prepared to accept and endorse that judgment. Let me also point 
out that I am not a latter-day convert to the kind of defense program I 
have outlined. The spending which I proposed when I was in office 
provided for more than a 5 percent annual increase in the defense 
budget. The present administration’s budgets for the years 1978 to 
1983 have fallen behind my proposals by $66 billion in the critical area
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of military procurement alone. That difference in military hardware 
averages out to over 21 percent a year.

Now, if we can’t be certain of our strength today and during the 
next decade, what should we do about SALT and the SALT II treaty?

First, we simply must resist the temptation to think of any SALT 
treaty as a substitute for summoning the will and the money to make 
our defense and deterrence forces truly effective. To use SALT as an 
answer to our defense needs is the most dangerous kind of wishful 
thinking.

Some may say, indeed some have said, that if we’re headed into a 
tough period militarily, isn’t a treaty which limits the Soviet Union’s 
capacity for expansion the best answer? Assuming the Soviet Union 
fully abides by the treaty, it can help, of course. But the best answer 
to America’s inadequate defense and deterrence forces, with or 
without a treaty, is to spend the funds necessary to make them ade
quate to the new realities. That’s not an argument against the treaty; 
it is a plea from one who has shouldered the responsibilities of the of
fice, to assure that America’s president will have the military tools 
essential to deter adventurism and to defend our country.

SALT can never be a substitute for the certainty of our strength.
Second, we should firmly reassert our commitment to the SALT 

process, but with realistic expectations for that process.
SALT will not eliminate U.S.-Soviet competition. It certainly will 

not eliminate the threat of nuclear war and surely cannot be expected 
to reduce greatly the extent of destruction should a war occur. It will 
not permit us to cut the defense budget. Neither the United States 
nor the Soviet Union is prepared to entrust its fundamental national 
security to any agreement, no matter how carefully crafted.

What then can SALT do? In military terms, SALT can document 
the competition that exists and will continue.

SALT can improve the stability of the strategic balance, making an 
unintended resort to war less likely.

SALT may be able to channel the directions of strategic weapons 
development, thus lessening the chances that a critically destabiliz
ing breakthrough will occur. It may enable us to avoid some defense 
expenditures which otherwise might be necessary to achieve a 
satisfactory strategic balance. And in a perilous rivalry, SALT does 
perform a service by providing a process of dialogue.

Compared to some extravagant claims and expectations, these are 
modest benefits, but they are nonetheless significant and well worth 
our continued serious efforts. Greater expectations are not realistic. 
And SALT can perform these services only if we do not ask that it 
also try to regain at the negotiating table what we have unilaterally 
given up by not strengthening and modernizing our defense pro
grams.

Just as supporters who claim too much for the treaty should not let 
their euphoria or their rhetoric get the best of them, opponents who 
allege too little for the treaty should not forget the fundamental point 
that there is progress in a responsible process.
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Third, let us in the future realize what in recent years we seem to 
have forgotten —that SALT negotiations, like all negotiations, to be 
successful, are best undertaken from strength.

The current administration is fond of implying that the current 
treaty is the product of a continuing negotiating process begun with 
SALT I under the Nixon administration and furthered through the 
Vladivostok accord2 under the Ford administration. They miss the 
critical point.

The tru th  is that we negotiated a real breakthrough at 
Vladivostok with the mutual acceptance of the principle of 
equivalence. But we negotiated the Vladivostok accord in the full ex
pectation of a significantly stronger American strategic posture than 
what was actually in effect or programmed when this SALT II treaty 
was signed.

Many of the overall ceilings in the treaty were first set forth at 
Vladivostok. But that agreement was reached against a backdrop of a 
defense program which included such elements as deployment of our 
MX missile in 1983, deployment of the B1 bomber commencing this 
year with a production rate of four per month, a strong land-, sea- and 
air-based cruise program, an accelerated Trident program with the 
first boat to be deployed this year, and a determination to stop and 
reverse the decline in the share of our national income being 
allocated to defense. At the time of Vladivostok, our verification 
facilities in Iran were secure, and the Soviet Union at that time was 
not embarked on or supporting geopolitical adventures in such places 
as Ethiopia, South Yemen and Afghanistan. The Vladivostok accord 
did not solve all the problems confronting us. But it was an agree
ment based on e q u a l i ty ,  flexibility and on the certainty of America’s 
strength into the future.

Dealing from strength, our goal was the rapid conclusion of a SALT
II agreement, thereby enabling us in SALT III negotiations to deal 
with remaining intractable issues, such as mutual strategic force 
reductions.

When the strategic force commitments in place at the time of 
Vladivostok were cut back in 1977, the certainty of our future 
military strength was also cut back, and America’s negotiating 
posture for both SALT II and SALT III was weakened.

Fourth, there are a number of specific problem areas in the treaty 
which should be recognized and hopefully corrected by Soviet agree
ment or by Senate understandings or reservations.

There are useful elements in the treaty. It does put a cap on some 
elements of strategic force quantitative competition. The upper limit 
on numbers of MIRVs per missile is especially worthwhile.

On the other hand, I am concerned at the protocol casting a long 
shadow over the SALT III negotiations and at the pressures we will 
certainly face to continue restrictions on cruise missiles beyond the 
term of the protocol. I disagree with the asymmetric treatm ent by

2 For the Vladivostok accord, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-750.
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which peripheral systems such as cruise missiles are included in the 
treaty while the Backfire bomber is dealt with only in a separate 
Soviet aside.

There are two aspects of the verification issue which trouble me. 
The manner of resolution of the issues relating to the encryption of 
missile telemetry at a minimum invites dispute about what is and 
what is not essential for treaty verification. I am also disturbed by 
the so-called “new types” article purporting to limit both sides to one 
new ICBM. The title appears to be a misnomer at best. The treaty 
permits the broadest kind of missile modernization to be carried out 
without hindrance. Both because there is no baseline agreement on 
the dimensions defined and because the tolerances allowed are too 
narrow, we cannot adequately verify compliance with this article. 
While it apparently does constrain changes in MIRV size and 
numbers, as well as propellant types, the article at the very best can 
be expected to result in disputes over conformity with its provisions. 
At the worst, it could permit the Soviet Union to deploy five essen
tially new missiles.

Fifth, and this is the bottom line, even if the questions about the 
treaty are adequately answered, I am opposed to the ratification of 
the treaty until and unless we can once again be certain of our 
strength. That means that our necessary strategic force im
provements should be clearly in process. It means that the overall 
necessary defense spending increases should be unequivocally includ
ed in this year’s budget, next year’s, and each succeeding year of the 
five-year plan. It means clear policies should be established by the ad
ministration and backed by the Congress in statutory authorizations 
and by the necessary appropriations. These requirements undoubted
ly will mean that a final vote on ratification would not happen until 
well into next year. But the delay will be proved worthwhile if 
ultimate ratification occurs at a time when we are certain of our 
strength again.

Let me emphasize the point. Some suggest they are for the treaty 
on the assumption that the necessary defense spending decisions will be made. That is not my position. My position is that I am against the 
trea t unless the necessary defense spending decisions have been made and have been written into law. I don’t believe vague, short
term or revocable assurances are enough; we must be certain of our 
strength before we accept limits on it.

In very practical terms, only if the Soviets know there is an unac
ceptable penalty for violations can they be expected to abide by the 
provisions of SALT II and stay on the safe side of any uncertainties 
and ambiguities —and be prepared to negotiate seriously on SALT 
III. The Soviets will not be persuaded either by expressions of good
will or by pleas for restraint if they believe in their conventional and 
strategic superiority. They must be convinced by reality that we 
have other options. Only then will SALT II be a viable instrument 
and only then will there be any hope of real progress in SALT III.

Many will ask how we can call for a stronger defense program
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while we face raging inflation, rising unemployment, a recession, a 
severe energy crisis and a host of pressing domestic problems. The 
question is reasonable. I do not claim the answer will be easy. But I 
am not speaking out now from the comfortable vantage point of a 
sidelines observer. During my term of office, I did increase the 
defense budget —by 5.8 percent in real terms in FY 77 alone, even 
after substantial congressional cuts. I did get under way a substantial 
five-year shipbuilding program —providing almost twice the number 
of ships in the current program —to ensure our naval predominance 
in the years ahead. I did have under way an MX missile and a B1 
bomber program as well as other force improvement packages. And, I 
was doing this while helping reduce inflation from 12.5 percent to 4.8 
percent. It can be done. We can afford it; what we cannot afford are 
self-defeating “guns or bu tter” arguments.

Let me close with a deep personal concern. My greatest fear for 
this country is that the obvious danger signals for our economic 
security will blind our leadership or our people to the more subtle 
danger signals for our national security.

The danger signals for our economy are all around us. The ex
perts cite the high inflation rates, the high unemployment rates and 
the high interest rates. The people don’t need the experts to tell them 
they have problems. They live every day with the costs of energy and 
food and housing. A clear and present economic danger is obvious.

These pressing economic concerns may keep many Americans from 
recognizing the importance of the SALT and defense debate. There is 
no everyday statistical equivalent in the national security area to the 
cost-of-living index. The erosion of a nation’s defenses is not obvious 
at the supermarket. The priority of our defense budget seems a dis
tant concern in the gas lines. We certainly don’t need any more prob
lems. We all would like to wish them away.

But neither Washington’s preoccupation with politics nor our peo
ple’s preoccupation with the high price of everything must be permit
ted to obscure a clear and present danger to our national security.

The decisions we make on our defense budget and the SALT treaty 
are as important as any decisions America has ever had to make. The 
necessity for economic and energy security is inseparable from a com
mitment to national military security.

Without the deterrence of an adequate range of military resources, 
our diplomacy can be hamstrung in the face of Soviet adventurism 
which potentially further challenges our worldwide energy supply 
lines.

Without a revitalized, diversified and secure strategic capability, 
our allies cannot recover their confidence in our overall leadership 
which is a precondition to recovering their confidence in our dollar.

Without the psychological confidence based on the certainty of our 
strength, no American president can be certain to deter the kind of 
conflict that makes economic security irrelevant.

Let me repeat: the necessity for economic and energy security is in
separable from a commitment to national military security. A bold



America today is the only sure road to a secure and thriving America 
tomorrow.
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Report off the Senate Select Com m ittee on 
Intelligence: Principal Findings on the Capabilities 
of the United States To Monitor the SALT II Treaty, 
October 1979 1

In approaching the duty given to us by the Senate to examine 
the ability of the intelligence community to monitor Soviet com
pliance with the SALT II Treaty, the Committee has kept in mind 
that our reconnaissance system cannot provide absolute certainty. In 
the past our monitoring system has, in some instances, under
estimated the rate of deployment of some strategic weapon systems 
of the Soviet Union. In other instances it has overestimated the 
deployment of some strategic weapon systems.

Since 1970, the estimating record has improved as a direct conse
quence of improvements in the technical capabilities of the U.S. 
reconnaissance systems and in the intelligence community’s analysis 
of that data. These improved technical collection and analytical 
capabilities have resulted in a reduction in uncertainties about the 
state of development, testing, and deployment of Soviet strategic 
weapons. Because we are forced by history to bear in mind the 
analytic error of the “missile gap,” as well as the underestimating of 
the rate of deployment of some strategic weapons systems, the Com
mittee has conducted an independent review and assessment of U.S. 
monitoring capabilities. As a result of this review, the Committee has 
made findings with respect to the following issues:

A. Implications of SALT I record for monitoring SALT II Ac
cords;

B. The degree to which U.S. SALT II negotiating positions 
were based on monitoring capabilities;

C. Providing the necessary resources for the U.S. monitoring 
system;

D. Improved analysis;
E. Congressional oversight; and
F. Evaluation of the ability of the United States to monitor 

the SALT II Treaty.
The subject of U.S. monitoring capabilities is so complex that 

Senators are strongly encouraged to read and study the full text of 
the classified report and its accompanying attachments, in order to 
fully understand these brief findings.

1 Principal Findings on the Capabilities of the United States To Monitor the S A L T II
Treaty: Report of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence . . . (Com. prt., 96th
Cong., 1st sess.), Oct. 1979.
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A . IMPLICATIONS OF SALT I RECORD FOR MONITORING 
SALT II A c c o r d s

On the basis of the SALT I record, the Committee believes that the 
Soviel Union will push to the greatest extent possible any advan
tages which the provisions or ambiguities of the SALT II Treaty 
might permit. Further, the Soviet Union will probably continue near
ly all its present concealment and deception practices, and additional 
concealment and deception practices may be attempted. The record 
also indicates, however, that the Standing Consultative Commission 
is a valuable forum for resolving compliance issues, and possible am
biguities in intelligence information and Treaty interpretation, when 
the United States aggressively pursues them. For example, in the 
case of the expanded pattern of Soviet concealment activities, 
vigorous pursuit by the United States of this issue in the Standing 
Consultative Commission halted the expansion.

Therefore, the United States must expect that unanticipated 
Soviet activities may occur during the course of the SALT II Treaty 
and be willing to raise and aggressively pursue questions of Soviet 
compliance with the Treaty in the Standing Consultative Commis
sion, which will play an even more significant role during SALT II.

B . T h e  D e g r e e  t o  W h ic h  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  SALT II N e g o t ia t in g  
P o s it io n s  W e r e  B a s e d  o n  M o n it o r in g  C a p a b i l it i e s

The Committee has also reviewed in detail the substance and pro
cess of SALT II diplomatic negotiations to see how the need for effec
tive monitoring was factored into the actual negotiations in Geneva 
and elsewhere. Members of the Committee have gone to Geneva 
repeatedly to observe firsthand the negotiation process paying par
ticular attention to monitoring questions. We have also examined the 
diplomatic record of these negotiations, the historical record of the 
SALT I and ABM Treaties, and the Proceedings of the Standing Con
sultative Commission in order better to understand Soviet SALT 
behavior and the monitoring record concerning those agreements. 
We have also studied the specific verification provisions of the SALT 
II Treaty and Protocol and have made our own judgments as to the 
monitoring requirements of these provisions.

The Committee has reviewed the extent to which the provisions of 
the SALT II accords contribute to monitoring compliance. There are 
provisions which enhance our monitoring capability; there are other 
provisions which reduce monitoring difficulties but retain substantial 
ambiguities; and there are provisions which impose very difficult 
monitoring burdens.

The Committee believes that, in most cases, monitoring re
quirements were given high priority during Treaty negotiations, and 
that monitoring necessities were reflected in the Treaty provisions. 
In some cases, however, Treaty provisions were not drawn precisely 
because of negotiated trade-offs and United States and Soviet in
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terest in not impairing the flexibility of some of their respective 
weapons development programs.

C. P r o v id in g  t h e  N e c e s s a r y  R e s o u r c e s  f o r  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s

M o n it o r in g  S y s t e m

Although our national reconnaissance system is complex and com
prehensive, some of its components are fragile. In order for the recon
naissance system to be effective, sufficient back-up and redundancy 
must be provided during the period of SALT II.

In order to provide these resources a very high budget priority 
must be given to the intelligence collection-systems, as well as to pro
cessing and analysis functions.

The Committee finds that continued improvement and investment 
will be required during this period to ensure that U.S. monitoring 
systems keep pace with the monitoring tasks they must perform. Ar
bitrary resource constraints must not curtail these needed im
provements and investment.

The Committee also recommends that increased analytic attention 
to SALT monitoring should be accompanied by the intelligence com
munity’s full and careful attention to other areas of Soviet military, 
political, and economic activity and to military, political, social and 
economic developments in other countries. It is for this reason that 
we recommend a very high budget priority for processing and 
analysis, as well as for intelligence collection systems.

D . I m p r o v e d  A n a l y s i s

The Soviets unanticipated ability to emplace the much larger 
SS-19 in a slightly enlarged SS - 11 silo circumvented the safeguards 
the United States thought it had obtained in SALT I against the 
substitution of heavy for light ICBMs. Similarly, the range of the 
S S -N - 8  missile on the Delta class Soviet ballistic missile submarine 
was greater than expected. This reduced the significance of the 
Soviet “geographical disadvantage” on the basis of which we conced
ed to the Soviets in SALT I the right to build a larger number of 
ballistic missile submarines than were permitted to the United 
States. The Committee is of the view that the intelligence community 
should make every effort to minimize intelligence surprises. 
Recognizing that predicting the future is a very difficult, if not im
possible task, the Committee recommends the following:

Soviet SALT negotiating strategy and tactics should be ex
haustively studied for hints about future developments which the 
Soviets may have been trying to protect. On the basis of this analysis, 
“warning signs” should be formulated whose appearance would alert 
the analyst to the possibility the Soviets are taking unexpected steps 
in their weapons development program.

Various possible Soviet “cheating scenarios” should be developed, 
using technical experts outside the intelligence community who have 
been given briefings containing information about U.S. intelligence
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sources and methods roughly comparable to what the Soviets may be 
expected to possess. On the basis of these scenarios, similar “warning 
signs” should be formulated.

Competitive analysis, reflecting a full range of expert points of 
view, should be conducted periodically on important topics in Soviet 
strategic weapons developments. The results should be analyzed to 
provide “warning signs” and to suggest collection strategies which 
would minimize the differences and uncertainties.

E . C o n g r e s s io n a l  Ov e r s ig h t

It is clear from the SALT I record that intelligence of possible 
Soviet violation of the Treaty was, in some cases, and for a time, 
withheld from Executive branch officials who had a need for such in
formation. Lacking an oversight committee for intelligence matters, 
the Congress was not supplied the intelligence information on SALT 
I monitoring.

In the course of the hearings held by the Committee on the SALT I 
monitoring record, the responsible officials in the intelligence com
munity were asked if they would “fully and currently” supply to the 
Committee intelligence on the monitoring of SALT II Treaty provi
sions, as required by S. Res. 400 and by Executive Order 12036. The 
Director of Central Intelligence, the Director of the National Security 
Agency, and the Director of DIA have said they understood it was 
their duty to do so. Procedures for handling such reporting have 
already been established by the Committee.

Other committees of the Senate with the task of SALT II oversight 
are the Foreign Relations Committee and the Armed Services Com
mittee. Under S. Res. 400, the Select Committee on Intelligence is 
obliged to keep these committees informed of any intelligence infor
mation that might be of significance in carrying out their mandated 
duties.

The Committee wishes to point out that monitoring compliance 
with the new strategic arms agreement is only the first step in the 
SALT process. The capability to determine whether the Soviets had 
violated the SALT II agreement would be of little consequence if at 
the same time the United States did not have the will and determina
tion to pursue an aggressive verification policy.

In order to assure effective oversight of monitoring of SALT II, the 
Committee finds that the Select Committee on Intelligence should be 
kept fully and currently informed on all intelligence concerned with 
the monitoring of the SALT II Treaty. The Committee undertakes to 
keep the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the Senate Armed 
Services Committee informed of any significant information affecting 
their mandated duties. Further, the Senate Select Committee on In
telligence should receive a detailed intelligence annex, to be main
tained under the security provisions of S. Res. 400, along with the 
semi-annual monitoring report supplied by ACDA to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee and the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee.
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F . E v a l u a t io n  o f  t h e  A b il it y  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  T o M o n it o r

t h e  SALT II T r e a t y

The Committee’s examination of the U.S. monitoring capabilities 
show that, under current Soviet practices, most counting provisions 
can be monitored with high or high-moderate confidence. Monitoring 
qualitative limitations on weapons systems is a far more difficult task 
and is dependent on the collective capability of a large number of 
systems. In general, these qualitative limitations present some prob
lems but most can, on balance, be monitored with high to moderate 
confidence. There are some provisions of the Treaty which can be 
monitored with only a low level of confidence.2

The Committee also finds that the present capabilities of the na
tional reconnaissance system could be degraded by the use of changed 
practices on the part of the Soviet Union and through concealment 
and deception. Some of these changed practices would be permitted 
under the Treaty; other changed practices which involve deliberate 
concealment and deception would constitute serious violations of the 
Treaty. The impact of those changed practices permitted under the 
Treaty may decrease our confidence in our ability to monitor coun
ting provisions, and a combination of such changed practices could 
greatly complicate our task of monitoring those provisions involving 
qualitative limitations.

Overall, the Committee finds that the SALT II Treaty enhances 
the ability of the United States to monitor those components of 
Soviet strategic weapons forces which are subject to the limitations 
of the Treaty. The Treaty permits measures short of “deliberate con
cealment” which could impede monitoring, and does not indicate 
what types of collection systems are to be considered national 
technical means. In the absence of the SALT II Treaty, however, the 
Soviets would be free to take more sweeping measures, such as 
unrestrained concealment and deception, which could make monitor
ing these strategic forces still more difficult.

Address by President Carter: Soviet Troops in Cuba 
and SALT II [Extract], October 1f 1979 1

My fellow Americans, the greatest danger to American security 
tonight is certainly not the two or three thousand Soviet troops in 
Cuba. The greatest danger to all the nations of the world —including 
the United States and the Soviet Union —is the breakdown of a com

2 The terms “high,” “high moderate,” “moderate,” and “low” refer to the monitoring 
uncertainties (in terms of quantitative measures or probabilities of detection) and do not 
suggest the military significance of the resulting monitoring uncertainties. [Footnote in 
original.]

1 Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 92, pp. 3 -4 .
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mon effort to preserve the peace, and the ultimate threat of a nuclear 
war.

I renew my call to the Senate of the United States to ratify the 
SALT II Treaty.

SALT II is a solid treaty. Insuring compliance with its terms will not 
be a m atter of trust. We have highly sophisticated national technical 
means, carefully focused on the Soviet Union to insure that the treaty 
is verifiable. This treaty is the most important step ever taken to con
trol strategic nuclear arms.

It permits us to strengthen our defense and preserve the strategic 
balance at lower risk and lower cost. During the past few years we 
have made real increases in our defense expenditures to fulfill the 
goals of our Five Year Defense Plan. With SALT II we can concen
trate  these increases in areas where our interests are most th reat
ened and where direct military challenge is most likely.

The rejection of SALT would seriously compromise our nation’s 
peace and security.

Of course we have disagreements with the Soviets. Of course we 
have conflicts with them. If we did not have these disagreements and 
conflicts, we would not need a treaty to reduce the possibility of 
nuclear war between us.

If SALT II is rejected, these disagreements and conflicts could 
take on a new and ominous dimension. Against the background of an 
uncontrolled nuclear arms race, every confrontation or dispute could 
carry the seeds of a nuclear confrontation.

In addition, SALT II is crucial to American leadership and to the 
further strengthening of the western alliance. Obviously a secure 
Europe is vital to our own security.

The leaders of our European allies support SALT II unanimously. 
We have talked to a number of those leaders in the last few days. I 
must tell you tonight that if the Senate fails to approve the SALT 
Treaty, these leaders and their countries would be confused and 
deeply alarmed. If our allies should lose confidence in our ability to 
negotiate successfully for the control of nuclear weapons, our effort 
to build a strong and more united NATO could fail.

I know that for Members of Congress, this is a troubling and dif
ficult issue in a troubling and difficult time. But the Senate has a 
tradition of being the greatest deliberative body in the world, and the 
whole world is watching the Senate today. I am confident that all 
Senators will perform their high responsibilities as the national in
terest requires.

Politics and nuclear arsenals do not mix. We must not play politics 
with the security of the United States. We must not play politics with 
the survival of the human race. We must not play politics with SALT
II. It is much too important for that —too vital to our country, to our 
allies, and to the cause of peace.

The purpose of the SALT II Treaty and the purpose of my actions 
in dealing with Soviet and Cuban military relationships are exactly



U.S. STATEMENT, OCTOBER 3 603

the same —to keep our nation secure and to maintain a world at 
peace.

As a powerful nation —as a superpower —we have a special respon
sibility to maintain stability even when there are serious disagree
ments among nations.

We have had fundamental differences with the Soviet Union since
1917.1 have no illusions about these differences, but the best way to 
deal with them successfully is to maintain American unity, American 
will, and American strength. That is what I am determined to do.

The struggle for peace —the long, hard struggle to bring weapons 
of mass destruction under the control of human reason and human 
law —is the central drama of our age.

At another time of challenge in our nation’s history, President 
Abraham Lincoln told the American people: “We shall nobly save or 
meanly lose the last, best hope of earth.”

We acted wisely then, and preserved the nation. Let us act wisely 
now, and preserve the world.

Statement by the United States to the Security Coun
cil Committee on a South African Arms Embargo: 
United States Nuclear Policy Toward South Africa, 
October 3ff 1979 1

The United States is pleased to provide for the Committee a state
ment on United States nuclear policy toward South Africa.

A fundamental objective of United States nuclear policy in this 
area, as well as in others, is the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
or explosives capabilities. While there are frequently differences of 
opinion regarding how best to serve this objective, few question the 
necessity of minimizing the risks of proliferation.

As we stated before the General Assembly in 1977, my government 
has shared the concern of the international community that South 
Africa’s unsafeguarded nuclear facilities could be employed to 
develop a nuclear explosives capability.2 We share the view ex
pressed by the United Kingdom and others that international 
safeguards on all nuclear activities are an essential condition for the 
establishment of international confidence in the peaceful nature of a 
nation’s nuclear program.

The importance of international safeguards to United States coop
eration is clearly recognized in our Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.3 
This Act provides, as a minimum condition for the licensing of nuclear

1 ACDA files. The Committee is the Security Council Committee Established by 
Resolution 421 (1977) Concerning the Question of South Africa, which was established to 
examine the progress of implementation of the provisions of res. 418 (1977). For the text 
of res. 418 (1977), see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 685-686.

2 Cf., the U.S. statement before the Security Council in 1977, ibid., pp. 671-672.
3 Ibid., 1978, pp. 118-164.
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exports to a country after March 1980, that it have all its nuclear ac
tivities under international safeguards. As a practical matter, the 
United States has not over the past four years authorized any signifi
cant exports of nuclear materials or equipment for use in South 
Africa’s nuclear power or research programs.

At the same time, and as we have reaffirmed on a number of occa
sions, we share the view that nuclear cooperation for legitimate 
peaceful uses under appropriate international safeguards and con
trols does not contribute to the proliferation of nuclear explosives 
and need not enhance national capabilities to achieve such explosives. 
In fact, such cooperation under appropriate safeguards and controls 
is indispensable to maintaining and strengthening the international 
non-proliferation regime. This principle is embodied, among other 
places, in the Non-Proliferation Treaty to which the large majority of 
countries adhere .4

We are continuing to urge South Africa and other countries which 
have not yet become parties to the NPT to do so and to take prompt 
actions to place all their nuclear activities under international safe
guards. If South Africa were to take such actions, it would provide 
key additional assurances to the international community regarding 
South Africa’s nuclear intentions and, in our view, clearly provide an 
appropriate framework for nuclear cooperation with South Africa.

Speech by President Brezhnev in East Berlin: With
drawal of Soviet Troops and Tanks From the German 
Democratic Republic [Extract], October 6f 1979 1

The European conference adopted the Final Act2—a kind of a 
charter of security for the peoples of Europe, a charter of peaceful 
life, of peaceful relations between states. It is our earnest wish that 
this charter should be carried out in full.

Judging by words, the statesmen of the West seem to want the 
same. But unfortunately, the actions of our partners go too often in a 
different direction. We cannot fail to see real facts: The supporters of 
the arms race use any pretexts, even nonexisting, invented ones, in 
order to heat up the situation and whip up military preparations. As 
for Europe, they are planning to plant a mine under the edifice of 
peace, under its very foundation.

The dangerous plans for the deployment of new types of American 
missile-nuclear weapons in the territory of Western Europe —about 
which Western propaganda is trumpeting already now —give cause 
for serious concern. To put it straight, implementation of these de-

4 The text of the treaty may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
1 Tass in English, Oct. 6, 1979. FBIS, Daily Report, Oct. 9, 1979, vol. Ill, pp. F 2-F 5.
2 The arms control portions are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 

304-308.
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signs would change essentially the strategic situation in the conti
nent. Their aim is to upset the balance of forces that has taken shape 
in Europe and to try to ensure military superiority for the NATO 
bloc.

As to military superiority— that we shall see. In such a case, the 
socialist countries would not, of course, watch indifferently the ef
forts of the NATO militarists. We would have in such a case to take 
the necessary extra steps to strengthen our security. There would be 
no other way out left for us. But one thing is absolutely clear: Realisa
tion of NATO’s plans would inevitably aggravate the situation in 
Europe and vitiate in many respects the international atmosphere in 
general.

It is no secret that the Federal Republic of Germany, alongside of 
the USA, is assigned not the least part in the preparation of these 
dangerous plans.

Frankly speaking, those who shape the policy of that country are 
facing today a very serious choice. They will have to decide which is 
best for the FRG: to help strengthen peace in Europe and develop 
peaceful, mutually beneficial cooperation among European states in 
the spirit of goodneighbourliness and growing mutual confidence, or 
to contribute to a new aggravation of the situation in Europe and the 
world by deploying in its territory American missile-nuclear arms 
spearheaded against the USSR and its allies. It is clear that in this, 
latter, case the position of the FRG itself would considerably worsen. 
It is not hard to see what consequences the FRG would have in store 
for itself if these new weapons were put to use by their owners one 
day.

The above said also applies, of course, to other European NATO 
countries which would be “lucky” enough to have American medium- 
range missile-nuclear arms deployed in their territories.

As for the Soviet Union I repeat again and again that we do not 
seek military superiority. We have never intended and do not intend 
to threaten any state or a group of states. Our strategic doctrine is 
purely defensive in nature. The assertions that Soviet Union is 
building up its military might in the European Continent above its 
defence needs [The Moscow Domestic Service live version carries the 
following variant wording including negative: “the European Conti
nent on a scale not exceeding defense needs”]3 have nothing in com
mon with reality. This is deliberate deception of the broad public.

In Europe, just as in all other parts of our planet, we want peace, a 
lasting peace. This is the fundamental basis of our foreign policy, its 
backbone. We are pursuing this policy consistently and undeviat- 
ingly.

As chairman of the Defence Council of the USSR I am most defi
nitely stating that the number of medium-range carriers of nuclear 
arms on the territory of the European part of the Soviet Union has 
not been increased by a single missile, by a single plane during the

3 Brackets in original.
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past ten years. On the contrary, the number of launchers of medium- 
range missiles and also the yield of the nuclear charges of these mis
siles have even been somewhat decreased. The number of medium- 
range bombers, too, has diminished. As to the territory of other 
states, the Soviet Union does not deploy such means there at all. It is 
already for a number of years that we are not increasing the number 
of our troops stationed in Central Europe as well.

I will say more. We are prepared to reduce the number of medium- 
range nuclear means deployed in western areas of the Soviet Union 
as compared to the present level but, of course, only in the event if no 
additional medium-range nuclear means are deployed in Western 
Europe.

I also want to confirm solemnly that the Soviet Union will never 
use nuclear arms against those states that renounce the production 
and acquisition of such arms and do [not] have them on their territory.

Motivated by a sincere desire to take out of the impasse the efforts 
of many years to achieve military detente in Europe, to show an ex
ample of transition from words to real deeds, we have decided, on 
agreement with the leadership of the GDR and after consultations 
with other member-states of the Warsaw Treaty, to unilaterally re
duce the number of Soviet troops in central Europe. Up to 20,000 
Soviet servicemen, a thousand tanks and also a certain amount of 
other military hardware will be withdrawn from the territory of the 
German Democratic Republic in the course of the next twelve 
months.

We are convinced that this new concrete manifestation of the 
peaceableness and good will of the Soviet Union and its allies will be 
approved by the peoples of Europe and the whole world. We call on 
the governments of NATO countries to properly assess the initia
tives [In the Moscow Domestic Service live version Brezhnev drops 
the preceding words “the initiative”]4 of socialist states and to follow 
our good example.

The Soviet Union comes out for a further expansion of measures of 
trust in Europe. In particular we are prepared to reach agreement 
that notification about big exercises of ground forces, provided for by 
the Helsinki Final Act, be made even earlier and not from the level of 
25,000 men, as is the case now, but from a smaller one, for instance, 
from the level of 20,000 men. We also are prepared, on the basis of 
reciprocity, not to conduct military exercises involving more than 
0-50  thousand men.

It goes without saying that the proposals by socialist countries con
cerning notification about big airforce and naval exercises, conducted 
near the territorial waters of other participatory countries of the 
European conference, remain in force.

And there is yet another thing that we would like to suggest to the 
West: In the area defined by the Helsinki Act let us give timely notifi
cation not only about military exercises but also about movements of 
ground forces numbering more than 20,000 men.

4 Brackets in the original document.
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Consideration could be given also to other ideas directed at 
strengthening trust between states, at lessening the danger of out
break of war in Europe. We continue to regard a European confer
ence held on the political level as the most suitable place for discuss
ing a broad complex of measures of military detente in Europe. It is a 
very pressing and, it can be said, a ripe task to prepare and convene 
such a conference.

Lying ahead, as is known, are also important talks on SALT III. We 
are for commencing them immediately after the entry into force of 
the SALT II treaty. Within the framework of these talks we agree to 
discuss the possibilities of limiting not only inter-continental but also 
other types of armaments, but with due account, of course, for all re
lated factors and strict observance of the principle of the equal secu
rity of the sides.

So the USSR, the GDR and other socialist countries of Europe are 
offering a clear perspective —to genuinely ensure to all European 
peoples a life in conditions of security and peace. Now it is up to the 
Western countries. Their answer will show whether they are pre
pared to take into consideration the will and vital interests of the 
peoples. We hope that realism, statesmanship and, finally, just com
mon sense will prevail.

Joint Communique by the Soviet Union and the 
German Democratic Republic: Withdrawal of Soviet 
Troops and Tanks From the German Democratic 
Republic [Extract], October 8ff 1979 1

The key problem of the present-day international situation is that 
of limiting and ending the arms race and making the transition to real 
disarmament. Life persistently demands the adoption of effective 
steps to supplement political detente with military detente.

In this connection E. Honecker stressed the great significance of 
the documents signed during the Vienna meeting between 
L.I. Brezhnev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee and 
chairman of the USSR Supreme Soviet Presidium, and U.S. President 
J. Carter. The two sides expressed the hope that the entry into force 
of the SALT II treaty will open the way for the further limitation and 
reduction of strategic arms and will give strong impetus to headway 
[stc] in other directions of military detente.

In our time particular topicality attaches to the task of ending the 
production of all forms of nuclear weapons and gradually reducing 
stockpiles of them until they are completely eliminated. The achieve

1 Pravda  in Russian, Oct. 9, 1979; FBIS, Daily Report, Oct. 11, 1979, vol. Ill, 
pp. F 4-F 5.
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ment of an accord on this question would be an important step toward 
eliminating the threat of nuclear war.

The sides devoted great attention to discussing the situation on the 
European Continent. The positive changes which have taken place in 
Europe in recent years create favorable conditions for constructive 
new steps aimed at expanding cooperation and mutual understanding 
between European states. The question of the need to reduce mili
tary confrontation is becoming an increasingly pressing item on the 
agenda in European politics.

An important contribution would be made to resolving that task by 
the implementation of the proposals contained in the Warsaw Pact 
states Moscow declaration adopted in November 1978,2 and also in 
the communique of the session of that organization’s Foreign Minis
ters Committee in May 1975.

Prospects for the Vienna talks on reducing troops and arms in cen
tral Europe were examined in this context. The USSR and the GDR 
are convinced that progress at these talks is possible if the Western 
participants also approach them from constructive standpoints and 
renounce attempts to change in their favor the equilibrium of forces 
now prevailing in Europe.

In the present situation the question of the plans being elaborated 
by NATO countries for deploying in Western Europe new American 
medium-range nuclear missile weapons which it is planned to target 
on the territories of socialist states is becoming very acute. The 
United States and the FRG, which are displaying particular persis
tence in advancing these plans, are playing a dangerous game. A new 
spiral of the arms race would be a heavy blow to detente and would 
ultimately increase the risk of nuclear war. Of course, an attempt to 
disrupt the existing military equilibrium in Europe could not but 
evoke retaliatory measures from the other side.

The participants in the talks call on the NATO countries to re
nounce their designs. It is still not too late to halt the dangerous turn 
of events. On the contrary, there is now a real opportunity to substan
tially lessen military confrontation on the European Continent. This 
opportunity is connected with the Soviet Union’s important new 
peace initiative, set out in Comrade L.I. Brezhnev’s 6 October Berlin 
speech,3 which is fully approved and supported most actively by the 
GDR.

The Soviet Union is prepared, as a good-will gesture, to unilater
ally reduce in comparison with the present level the number of 
medium-range nuclear missiles deployed in the western regions of 
the USSR on condition that there is no additional deployment of 
medium-range nuclear missiles in Western Europe.

The Soviet Union has decided to reduce the numerical strength of 
its troops in central Europe. Over a year about 20,000 Soviet service
men, 1,000 tanks and other military hardware will be withdrawn from 
GDR territory.

2 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 657-666.
3 Printed immediately above.
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The Soviet Union is prepared, in cooperation with other countries, 
to implement additional measures to strengthen confidence and 
reduce the danger of the outbreak of war.

Address by Vice President Mondaie: Soviet Announce
ment of Troop Reduction in the German Democratic 
Republic [Extract]ff October 10ff 1979 1

As you know, just this past week in East Berlin, President 
Brezhnev announced unilateral reduction of certain Soviet troops, 
tanks, and other military hardware in Eastern Europe .2 We would 
welcome such a reduction, but it is absolutely essential that it be seen 
in context, and that context includes the following factors:

• First, Soviet forces in Europe today vastly outnumber those of 
the NATO alliance, and so, as I said on behalf of the President to the 
U.N. Special Session on Disarmament3 on the eve of the 1978 NATO 
summit in Washington, we in NATO increased our defense budgets, 
not out of preference, but out of necessity, a necessity imposed upon 
us, for example, by the Warsaw Pact’s three-to-one advantage in 
tanks in Europe;

• Second, the Soviet theater nuclear forces have been built up. The 
Backfire bomber and now their new SS-20, an intermediate-range, 
mobile ballistic missile, significantly increase Soviet military capabil
ity against targets not only in Europe, but also in Asia, Africa, and 
the Middle East; and

• Third, it is obviously in the Soviet interest to lure NATO away 
from crucial conventional and theater nuclear force modernization.

While we must examine President Brezhnev’s announcement care
fully and affirmatively, we must bear in mind that the self-restraint 
in theater nuclear forces shown by the NATO alliance over the past 
two decades has not been met by corresponding restraint on the part 
of the Soviets. It is for this reason that the work of NATO’s groups on 
the theater nuclear forces modernization and theater nuclear forces 
arms control is so crucially important, as is the decision we will take 
as an alliance leader this year on modernized theater nuclear forces 
capable of countering real and existing Soviet theater nuclear forces 
opposed against our alliance.

1 Dept, of State, Current Policy No. 97. The address was before the 25th annual as
sembly of the Atlantic Treaty Association in Washington, D.C.

2 The Brezhnev statement was made Oct. 6 and is printed above.
3 The Vice President’s speech to the Special Session is printed in Documents on Dis

armament, 1978, pp. 323-332.
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Report to the Committee on Foreign Relations by a 
Senate Delegation to the Soviet Union: Discussions 
on SALT II [Extract], October 15, 1979 1

S u m m a r y  C o n c l u s io n s

Without seeking or obtaining explicit Soviet concurrence, the 
Senators2 made it their priority in Moscow to present a detailed fore
cast of Senate action on the SALT II Treaty, emphasizing the clarifi
cations most likely to be attached to it and to the Protocol. In reaction 
to the Delegation’s presentations, Soviet policy spokesmen tacitly 
indicated that they expected the ratification process to produce a 
number of Senate understandings and reservations; that is, during 
the visit, they expressed no objections to four such modifications 
which would:

— treat the Agreed Statements and Common Understandings as 
integral parts of the Treaty;

— require the advice and consent of two-thirds of the Senate to 
any extension of the Protocol after December 31, 1981;

— affirm that Article XII of the Treaty on non-circumvention will 
not inhibit traditional U.S. cooperation with its Allies, particu
larly in the transfer of weapons and technology not otherwise 
limited by the provisions of SALT II; and

— treat Chairman Brezhnev’s unsigned Vienna summit state
ments, written and oral, on the Backfire bomber as commit
ments the violation of which would create grounds for U.S. 
abrogation of the Treaty.

On the other hand, Soviet officials indicated their clear opposition 
to Senate-imposed conditions for SALT II ratification that would re
quire Backfire bombers to be counted under the Treaty ceilings as 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or would go beyond the agree
ments reached in Geneva on verification of Treaty compliance by na
tional technical means. While they did not repeat the June 25 Moscow 
press conference declaration of Foreign Minister Gromyko that “it 
would be impossible to resume (negotiations), whatever amendments 
might be added,”3 the Soviet policy-makers strongly implied that the 
U.S.S.R. would not go further than it had already on the Backfire 
issue, the m atter of encryption of telemetry from test launches, or 
the subceiling restrictions on heavy missiles. Repeatedly, in connec
tion with these issues, they argued that SALT II represented a bal
anced complex of mutual compromises the entire equilibrium of

1Senate Delegation Report on SA LT  Discussions in the Soviet Union, 
August 25-30: A Report to the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate 
(Com. prt.; 96th Cong., 1st sess.), Nov. 1979, pp. 2 -3 .

2 The six-member delegation, which was invited by the Supreme Soviet, was headed 
by Senator Joseph R. Biden, Jr. The remaining five were Senators Richard G. Lugar, 
David L. Boren, Bill Bradley, Carl Levin, and David H. Pryor.

3 Gromyko’s statement has been printed above (variant translation).
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which would be destroyed if any one element in the equation were 
readjusted. Moreover, they gave strong hints that were the United 
States to reopen parts of the accord it wished renegotiated, the 
U.S.S.R. would seek to do the same to other parts.

Finally, while giving no new or definitive presentation of their 
goals for the next round of United States-Soviet negotiations on con
trolling strategic offensive arms, Soviet spokesmen put forward 
views on those targets not unlike some ideas often heard in the 
United States. Some seemed to agree in principle, for instance, that 
significant quantitative reductions in and qualitative restrictions on 
strategic arsenals should be a SALT III target. Further, they ac
cepted—though, again, only in principle —the concept that the parity 
established by SALT II in strategic systems should somehow be mir
rored in the European balance. And, on verification, they agreed that 
national technical means as presently understood might prove inade
quate to the task of monitoring the qualitative controls likely to be 
sought under SALT III.

It should be stressed that where the Senators broached very spe
cific SALT III issues and options, the Soviet responses were carefully 
generalized and often vague. It was clear to the American side —and 
fairly clearly stated on the Soviet side —that none of the Soviet par
ticipants was authorized to discuss future arms control prospects in 
concrete detail. The Senators were thus required to draw in
ferences—useful, but not authoritative —from what was not said, 
rather than from explicit policy statements and their explanations.

Nevertheless, one line of Soviet argument stood out so strongly as 
to constitute a probable “signal” of the U.S.S.R.’s intentions on 
SALT III. In explaining why their leaders brusquely rejected Secre
tary Vance’s March 1977 proposals for “deep cuts”4 below the ICBM 
ceilings agreed on at Vladivostok,5 one Soviet military leader con
tended that United States unwillingness to discuss reductions in For
ward Based Systems (FBS) precluded Soviet acceptance 2 years ago 
of far-reaching limitations on land-based strategic missile forces.

The implication of that negotiating stance for SALT III is that the 
U.S.S.R. may plan to insist, among other things, on cuts in U.S. 
weapons systems based in Europe and the Pacific as one counter
weight to any significant new restrictions on SS-18 and other Soviet 
ICBM’s. While Soviet negotiators have twice before tried to include 
American FBS in the SALT negotiating package and twice agreed to 
drop that demand, they appear to be looking to SALT III as the occa
sion for a third and more firmly maintained attempt to gain a long
standing goal. Indeed, one senior official stated that the U.S.S.R. 
viewed the issues covered in the Protocol as the SALT III agenda.

* For explanations of these proposals, by Secretary Vance, National Security Affairs 
Adviser Brzezinski, and President Carter, see Documents on Disarmament, 1977, 
pp. 177-179, 199-211.

5 See ibid, 1974, pp. 746-750.
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Statement by Secretary of State Vance Before the 
Senate Committee on Armed Services: SALT II 
Treaty, October 18f 1979 1

This is a very brief statement summarizing some points that I 
wanted to make. None of this will be classified.

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I welcome this op
portunity to meet with you again as you conclude your hearings on 
the SALT II Treaty.

Before turning to your questions, let me make a few brief remarks.
As we approach the moment of decision on this treaty, our first ob

ligation is to frame the central question before us clearly. The issue is 
not whether the treaty solves all our security problems —because it 
doesn’t. The issue is not whether it achieves everything we want in 
the way of arms control —because no single agreement can. And it is 
not whether the treaty will lull us into a false sense of security — 
because we agree that our defense needs are real and must be met.

The central question, in my judgment, is this: Will our Nation’s 
security be greater with the SALT II Treaty or without it?

I believe the hearings in this committee and the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee have clearly demonstrated that the treaty will 
enhance our security and that of our allies.

With or without the treaty, we must proceed with a comprehensive 
and reasoned modernization of our defense forces —strategic, theater 
nuclear, and conventional. But these defense efforts will be more 
effective with this treaty than without it.

Without the treaty:
We would almost certainly be faced with several thousand more 

individual Soviet nuclear weapons than the treaty allows, and several 
hundred more systems to deliver those weapons.

Our ability to monitor Soviet strategic forces —and thus assess 
Soviet capabilities —could be impaired, since there would be no con
straints on deliberate concealment of such forces. As the Select 
Committee on Intelligence recently stated:

The SALT II Treaty enhances the ability of the United States 
to monitor those components of Soviet strategic weapon forces 
which are subject to the limitations of the treaty.

Without the boundaries set by the treaty through 1985, our ability 
to predict the level and nature of Soviet forces into the future would 
be lessened. Our defense planning would be more complicated and 
more costly.

And we would jeopardize the opportunity to achieve limits on nu
clear forces, and thus a greater measure of safety, in the next round 
of talks.

1 M ilitary Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
and Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty): Hearings Before the Committee on Arm ed
Services . . . Pt. 4, pp. 1424-1426.
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These are concrete and important security benefits to the United 
States. We should secure these gains now by ratifying the treaty, as 
we move ahead with our defense modernization efforts and proceed 
to SALT III.

Beyond the immediate impact on our security, the treaty bears di
rectly on America’s capacity for leadership —on our ability to sustain 
a sense of common purpose with our friends.

It is increasingly clear that our friends and allies want this treaty 
approved. They see it as affecting their own security as well as ours.

This is particularly true of NATO. It is essential that the alliance 
move forward to improve its conventional and theater nuclear forces 
in light of the continuing modernization of Soviet forces in central 
Europe, including their deployment of SS -20’s. We are now deciding 
with our NATO allies on unified and determined response.

In the view of many of our NATO allies, the necessary moderniza
tion of our own theater nuclear forces is inescapably related to ratifi
cation of the SALT II Treaty. The uncertainties which would be 
created by a failure to ratify SALT II would give rise to great reluc
tance on the part of many Europeans about accepting new U.S. weap
ons on their soil. The consensus developing in NATO on TNF depends 
upon a parallel approach —TNF modernization together with serious 
TNF arms control in the context of SALT III.

Thus I am convinced that failure to place the SALT II Treaty in 
force in the near future would seriously jeopardize the prospect of 
sustaining the necessary consensus on theater nuclear forces within 
the alliance.

For the future of the alliance —and for our overall international 
posture —SALT II is a benchmark issue. As Chancellor Helmut 
Schmidt said recently, failure of the treaty to be approved would be a 
‘’disastrous blow to the necessary leadership of the United States.”

Let me turn to the question of whether support for SALT should 
be made dependent upon Soviet conduct in other realms.

In July, I argued strongly against such linkage. Developments 
since then have not changed the logic of that argument.

We signed this treaty because it contributes to our national secu
rity and serves our national interests. It is on that basis that it should 
be judged. We would be making a grave mistake if we fail to take ac
tion on something that enhances our security because we are compet
ing in other areas.

Let me say a word in particular about the situation in Cuba.
As the President said, we consider the assurances that we have re

ceived from the Soviet Union to be significant. But we do not intend 
to rest on these statements alone.

We are moving ahead swiftly to implement the steps announced by 
the President. These steps are appropriate. They are proportionate 
to the problem. They make unmistakably clear that we will assure 
that no Soviet unit in Cuba can be used as a combat force to threaten 
the security of the United States or any other nation in the 
hemisphere.
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We must not let this issue obscure the vital stake that we —and our 
allies and friends —have in the treaty that is before you.

Our concern about a stable East-West balance —both military and 
political —should compel us to place the treaty not in limbo, but in 
force.

Mr. Chairman, over the course of the hearings on SALT II, we have 
begun to rebuild a national consensus on the overall direction of this 
Nation’s security policies.

We have not had such a consensus in this country for a number of 
years. We have suffered as a result.

That emerging consensus rests on two pillars —each of which is 
necessary.

First, that we are now prepared as a nation to move ahead with a 
comprehensive and reasoned modernization of our military defense; 
and

Second, that we must continue the process of bringing nuclear 
weapons under more sensible control.

If we knock out one or the other of those pillars, I believe we face a 
future of fractious debate. But if we now firmly establish our commit
ment to both, we can move ahead as a nation united, toward greater 
security.

Thus, whether your principal concern is the future of our defense 
posture —or of arms control —of America’s capacity for effective 
leadership in the alliance and in the world, the SALT II Treaty serves 
that end and deserves your support.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Information Submitted by Secretary of State Vance to 
the Senate Committee on Armed Services: Adjust
ments in the Positions of the Two Sides in the 
Negotiation of the SALT II Treaty, October 18, 
1979 1

Adjustments in the Soviet Unions negotiating position after October 1977
1. 1,200 limit on MIRVed missile launchers (Soviets had previously 

pressed for 1,250 figure).
2. A very general statement on non-circumvention, instead of the 

specific clause on prohibition of transfer of weapons and technology 
that the Soviets had originally sought.

3. Agreement that the one permitted new type of ICBM could be 
MIRVed. The Soviets pressed for a non-MIRVed version.

4. Agreement to permit up to 10 RVs on the permitted new type of 
light ICBM.

1 M ilitary Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
and Protocol Thereto ISALT II Treaty}: Hearings Before the Committee on Arm ed
Services . . . Pt. 4, pp. 1448-1449.
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5. Freeze on the maximum number of re-entry vehicles on existing 
types of ICBMs.

6 . Acceptance of MIRV launcher distinguishability rule.
7. No upper limit on ALCM range.
8 . Acceptance of 5 percent limits on changes to “new types” 

parameters.
9. Agreement to count RV release simulations as RV releases.
10. Ban on telemetry encryption whenever it impedes verification 

with NTM.
11. Agreement to drop proposal for only one new type MIRVed 

SLBM.
12. Expiration of Protocol on December 31, 1981 (Soviets had 

wanted three-year duration from date of entry into force).
13. Agreement to an average of 28 ALCMs per CMC (vice 20).
14. Flight-testing of GLCMs and SLCMs permitted during 

Protocol period.
15. Agreement to destroy strategic offensive arms in excess of 

2,250 by January 1,1982, six months earlier than Soviets had wanted.
16. Consented to agreed and updated data base.
17. Constraints on the Backfire bomber.
18. The ban on Soviet SS-16.

Adjustments in the U.S. negotiating position
1. Overall aggregate of 2,250 from January 1,1981 (rather than the 

2,160 we had previously sought.)
2. Limit of 820 on MIRVed ICBMs. (Rather than the 800 we pro

posed and the 850 they proposed.)
3. Definition of cruise missile range.
4. Agreement to average of 28 ALCMs per cruise missile carrier 

and limit of 20 cruise missiles on existing types of heavy bombers of 
both sides.

5. Ban on multiple independently targetable warheads on ALCMs 
during Treaty and on GLCMs and SLCMs for Protocol.

6 . No explicit allowance to open the issue of deploying convention
ally-armed ALCMs on aircraft other than heavy bombers after the 
Protocol.

7. Fewer parameters than we had originally proposed in new types 
definition.

8 . Understanding that the U.S. has no plans to test or deploy 
MMIII with more than 3 RVs (in fact we had no such intentions or de
sire) and that the U.S. will not do so; and understanding to notify 
Soviet Union if Minuteman II launchers were converted for Minute- 
man III.

9. Exemption from launch notification for single launches carried 
out within national territory.
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Information Submitted by Secretary of State Vance to 
the Senate Committee on Armed Services: Possible 
Soviet Weapons Testing During Re-Negotiation of 
the SALT II Treaty, October 18, 1979 1

In terms of capabilities, the extent and qualitative character of 
Soviet weapon system testing during a period of re-negotiation would 
depend in part upon the duration of that period. In terms of inten
tions, if fundamental alterations on SALT II are being sought, it is 
likely that the Soviets would perceive it in their interest not to com
ply with the already negotiated SALT II limits. Should the Soviets 
decide to make a major effort, they would have several testing op
tions open to them in the near term which could significantly affect 
the strategic relationship. Some such possibilities follow.

Foremost in these options would be the testing of existing missiles 
with more reentry vehicles (RVs) than have been carried to date, i.e., 
the SALT II limit. The “heavy” SS-18, for example, has the potential 
capability of carrying many more RVs than the 10 it carries now. 
Each additional RV tested translates to the possibility of deployment 
of over 300 nuclear weapons (the number of SS-18s) added to the 
Soviet force presumably targeted against the U.S. Thus, ten to 
twenty additional RVs per SS-18 would result in an approximately 
100 to 200 percent increase for that system in the number of Soviet 
strategic weapons which could be targeted on the U.S. as compared 
to their current forces. RVs might also be added to the Soviets’ other 
MIRVed ICBMs —the SS-17 and SS-19, which now have limits of 4 
and 6 respectively.

Also significant, in the absence of the “new types” provisions of 
SALT II, the Soviets could flight test and deploy more than one 
ICBM which would under SALT II be considered a new type. While 
the Soviets currently have to choose between replacing their older 
single-RV S S - l l s  with a new ICBM and fielding a new MIRVed light 
ICBM with more than 6 RVs, without the SALT II limitations they 
could select both options. Furthermore, in the testing of any new or 
modified system, they would be free to add significantly to the throw- 
weight capability of their force.

The Soviets are closer to deploying a mobile ICBM than we are. 
Also, without the Protocol provisions on mobile ICBMs (a ban on de
ployment of launchers, and of flight-testing and deployment launch
ers) the Soviets could proceed with the testing and deployment of a 
mobile system. Without a ban on concealment and deception prac
tices, they could deploy a mobile ICBM which would be difficult to 
monitor. In particular, without the Treaty, the Soviets could further 
test and then deploy this mobile ICBM without limit, and in a way 
indistinguishable from the S S - 20 .

1 M ilitary Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
and Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty): Hearings Before the Committee on Arm ed
Services . . .  Ft. 4, pp. 1462-1463.
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The Soviets would also be free to flight test and deploy long-range 
ALCMs on the Backfire and other long-range aircraft without having 
to provide FRODs on other aircraft of the same type. There would 
also be no numerical limitations on such systems. More immediately 
the Soviets could significantly enhance Backfire’s intercontinental 
capability through changes in basing, refueling, and other testing and 
training. They could also begin to produce more than 30 Backfire a 
year, a number to which they have legally bound themselves. Finally 
it should also be pointed out that during Treaty re-negotiation our 
information about Soviet systems would be less certain. Without the 
verification-related Treaty provisions (the ban on deliberate conceal
ment and interference with national technical means, the ban on the 
SS-16, restrictions on telemetry encryption, FRODs, counting rules, 
etc.) uncertainties about Soviet testing programs would increase.

The bottom line is that Soviet testing during a period of re
negotiation could seriously undercut the carefully negotiated quali
tative limitations achieved in SALT II. This factor, plus the removal 
of the quantitative limits (which would allow the Soviets to deploy a 
larger number of technologically improved systems) could signifi
cantly increase the threat to the United States, raise the threshold of 
the strategic arms competition, and result in a drastically weakened 
prospect for ultimate strategic arms control.

Testimony of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(Jones) Before the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services: Advantageousness of SALT II Treaty 
[Extract], October 24f 1979 1

I have been intimately involved in these negotiations for 5 years 
and I just want you to know that I have a deep personal conviction 
that this treaty is in our best interest. Much of the recent debate has 
concentrated on what concessions the United States has made, but 
there has been very little discussion of the concessions the Soviets 
have made. I think we have come out with a treaty that is clearly in 
our best interest. In fact, as I said the other day, if there were a scale 
of zero to plus or minus 10 on the treaty, I would rate ratification a 
plus 3. Although we didn’t get all we wanted, there are a lot of things 
to our advantage. I believe rejection would be a minus 7 or 8 . We 
would be sending a signal to people around the world that we are not 
interested in control of nuclear weapons. I think it would cause us 
great difficulty. I would not advocate ratification for this reason but I 
would add it to my plus 3.

1 Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
and Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty): Hearings Before the Committee on Arm ed
Services . . . Pt. 4, p. 1590.
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Testimonies of Secretary of Defense Brown and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Jones) Before 
the Senate Committee on Armed Services: Best 
Provisions of the SALT II Treaty From the U.S. and 
USSR Points of View [Extract], October 24f 1979 1

Senator Nunn. Mr. Secretary, I will ask General Jones the same 
question, and this will be my last one unless another one comes to 
mind with an answer to this one. Without going into detail, which you 
have been doing for months, but if you listed the best provisions of 
this treaty in the protocol from the United States point of view, let’s 
say the top four or five, and then listed the best provisions from the 
Soviet Union point of view, how would you summarize that?Secretary Brown. In no particular order I would put the RV limits, 
the 820 limit on MIRVed ICBM launchers, the 308 limit on SS-18 
launchers and the limit of no more than one new type of ICBM as 
being best from our point of view.

From the Soviets point of view, and now I really have to try to put 
myself into their shoes and count on and look at what they made the 
most fuss about even if I don’t think it is necessarily most important 
from what ought to be their point of view —Senator Nunn. I can ask you that another way that might give you 
a —

Secretary Brown. I can do it but let me add one more to the condi
tions that are good for us. No interference with national technical 
means and no deliberate concealment which impedes verification. 
They both help verification.

From the Soviet point of view, the limit of 28 average ALCM’s per 
ALCM carrying heavy bomber —it is not much of a limit on us but 
they have fought and died and given up quite a lot for it, so I assume 
it is rather important to them.

The limit of 120 “free” ALCM carrying heavy bombers.
Another one that they place a lot of emphasis on but I don’t give 

much weight to is the protocol. I think the protocol is very important 
to them but I think it is important to them largely because of the 
prestigious appendix that shows that they got something and gives 
them the right to reopen those issues again in SALT III.

Those are the ones that occur to me. There may be some more. 
Backfire.

General Jones?General Jones. From the Soviet standpoint I do not think that they 
would consider Backfire not counting as an accomplishment. They 
would think it is a negative because they have the production limit of 
30 per year. All along they insisted that it was not a strategic system

1 M ilitary Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
and Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty): Hearings Before the Committee on Arm ed
Services . . . Pt. 4, pp. 1595-1596.
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and should not be negotiated. So although we see it from a different 
perspective, if I were the Soviets, I would be convinced that I devel
oped it for a peripheral mission, that it is not a strategic aircraft and, 
therefore, I ended up with a limitation on a non-strategic system. 
However, that is a nuance.

Taking it from the U.S. standpoint; of the things that we achieved 
that were of greatest importance, first are limits on Soviet ICBM’s. 
There are not as many restrictions as we would like, but the fraction
ation limit is of particular value. On the other hand, there are vir
tually no real limitations on what we can do. It is another question as 
to whether we will exercise those building rights. We can build a new 
bomber, we can go with the cruise missile. The 28 ALCM average per 
CMC is not a limitation on us because we are not considering a wide
bodied transport cruise-missile carrier during the treaty period. We 
can modernize our submarine-launched ballistic missiles and their 
submarines. We can go ahead with the M -X . So I would say from our 
standpoint, there are some important limits on the Soviets, particu
larly in fractionation, but freedom for us to do what we want.

On the Soviets view of what they have accomplished, the most im
portant would seem to be an ability to keep much of their momentum. 
They can increase their number of warheads, they can continue to in
crease their capability, they can improve their accuracy, they can do 
a lot of things in this regard. The limitations on them, although 
greater than on us, were not sufficient to prevent the increase in 
vulnerability of Minuteman. Beyond that I can go into specific items 
but that is sort of the general overall picture.

Statement by the Italian Representative (La Rocca) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Conventional Disarmament [Extract], October 24f 
1979 1

If we are to achieve gradual, balanced disarmament without reduc
ing the security of States, while progressively reducing the level of 
armaments, it will be necessary to pursue measures of conventional 
disarmament on a parallel with nuclear disarmament to impose a ban 
on weapons of mass destruction. However, since conventional rather 
than nuclear weapons are the core of the defence systems of the over
whelming majority of States, a more complex and more articulated 
disarmament strategy than that applicable to nuclear weapons 
should be envisaged.

In a first phase, and on a global plane, we should seek a progressive 
reduction of the defence budgets of the most militarily significant

1 A/C.1/34/PV.15, Oct. 26, 1979, pp. 18-21.
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countries, with the ultimate aim of levelling, at a later stage and as 
much as possible, the military appropriations of all countries. Italy 
therefore fully supports the study being conducted by the Secretary- 
General in order to define a standardized system of disclosure of ac
tual appropriations for military ends. The results of this important 
study may indeed allow the international community to pursue effec
tively a reduction of military appropriations and expenditures.

One way of confronting the problem of conventional disarmament 
which seems to us likely to produce favourable results is the regional 
approach. The regions in which the problem is most acute should be 
identified and the States within those areas invited to open negotia
tions with the aim of strengthening the stability and reducing the 
level of armaments in their region without jeopardizing their secu
rity. Initiatives of this kind are already in progress in Europe.

In introducing in the Committee on Disarmament a proposal to 
limit the transfer of conventional weapons, Italy has taken into con
sideration the regional and global aspects of disarmament.2

As I anticipated during the last session of the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission, Italy proposes the establishment of a 
United Nations agency divided into regional committees in which 
both the major arms-suppliers and the recipient countries of a given 
region would be represented. The committees would define for each 
region the criteria to be followed to maintain the volume of conven
tional weapons at the lowest level possible. In this way the contain
ment of arms transfers to a region would be achieved by consensus 
with the participation of all the States concerned on an equal footing. 
The Italian Government believes that its initiative is constructive 
and realistic, in so far as it aims at breaking a dangerous spiral of 
transfers of increasingly sophisticated conventional weapons.

Again in the field of conventional disarmament, the Italian Govern
ment has submitted to the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva a 
proposal aimed at the elaboration of an additional protocol to the 
Outer Space Treaty of 1967.3 Recent progress in space technology, 
and the possibility that weapons which are not specifically prohibited 
under article IV of the Treaty may be used in outer space, make it 
necessary that we complete the existing legal system with new provi
sions. Our initiative proposes the total prohibition of non-peaceful 
military activities in outer space and would thus prevent the intro
duction of weapons which would add a new and more serious dimen
sion to the arms race.

We hope that our initiative, which is fully in accordance with the 
guidelines approved by the special session, may at the appropriate 
time become the subject of concrete negotiations.

2 The Italian representative may be referring here to a portion of the Italian working 
paper on a comprehensive program of disarmament that was submitted to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament, not the Committee on Disarmament, on Jan. 31, 
1978. See CCD/548, p. 4.

3 Printed above, Mar. 26.
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Statement by Senator Byrd on the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Treaty, October 25, 19791

Mr. President, months ago, I stated that I would determine my po
sition on the SALT II treaty only after a thorough, systematic, and 
comprehensive examination of the treaty and its related issues.

Because of the vital nature of this issue, I have personally reviewed 
the transcripts of the extensive and valuable hearings conducted by 
the Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed Services.

I have studied the top secret report and the publicized findings of 
the Select Committee on Intelligence.

I have received numerous briefings —from administration officials 
and from prominent private citizens with differing views on the 
treaty.

I have met with leaders of several NATO countries to get the per
spectives of our allies.

In July, I traveled to the Soviet Union for discussions with Soviet 
leaders.

Throughout this process, I have said that my decision on the treaty 
would stand or fall on the answer to a simple, but basic question. The 
question itself is simple, the answer is not so simple, but it is a simple 
question and a basic question; namely, is the SALT II treaty, as w rit
ten, in our national interests, or is it not?

If the treaty is not demonstrably in our national interests, it should 
be rejected.

If SALT II is in our national interests, the Senate should consent to 
its ratification.

I have concluded that SALT II is in our national interests. I believe 
that the treaty should be approved by the Senate with the adoption 
of certain provisions to be included in the resolution of ratification, 
upon which I will elaborate later.

First, I want to explain the reasons why I am convinced that the 
Senate should consent to the trea ty ’s ratification.

THE TREATY

First. The treaty imposes equal overall ceilings on the number of 
strategic nuclear delivery systems for both the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. An initial ceiling of 2,400 —the level agreed upon at the 
Vladivostok Summit in 1974 —is placed on strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles —intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers, 
submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers, heavy 
bombers, and air-to-surface ballistic missiles (ASBM) capable of a 
range in excess of 600 kilometers.

Under the treaty, the 2,400 initial ceiling would be lowered to 2,250 
beginning on January 1, 1981. This process must be completed by 
December 31, 1981.

1 Congressional Record (daily), Oct. 25, 1979, pp. S15213-S15217.
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On January 1,1981, each party must begin to dismantle or destroy 
systems in excess of 2,250. It will be necessary for the Soviet Union to 
dismantle or destroy more than 250 strategic offensive systems in 
order to comply with the aggregate limitation.

Incidentally, Mr. President, under the treaty, immediately upon its 
entry into force, the reduction of systems down to the 2,400 limit 
would begin.

Under the treaty, an equal sublimit of 1,320 is established for the 
combined number of launchers of first, ICBM’s and SLBM’s equipped 
with MIRV’s —multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles; 
second, ASBM’s equipped with MIRV’s; and third, heavy bombers 
equipped for long-range cruise missiles, that is, cruise missiles 
capable of a range of over 600 kilometers.

The treaty imposes a further equal sublimit on weapons equipped 
with MIRV’s. Each party is limited to a total of 1,200 launchers of 
MIRVed ICBM’s, MIRVed SLBM‘s, and MIRVed ASBM’s. Of this 
number, no more than 820 may be launchers of MIRVed ICBM’s.

Second. Mobile launchers of heavy ICBM’s, heavy SLBM’s, and 
their launchers, and heavy ASBM’s are prohibited under the treaty. 
Moreover, each party is allowed to flight-test and deploy only one 
new type of ICBM, which must be “light,” as defined by the treaty.

Under this limitation, the United States will be permitted to pro
ceed with the development and deployment of our only planned new 
ICBM —the MX mobile missile.

Third. The treaty limits the numbers of MIRV’s on ICBM’s, 
SLBM’s, and ASBM’s. It establishes a freeze on the maximum num
ber of reentry vehicles permitted on existing types of ICBM’s. For 
example, as to Soviet missiles, the limit is 4 for the SS-17; 10 for the 
SS-18; and 6 for the SS-19. The one new type of ICBM permitted to 
each party is limited to not more than 10 warheads, which is the 
number planned for the U.S. missile, the MX. These “fractionation” 
limits on ICBM’s constitute a significant achievement of SALT II and 
will prevent the Soviet Union from fully exploiting the greater 
throw-weight of its ICBM’s.

SLBM’s may not be flight-tested or deployed with more than 14 re
entry vehicles, nor ASBM’s with more than 10.

The United States faces a period during the early to mid-1980’s in 
which our land-based ICBM’s will become increasingly vulnerable to 
hard-kill attacks from Soviet ICBM’s. While SALT II will not solve 
the Minuteman vulnerability problem, it will make the solution to the 
problem easier because it will limit the number of Soviet MIRVed 
ICBM’s to a point well below previously projected levels. And, with 
the limits on the number of warheads on existing ballistic missile 
launchers, the treaty will restrict the number of reentry vehicles 
which the Soviets would otherwise be free to deploy.

Fourth. The treaty prohibits certain other types of weapons sys
tems, including surface ship ballistic missile launchers; systems to 
launch missiles from the seabed or the bed of internal waters; and 
systems for delivery of nuclear weapons from Earth orbit.
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Fifth. The treaty prohibits deliberate interference with national 
technical means of verification or any deliberate concealment 
measures which impede verification of Soviet compliance with treaty 
provisions.

Sixth. Under the treaty the Soviet Union is prohibited from test
ing, production, or deployment of the Soviet SS-16, an ICBM mobile 
missile.

Seventh. In addition to the limitations in the treaty, the Soviet 
Union is committed to hold production of the Backfire bomber to not 
more than 30 annually, and to certain other restrictions on the 
Backfire.

Eighth. SALT II leaves the United States free to develop strategic 
weapons systems needed for our own security. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff testified to the Senate Armed Services Committee that no 
planned American strategic or*theater nuclear weapons system is 
inhibited by SALT II.

In other words, the United States can proceed with the Trident I 
and Trident II missiles; the Trident submarine; air-launched cruise 
missiles; advanced cruise missile carriers; bomber modernization — 
including an improved FB -III; and the MX missile in a survivable 
basing mode. We also may proceed to develop and test ground and 
sea-launched cruise missiles with ranges exceeding 600 kilometers. 
Ground and sea-launched cruise missiles with ranges exceeding 600 
kilometers may not be deployed until after December 31,1981, at the 
termination of the Protocol; but in any event the United States has no 
program for such deployment before that time.

Ninth. U.S. defense programs can be managed more effectively 
with SALT II than without it. The unrestrained strategic competi
tion we would face without SALT II would drain monetary resources 
we need for our conventional forces and for theater nuclear forces in 
Europe. General Meyer, Chief of Staff of the Army, testified:

Without SALT we would have to be devoting such an increas
ingly large portion of our defense budget and national budget to 
strategic weapons that we could very likely have an even 
decreased capability conventionally.

Tenth. SALT II will leave us free to continue to collaborate with 
our allies in the modernization of NATO’s theater nuclear forces and 
to consider arms control initiatives in that area.

Eleventh. SALT II will pave the way for negotiations leading to 
SALT III, in which it is hoped that the growing imbalance in theater 
nuclear forces in Europe can be corrected, and that significant reduc
tions in central strategic systems can be accomplished.

Twelfth. The cost to the United States of maintaining essential 
equivalence in our central strategic forces will be less with SALT II 
than without SALT II.

Defense Secretary Brown has said that without SALT II an addi
tional $30 billion could be incurred over the next 10 years. I quote 
Secretary Brown:
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We are spending about ten billion dollars a year directly on 
strategic forces, in 1980 dollars. The program that we project 
through 1985 will probably require us to increase that number, 
in 1980 dollars, by about 25%. That will still be only half the 
rate —in constant dollars —at which we spent during the late 
1950’s and early to mid-1960’s. But it will be about two or three 
billion dollars less than we would have to spend if there were no 
SALT II agreement and if the Soviets went ahead at their cur
rent momentum, which they could do very easily.

Thirteenth. Our military forces will have less difficulty executing 
their deterrent and emergency war missions with a treaty than 
without a treaty. General Ellis, commander-in-chief of the Strategic 
Air Command, testified that:

The SALT Treaty provides some help simply because it re
strains what we know the Soviets can do; it is that simple.

SHOULD SALT II BE AMENDED?

There are those who argue that the text of the treaty itself should 
be amended.

While I will support certain amendments to the resolution of ratifi
cation, I will oppose amendments to the treaty itself. Amendments to 
the treaty  text would result in reopening negotiations. I do not 
believe that a new round of negotiations will serve the national 
interest.

SALT II required almost 7 years of negotiations under the adminis
trations of Mr. Nixon, Mr. Ford, and Mr. Carter, during which the 
Soviets made several concessions —for example, equal limits and sub
limits on missile systems; fractionation limits; prohibition against 
deployment of SS-16 mobile ICBM’s; deployment of not more than 
one “new” missile; and the prohibition against telemetry encryption 
which impedes verification.

If the treaty negotiations were to be reopened, the Soviets would 
want to renegotiate the concessions they have already made. There is 
a real likelihood that the resulting treaty would be less —rather than 
more — favorable to the United States. And it is even more probable 
that there would be no treaty at all.

It is virtually certain that renegotiation would entail a long delay, 
and that during this time the Soviets would proceed to develop and 
deploy weapons systems which are prohibited by this SALT II 
treaty.

Some opponents of the treaty argue that it “allows” the Soviets to 
“keep” their 308 SS-18 “heavies,” while denying us the “right” to 
build similar heavy missiles. This argument overlooks the fact that 
U.S. force planners opted in the 1960’s not to go the “heavy” route, 
and chose instead to go for smaller, more accurate, solid-fuel ICBM’s — 
Minuteman.

Our force planners, if given the option today to build the likes of 
the SS-18 heavy missile, would not choose to do so. In other words, if
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afforded the opportunity, we would not take advantage of the “right” 
to build such missiles; we would still follow the course we have 
chosen —the MX-mobile, which is comparable in size to the Soviet 
SS-19, heaviest of the “light” missiles.

The SALT II treaty is not responsible for the Soviet SS-18 
“monsters.” The U.S.S.R. chose to go the “big missile” route many 
years ago. Although deployment of the SS-18 did not begin until 
1974, it is a follow-on to earlier Soviet heavy missiles, and its plan
ning, development, testing, and production covered more than a 
decade. Some opponents of the current SALT II treaty were among 
those who, in 1972, supported SALT I ,2 which “froze-in” the big 
missiles. The Soviets were permitted to keep their “heavies.” The 
1974 Vladivostok agreement,3 which many of today’s treaty oppo
nents also embraced at the time, extended this provision. So, it is 
wrong to criticize SALT II for “allowing” the Soviets to “have” some
thing which they already had, namely, the heavy missiles which had 
been agreed to in earlier negotiations.

It is futile to argue that the treaty should be amended by the 
Senate to reduce the number of Soviet SS-18’s from 308 to 150. I 
would like to see the number reduced to 150 —or even to zero —but 
there is a great gulf between what is ideal and what is achievable. 
U.S. negotiators sought to cut back the number of S S -18’s, but the 
Soviets insisted that the negotiations should proceed on the basis of 
the Vladivostok understandings. Furthermore, to reduce the number 
of SS-18’s to 150 —or even to zero —would not change the growing 
vulnerability of U.S. Minuteman missiles; they would still be 
vulnerable to the increasing accuracy of the Soviet S S -19’s and 
other missile systems. I hope that SALT III will result in meaningful 
reductions, quantitatively and qualitatively, in Soviet missiles. But 
SALT III will never come about if a SALT II is rejected.

POSSIBLE CONSEQUENCES OF REJECTED SALT II

Argument has been made that SALT II should be rejected in order 
to “shock” the American people into an awareness of the need to fund 
programs to improve our national defense. I do not question the need 
for increased expenditures, on a prudent and selective basis, for 
defense. But, I reject the shock argument. I believe our deliberations 
on the SALT II treaty can contribute to greater public responsive
ness to defense needs.

Selective increases are necessary, with or without this treaty. I am 
convinced, however, that the cost of improving our defense posture 
will be less with SALT II than without it.

SALT II will allow us to carry out the necessary strengthening and 
modernization of our central strategic nuclear systems, while 
limiting the momentum of Soviet development in this field.

2 The SALT I agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 
197 ff.

3 See ibid., 197k, pp. 746-750.
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If the treaty is rejected a greater proportion of our total defense 
expenditures would be devoted to central strategic nuclear weapons 
systems in the effort to deny Soviet strategic nuclear superiority — 
thus “bleeding” away the much needed funding for modernization of 
U.S. conventional forces and theater nuclear forces in Europe.

This is not the only negative consequence which would flow from 
rejection of the treaty. For example:

First. No limits on the number of strategic nuclear delivery 
systems. Secretary of Defense Brown and Under Secretary of 
Defense William Perry testified before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee that this Nation would face a substantially greater threat 
by 1985 without SALT II than with it. Without SALT II, we could 
face 30 percent more total missiles and bombers, 50 percent more 
MIRVed strategic missiles, 75 percent more MIRVed ICBM’s and 
more than double —perhaps even 150 percent more — silo-killer 
warheads.

With SALT II, the Soviets would be limited to 2,250 strategic 
missiles and bombers overall. Without SALT II, considering the pro
duction momentum they have acquired, the Soviets could have as 
many as 3,000 by 1985.

With SALT II, the Soviets are limited to 1,200 MIRVed strategic 
missile launchers, while, in light of their present trends, they could 
have 1,800 by 1985 without SALT II. The treaty limits Soviet 
MIRVed land-based strategic missile launchers to 820, whereas, 
without SALT II, they could potentially reach 1,300 by 1985.

Second. No limits on warheads. Since SALT II limits the Soviets to 
308 S S -18’s —a figure which was not created by this treaty, but 
which was frozen by GALT I and carried forward in the Vladivostok 
agreement —and restricts the number of warheads on each to 10, the 
maximum threat from the S S-18’s under SALT II is 3,080 warheads 
by 1985. Without SALT II, according to Secretary Brown, they could 
keep their SS-18 production line open and, by maintaining their cur
rent production rate, produce 500 S S-18’s in that period. Without 
the treaty, they could double the number of warheads on each to 20 
and could thereby have 10,000 warheads on their S S -18’s by 1985. 
Technologically, the Soviets could even triple the number of war
heads on each missile and could achieve 15,000 warheads on their 
S S -18’s.

Third. The SS-16 would not be prohibited in the event of rejection 
of the treaty. Under SALT II, the Soviets are prohibited from 
testing, producing, or deploying the SS-16, the only mobile ICBM 
currently available to either side. Without SALT II, the Soviets 
would be free to deploy the SS-16 mobile ICBM.

In sum, as Adm. Noel Gayler, former commander in chief of our 
forces in the Pacific testified:

The first consequence (of a rejection of the Treaty) would be 
more weapons in the hands of the Russians.
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Fourth. There would be less predictability. Rejection of SALT II 
would diminish our knowledge of the threat we need to defend 
against, because the Soviet strategic buildup would be less predic
table, in the absence of SALT restrictions on Soviet weapons and pro
hibitions against concealment from our national technical means of 
observing them.

As Secretary Brown has said:

Without SALT we would lose the greater predictability that is 
one of the agreement’s most important contributions to stability. 
In my view, it is probable that without SALT II we would enter 
into an era of greater uncertainty— in both military and political 
terms —that would result in increased strategic forces on both 
sides, as hedges against that uncertainty. This would mean less 
rather than more security for the United States —and for the 
Soviet Union, too.

General Barrow, Commandant of the Marine Corps, testified:
If this Treaty were rejected, our knowledge of the threat we 

face and must defend against would necessarily diminish 
(because there probably would be) no restrictions on Soviet pro
grams and prohibitions against concealment.

Fifth. Rejection of SALT II would damage U.S. leadership credi
bility. In considering the consequences of rejection of SALT II, we 
must also look at the international impact, and its effect on our allies 
and on our role of international leadership. I have had the oppor
tunity to review the extensive testimony on this issue, and to discuss 
it over the past months with a number of key European leaders. I 
have found our European allies to be strongly supportive of SALT II, 
although they have some specific concerns about the noncircumven
tion clause and the provision of the protocol. Europeans are genu
inely concerned about the growing imbalance in theater nuclear and 
conventional forces, and they hope that this imbalance can be recti
fied in SALT III —which, of course, would not be reached unless and 
until SALT II is ratified. Rejection of SALT II would send confusing 
signals to other nations. Our allies would tend to see rejection of the 
treaty as raising serious questions about U.S. stability and leader
ship. It would create a climate of political uncertainty. The cohesive
ness of the Western alliance would be undermined.

Sixth. Rejection of SALT II would make U.S. monitoring more dif
ficult. Without SALT II, the United States would face a much more 
uncertain situation in monitoring Soviet strategic developments 
because the deception, concealment, and countermeasures banned by 
SALT II would be uninhibited. U.S. monitoring capabilities with 
respect to SALT II may not be ideal, but without SALT II our capa
bilities would be considerably diminished. With or without SALT II, 
it would be virtually necessary for the U.S. intelligence community to 
have the capabilities to monitor Soviet strategic developments. 
SALT II places restrictions on Soviet concealment activities which
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deliberately impede verification of the treaty provisions. Without 
SALT II, there are no restrictions on the Soviets against deliberate 
concealment to impede U.S. monitoring and verification.

Seventh. Other arms control efforts would be endangered if SALT
II were rejected. Rejection of SALT II would have a potentially 
adverse impact on other arms control endeavors presently underway. 
Such arms control efforts would include first of all, of course, the 
SALT process itself [which] would be the first casualty of a failure to 
ratify SALT II; but our nonproliferation efforts, as well as the compre
hensive test ban (CTB), mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR), 
and antisatellite (ASAT) negotiations might also be imperiled.

Ratification of SALT II will not necessarily make it easier to 
achieve success in other arms control efforts, but rejection of SALT
II could slam the door on the hope for progress in these efforts.

First. Nuclear nonproliferation. The Treaty on the Nonprolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons (NPT),4 commits all parties to the treaty, in
cluding the United States and the Soviet Union, to pursue negotia
tions in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date. Under this treaty, 106 nonnuclear 
weapon states have pledged not to acquire nuclear weapons or 
nuclear explosive devices. In 1975, a conference to review the opera
tion of the NPT was held.5 The United States and Soviet Union were 
repeatedly attacked for inadequate attention to disarmament. 
Yugoslavia even threatened to withdraw from the treaty in part 
because:

The nuclear-weapon states have not fulfilled their basic obliga
tions under the Treaty: they have not discontinued the nuclear 
arms race; they have not stopped the nuclear weapons tests; ver
tical proliferation of nuclear weapons has continued.

Another review conference will convene next June. It can be antici
pated that the degree to which the nuclear-weapon states have lived 
up to their obligations under the NPT treaty will again be a critical 
point. Most responsible non-nuclear-weapon states consider United 
States and Soviet willingness to negotiate reductions in the arms 
race as essential to the success of worldwide efforts to control prolif
eration. Failure to ratify SALT II would weaken our hand in our con
tinuing effort to persuade other nations to remain non-nuclear. We 
will hardly be in a strong political or moral position to ask other 
nations to hold the nuclear line if we and the Soviets have demon
strated that we are unwilling or unable to control and reduce our own 
massive nuclear arsenals.

Second. Comprehensive test ban. Failure to ratify SALT II would 
have a seriously adverse effect on the negotiating climate for CTB. 
Taken together, SALT II and a comprehensive test ban treaty would 
have mutually reinforcing effects in moderating and stabilizing the 
United S tates-Soviet arms race. Since neither the United States nor

4 The treaty is printed ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
5 The final declaration of this conference is printed ibid., 1975, pp. 146-156.
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the U.S.S.R. could be expected to deploy new types of nuclear war
heads without fully testing them, a comprehensive test ban treaty 
could, in effect, freeze deployed nuclear warhead technologies at 
present levels.

Any new systems would have to employ warheads of already 
proven design. A CTB would place important constraints on Soviet 
nuclear improvements —for example, in the yield-to-weight ratios of 
Soviet warheads —thus preventing them from putting their missile 
throw-weight to most efficient use. A CTB could inhibit the Soviets’ 
ability to field a cruise missile force as efficient and sophisticated as 
our own.

After 7 years of negotiating SALT II under three Presidential 
administrations, both Republican and Democratic, failure to ratify the 
treaty would severely damage our credibility as a negotiating part
ner. Soviet negotiators would not only reap political profit from our 
failure to ratify SALT II, but they would also see little incentive to 
make the concessions, especially on verification, that would be 
needed to reach an agreement on a comprehensive test ban treaty.

Third. Mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR). These 
negotiations on force levels —a subject vital to European 
security —are at a potentially decisive stage. Disagreement remains 
over one key issue: the data base. Western estimates of Warsaw Pact 
forces differ significantly from the data provided by the Eastern 
countries. Nonetheless, the Soviets have accepted the Western 
principle of common ceilings and if the data base problem can be 
resolved, an agreement could be in sight. However, there is serious 
question as to whether MBFR negotiations could continue at all in the 
aftermath of a failure to ratify SALT II.

Fourth. Antisatellite weapons negotiations. The U.S. goal in these 
negotiations is to prevent an arms race in weapons used for attacking 
space objects. Such competition would increase threats to U.S. satel
lites, and it would be extremely expensive. The United States would 
prefer to avoid such a race by negotiating with the Soviet Union 
equitable limitations on antisatellite weapons. These negotiations are 
related to SALT II, in that any restrictions on means to attack satel
lites would increase the confidence of each side in the survivability of 
its satellites used for verification of arms control agreements. If 
SALT II is rejected, it is unlikely that the climate would exist for 
progress toward agreement on limiting or prohibiting antisatellite 
weapons.

THE TREATY IN CONTEXT

And so, Mr. President, I have repeatedly stated that, while the 
SALT II treaty should be considered on its own merits, it must neces
sarily be viewed within the broader context of the overall strategic 
and military balance.

Corollary and peripheral issues do arise. Although I believe SALT
II can contribute to an overall improvement in United S tates-Soviet
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relations and to international stability, there remain some serious 
concerns about Soviet actions and policies. The Soviets have 
developed and deployed military forces far beyond those needed to 
maintain their own security. The Soviets and their clients have in 
several cases exploited unstable situations in Africa and elsewhere. 
It should be noted that their record is not one of unblemished success 
in this regard. What is important for the United States is that we con
tinue to act to protect our own interests, and to make clear to the 
Soviets that, when international stability is threatened in such a man
ner, it will inevitably affect prospects for b e tte r United 
S tates-Soviet relations.

In the recent controversy over Soviet troops in Cuba, there was 
danger that we would lose sight of what our country’s real interests 
are. We are not threatened by the presence of a brigade of Soviet 
troops in Cuba. The stakes in SALT II are much higher and far more 
vital to our national security than this peripheral and unrelated issue.

The fact is that SALT II —as a number of qualified witnesses have 
testified —is a positive contribution to our national security. And the 
action by the Senate on this treaty can have a profound effect on 
international security, stability, and the prospects for world peace 
for many years to come.

I would readily concede that the SALT II treaty is far from perfect. 
Any Senator unilaterally can draft a treaty but it takes two parties to 
negotiate it. We must remember that this treaty is the product of 
negotiations between two parties over 6 V2 years, under three admin
istrations, two of which were Republican and one of which was 
Democratic.

This treaty, like most treaties, is a statement of the political 
realities existing between the nations involved. It suggests a commit
ment on both sides to limit competition in one domain, that of 
strategic arms.

Certainly there is no more important area in which to achieve 
agreement —even limited agreement —than in this critical area. 
Cooperation to moderate competition in strategic arms does not 
mean an end to United States-Soviet competition in other areas. 
Indeed, the fact that such competition between the Soviet Union and 
the United States will continue makes SALT II all the more impor
tant: the treaty is a step toward stabilizing the nuclear arms race and 
thereby reducing the danger that Soviet-American competition or 
confrontation on other questions might lead to nuclear confrontation.

We will not be relying on trust. That would hardly be a sufficient 
basis for assuring that the provisions of the treaty are being complied 
with. We will be relying on our own observation. Our diverse national 
technical means can provide us with accurate and up-to-date informa
tion on Soviet strategic developments. The Select Committee on In
telligence has considered this matter in a careful and detailed manner 
in reaching this conclusion.

Thus, it is my strong belief that approval of SALT II is the correct 
step to take not only in terms of our national security interests, but
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for its international implications as well. At the same time, I reiterate 
that we must take steps to bolster our deterrent capability, particu
larly in NATO. This, of course, is not for the United States to do 
alone. It has to be done in conjunction with our European allies.

As to the resolution of ratification, I now turn to those areas of the 
treaty and protocol which, in my view, require strengthening 
through clarification or elaboration by the Senate in the resolution of 
ratification. These include matters which relate to our future ability 
to proceed with programs vital to our future security and that of our 
allies.

When I met with President Brezhnev, Foreign Minister Gromyko, 
and other Soviet leaders early in July, I stated that there were 
several areas of major concern to me and other Senators, and I indi
cated that the Senate would probably act on these points.

PROTOCOL EXPIRATION

I said that it was likely that the Senate would specify that the pro
visions of the protocol do not constitute a precedent, and that the pro
tocol could not be extended beyond its December 31,1981, expiration 
date without the explicit consent of the Senate. I regard this as a mat
ter of major importance. General Jones, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, 
said:

As presently constructed, the Protocol restrictions will have 
no significant impact provided there is no extension of the cur
rent expiration date.

The protocol must not be considered in any sense as precedental. 
This is a critical issue in relation to our ability to deploy cruise 
missiles and the MX in the 1980’s. The limits in the protocol, we have 
been repeatedly assured, will in no way inhibit the testing and 
development of these systems. We want to leave no shred of doubt 
about our ability to go ahead with these systems, and to make clear 
that the protocol means what it says. We might face a future effort to 
make it appear that we are somehow reneging on the treaty if we do 
not continue the provisions of the protocol. Thus, it is important for 
the Senate to act on this point.

NON-CIRCUMVENTION

I informed the Soviets that the Senate would want to state its 
understanding that the noncircumvention provision of the treaty will 
not affect existing patterns of collaboration with our allies. We have 
been informed that during the SALT II negotiations, the Soviets 
repeatedly sought to place limits on us in our cooperation with allies. 
Our negotiators successfully rejected these efforts, but I think it is in
cumbent upon the Senate to make our position on this issue abso
lutely unequivocal. This is an issue of major importance to NATO.
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BACKFIRE BOMBER

In his statement at the Vienna Summit, President Brezhnev made 
certain important assurances and commitments in regard to the 
Backfire (Tu22-M), stating that the production level would not 
exceed 30 aircraft per year and that the radius of action would not be 
increased so as to give it intercontinental capability. President 
Brezhnev reaffirmed this during my meeting with him. I believe the 
Senate should formalize these assurances. We should make clear that 
we consider the carrying out of these commitments to be essential to 
the obligations assumed under the treaty. I support a reservation 
which would underline the legally binding nature of these commit
ments and indicate that their violation would constitute grounds for 
our withdrawal from the treaty.

VERIFICATION AND REPORTING PROCEDURES

I also believe it is important for the Senate to establish formal veri
fication reporting procedures. The Senate should be kept informed on 
a regular and periodic basis of our monitoring efforts in relation to 
SALT II, including issues brought before the Standing Consultative 
Commission (SCC). The Senate should be advised immediately, 
through the procedures governing the Select Committee on Intelli
gence, of any significant new development which indicates either 
Soviet noncompliance with the treaty or Soviet activities inconsistent 
with the objectives of the treaty. I am cosponsoring a reservation 
which would require reports to the Senate every 6 months on SALT II 
verification and compliance, plus special reports at such other times 
as developments warrant.

I believe that —with inclusion of the kinds of modifications I have 
suggested —we will have a treaty that is balanced, that protects our 
security interests, and enables us to proceed with needed qualitative 
improvements in our deterrent capability. It would be foolish to 
jeopardize all of this, and the long efforts that have gone into achiev
ing agreement on SALT II, by attempting to rewrite the treaty in the 
Senate.

I have cited four specific points on which I believe the Senate 
should act: nonextension of the protocol, the noncircumvention provi
sion, the bomber, and verification and reporting procedures. There 
are additional subjects which the Senate may wish to deal with, a 
notable example being clarification of the status of the agreed state
ments and common understandings. It is my belief that the agreed 
statements and common understandings are of the same force and 
effect as the provisions of the treaty and it would be appropriate for 
the Senate to make this clear in the resolution of ratification.

The Senate may take additional actions, and I may want to submit 
other proposals for consideration. For example, in conjunction with 
its consideration of the treaty, I believe the Senate should adopt 
language providing guidance for U.S. negotiators in SALT III. This 
would include a declaration of our support for significant reductions
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in levels of strategic arms on both sides —in keeping with the princi
ple of essential equivalence. This would be consistent with and give 
greater weight to the joint statement of principles and basic guide
lines for subsequent negotiations on the limitation of strategic arms. 
The Senate may want to suggest other specific points for the SALT
III agenda. This would be a means of addressing such issues as Soviet 
theater nuclear weapons deployment.

If the Senate approves amendments to the resolution of ratification 
of the nature I have discussed, I believe we should then proceed to 
consent to the ratification of the treaty.

HISTORIC OPPORTUNITY

In considering this treaty, the Senate has an historic opportunity. 
The Senate’s constitutional role presents us with an awesome and 
solemn challenge. I believe the Senate will rise to this challenge. This 
treaty not only goes to the heart of U.S. national security interests, 
but has far-reaching ramifications in the international arena. The 
Senate has an opportunity to help diminish the potential for nuclear 
destruction, to help make the world a more secure and safer place.

I am proud of our constitutional system and the special role of the 
Senate in foreign policy. When I was in the Soviet Union, I took great 
pains to explain to the Soviet leaders the Senate’s role in the treaty 
process and the seriousness with which the Senate exercises this 
independent prerogative. One of the virtues of this process is that a 
treaty, and particularly one of this import, having been negotiated by 
the executive, is then subjected to the scrutiny of the Senate. A treaty 
which has withstood this thorough constitutional process is backed 
up by the confidence and support of the American people through 
their elected representatives in the Senate.

I believe the American people favor a treaty that contributes to 
our security, while reducing international tensions and the risks of 
nuclear war. I believe the American people will support the steps 
necessary to protect our security by bolstering our defense in certain 
key areas. This, I repeat, has to be done with or without SALT II. 
Without the treaty, we face a more costly, a more uncertain, and a 
more dangerous future. But with the treaty we should have no illu
sions. As the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Jones, has 
pointed out, we cannot let the SALT II treaty “tranquilize” us. If 
SALT II is approved, we cannot afford to become complacent about 
the critical need to undertake important strategic modernization pro
grams in order to maintain strategic parity within the SALT II limits. 
Unless we sustain a commitment to a strong national defense, the 
possibilities inherent in SALT II will not be realized.

The SALT II treaty provides a foundation on which to build future 
arms control efforts. I am convinced that careful consideration of all 
the testimony that has been presented, and a thoughtful analysis of 
the treaty, leads to the clear-cut judgment that the treaty should be 
ratified.

This is a time for serious contemplation.
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It is a time to put the interests of this country, not only of this 
generation —but for who knows how many generations ahead —above 
all partisan considerations or personal considerations.

It is a time not to be swayed by considerations other than the 
merits of the subject before us.

It is a time for sober reflection of the highest order.
What we do here and now will not be judged by polls or elections 

but in the cold, clear light of history.

North Atlantic Assembly Resolution: Strategic Arms 
Limitation Treaty, October 26, 1979 1

Noting that the SALT II treaty is the culmination of seven years of 
rigorous and complex negotiation by three U.S. Administrations, and 
represents adherence to the obligations of the two super powers 
under the Nonproliferation Treaty;

Recognizing that the treaty places numerical restraints on Soviet 
strategic capabilities, in terms of both launchers and warheads, and 
enhances Western capabilities to predict and monitor the develop
ment and deployment of Soviet strategic forces;

Recognizing further that the treaty permits the United States to 
pursue all measures necessary to sustain the strength and credibility 
of the U.S. strategic deterrent;

Assured that neither the treaty nor the protocol will inhibit 
necessary military and technological cooperation within the alliance;

Convinced therefore that, in providing the framework for a secure 
and stable strategic balance between the United States and the 
Soviet Union, the treaty reduces the possibility of nuclear war, con
tributes to international stability, and thereby promotes the security 
interests of the member nations of the North Atlantic Alliance;

Recognizing the SALT II treaty as an essential step toward the 
goal of achieving more substantial reductions in the nuclear arsenal 
of both sides during a future SALT III negotiation;

Convinced that a SALT III negotiation provides the most promis
ing forum for nuclear reductions in the European theatre and that 
progress in such a negotiation would facilitate collateral progress in 
related negotiations within the MBFR and CSCE frameworks;

Reminded that the twin precepts of the alliance are defense and 
detente;

Recognizing that the unanimous endorsement of the SALT II 
treaty by the leaders of all member states of the alliance reflects 
broad-based public support of the SALT process as a central element 
in the effort to stabilize the East-West military balance and 
simultaneously to improve East-West relations;

Concerned, with regard to defense, that failure to ratify the SALT
II treaty would have a seriously disruptive impact on the cohesion of 
the North Atlantic Alliance;

1 ACDA files. The vote on this res. was 71 in favor, none opposed, and 38 abstained.
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Concerned, with regard to detente, that failure to ratify SALT II 
would result in a deterioration in East-West relations, potentially 
negating many of such positive aspects of detente as expanded trade, 
cultural contacts, and reunification of families;

Respecting as an assembly of parliamentarians the sovereign right 
and the responsibilities of the U.S. Senate to decide on the ratifica
tion of SALT II;

Urges the United States Government:
To proceed to early ratification of the SALT II treaty, with due 

respect to all requirements for credible deterrence, stable nuclear 
balance, and future arms control negotiations;

To undertake SALT II negotiations aimed at accomplishing signifi
cant reductions in each side’s nuclear forces.

North Atlantic Assembly Resolution: Modernization off 
Theater Nuclear Forces in Europe, October 26, 19791

Convinced of the credibility of the American nuclear guarantee and 
the American commitment to the defense of Europe;

Believing, however, that it is also necessary to seek an agreement 
for limitations of nuclear weapons which are not included in SALT II 
so that the arms race is not shifted to Europe;

Concerned about the recent Soviet arms build-up of medium-range 
nuclear systems, especially through deployment of the SS-20 and 
the Backfire Bomber;

Convinced that the alliance must take effective action to bring 
about limitation and reduction of these weapons systems;

Convinced that a stable deterrence capability and escalation con
trol is necessary to preserve the security of the alliance;

Concerned that without arms control measures for medium-range 
nuclear weapons or modernization of American theater nuclear 
forces in Europe, alliance deterrence capabilities and escalation con
trol might suffer setbacks in the near future;

Welcoming Soviet readiness to negotiate about these problems as 
expressed in the speech of President Brezhnev in Berlin on October 6 ,
1979,2 which, however, is not yet a sufficient basis for negotiations;

Recommends that alliance governments and the North Atlantic 
Council agree on a program for the theater nuclear modernization;

Implement this program in a way that concrete results of arms con
trol negotiations with the Soviet Union can be taken into account at 
any time during the period between the decision on the program and 
the earliest possible deployment of new systems in 1983, including 
the possibility of renouncing the new medium-range nuclear 
weapons, if and to the degree that the Soviet Union is prepared to 
reduce its own long-range theater nuclear forces (LRTNF);

1 ACDA files. The vote on this res. was 84 in favor, 4 opposed, and 22 abstained.
2 Printed above.
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Provide for LRTNF deployment in several alliance member states 
and not just one European country;

Shape the modernization program exclusively towards strengthen
ing deterrence and escalation control, thereby improving the alliance 
strategy of flexible response and assuring the stabilization of the 
overall nuclear strategic balance without attempting to create a 
separate nuclear balance in Europe.

Provide in the SALT III negotiations, so vitally important for 
European security, a consultation process that includes European 
participation in the preparation of LRTNF negotiating positions.

Letter From the Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations (Church) to Secretary of State 
Vance: Structure of the Resolution of Advice and 
Consent to Ratification of the SALT II Treaty, Octo
ber 29, 1979 1

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee began its markup of the 
SALT II Treaty on Monday, October 15. From the outset, the Com
mittee has confronted several procedural issues regarding the legal 
effect of the various conditions or declarations which it may decide to 
incorporate into the resolution of ratification reported to the Senate.

With the intention of clarifying these matters, the staff has sug
gested drafting the resolution of ratification so as to distinguish 
three categories of conditions to the Senate’s advice and consent:

(1) Those that need not be formally communicated to or 
agreed to by the Soviet Union;

(2) Those that would be formally communicated to the Soviet 
Union, but not necessarily agreed to by them, and

(3) Those that would require the explicit agreement of the 
Soviet Union.

While the Committee had tentatively agreed to designate its condi
tions in this manner, it has not yet decided upon the exact form which 
the resolution will take. The attached draft of a resolution of ratifica
tion is therefore merely illustrative. However, before the Committee 
completes its markup, we must decide how best to assure that our in
tentions, and eventually those of the full Senate, are accomplished in 
the resolution of ratification.

In making our final decision about the structure of the resolution of 
ratification it would be most useful to have an advance understanding 
with the President on a number of questions. In this regard, your for
mal assurances on the following points are desired:

1 The SA LT  II Treaty: Report of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States 
Senate, Together with Supplemental and Minority Views (S. Ex. Rept. 96-14; 96th 
Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 29-30. The letter was signed also by the ranking minority member 
of the committee (Javits).
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(1) That the President would proceed on the understanding 
that the provisions contained in each category of the resolution 
of ratification are equally binding on the United States with 
respect to its adherence to the Treaty;

(2) As to what procedure the President will follow for com
municating to the Soviet Union the provisions of category II of 
the resolution of ratification that would constitute formal 
notification of the official United States position on such issues;

(3) That the executive branch would follow a procedure for 
securing Soviet agreement to the conditions in section 3 of the 
resolution that will leave no doubt as to the explicit agreement of 
the Soviet Union to the conditions contained therein, such as by 
means of a Protocol of Exchange or its legal equivalent.

Since we are proceeding steadily with the markup in Committee, 
we would appreciate your response on these matters at the earliest 
possible time.

Remarks by President Brezhnev During an Interview  
by Pravda: Limitation of Arms in Europe, Novem
ber 5, 1979 1

Question: Speaking on October 6 this year in Berlin2 you declared 
readiness of the Soviet Union to reduce, over the current level, the 
quantity of medium-range nuclear means deployed in the western 
areas of the Soviet Union if there is no additional deployment of 
similar means in Western Europe. How, in your opinion, could one 
embark on a practical solution of this problem?Answer: Our proposal, put forward in the speech in Berlin, aims at 
making headway in tackling the whole complex of the problems of 
military detente and limitation of armaments in the European Conti
nent. The first reaction to this proposal indicated that it has been cor
rectly understood by all those who hold dear the peace and security 
in Europe. At the same time the proposal was, of course, not to the 
liking of those who would wish to see a further whipping up of the 
arms race on the European Continent, especially in the field of 
medium-range nuclear means.

As regards a practical solution of the problem of these weapons, 
there is only one way to follow —that of embarking on negotiations. 
The Soviet Union is of the view that the negotiations must be em
barked on without delay. We are prepared for this. Now it is up to the 
Western powers. It is important, however, that no hasty actions be 
taken which might complicate the situation or obstruct the attain
ment of positive results. There will be a greater chance of obtaining 
such results if no decisions are taken on the production and deploy
ment in Western Europe of the above-mentioned means pending the

1 Tass in English, Nov. 5, 1979; FBIS, Daily R eport, Nov. 6, 1979, vol. Ill, p. AA1.
2 The Oct. 6 speech is printed above.
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outcome of the negotiations. And, conversely, the chances will be 
undermined if such decisions are taken within the framework of 
NATO.

One must also mention the following:
The Soviet Union and other countries —members of the Warsaw 

Treaty have proposed to all states which participated in the all- 
European conference to renounce the first use, against each other, of 
both nuclear and non-nuclear weapons.3 So far, we have not yet 
received an answer to this proposal. But I should like to reiterate 
again with all the responsibility [as received] that at present the 
Soviet Union will not resort to the use of nuclear weapons against 
those states which renounce the production and acquisition of such 
weapons and do not have these weapons in their territories. We are 
prepared to formalize corresponding undertakings to this effect with 
any state concerned.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Conclusion of an International Convention Prohibit
ing the Development, Production, Stockpiling, and 
Use of Radiological Weapons, November 6, 1979 4

The delegation of the Soviet Union is today introducing draft 
resolution A/C.1/34/L.7, of which it is a co-sponsor together with the 
delegation of the United States, with regard to the conclusion of an 
international convention prohibiting the development, production, 
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.5

As the Committee knows, the talks between the Soviet Union and 
the United States on the question of the prohibition of new types and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction and, in that context, the pro
hibition of radiological weapons, led to a joint proposal being 
produced on the fundamental elements of such a convention. It was 
submitted to the Committee on Disarmament at its summer session 
this year.8 This proposal was designed to prevent the appearance of 
one form of weapon of mass destruction, namely, radiological 
weapons which, if it were to be created and used, would cause 
massive loss of human life and would have exceedingly dangerous 
consequences for mankind. We have in mind such varieties of this 
weapon as bombs, shells, explosive devices and so on, designed to 
spread the radioactive material contained in them by explosive means; 
special devices on equipment dispersing radioactive material by non
explosive means, for example, by dispersal in the form of liquid or 
solid particles; and also the actual radioactive material itself with 
which these technical devices are equipped.

3 This proposal was made May 15, above.
4 A/C.1/34/PV.31, Nov. 7, 1979, pp. 2 -6 .
5 Substantially the same as G.A. res. 34/87 A of Dec. 11, 1979, printed below.
#It was submitted July 9 and is printed above.
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There is every reason to believe that the magnitude of the effect 
produced by radiological weapons would be similar to that of the 
effect produced by radioactive materials resulting from nuclear 
explosions which cause radioactive contamination of the area 
concerned.

The importance of preventing the appearance of this type of 
weapon of mass destruction is also connected with the fact that the 
speedy development of nuclear energy and technology in many coun
tries of the world is creating objective conditions for the broad 
dissemination of radioactive materials and they, as we know, could be 
used in radiological weapons. Such use of radioactive materials could 
become technically accessible to quite a broad circle of States.

A convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons should 
become an important step towards the limitation of the arms race, 
thus sparing mankind the danger of the creation and use of a new 
type of weapon of mass destruction, through the prevention of the 
use of scientific and technological progress for destructive purposes.

We believe that the draft submitted to the Committee on Disarma
ment is a good basis for immediate work on and conclusion of an 
appropriate convention. Its early entry into force, we are firmly con
vinced, would serve the cause of strengthening international peace 
and security.

As the Committee knows, at the summer session of the Committee, 
discussion began of an agreed proposal on the prohibition of radio
logical weapons, submitted by the delegations of the USSR and the 
United States and, as we can see in the report of the Committee, it in
tended to continue consideration of that question at its next session.

The Soviet delegation believes that we must provide additional 
momentum for the talks on radiological weapons which are going on 
in the Committee on Disarmament and, in this context, the General 
Assembly could request the Committee on Disarmament to continue, 
as early as possible, its work on arriving at an agreement on the text 
of an appropriate convention, and to present a report on the results 
achieved for the consideration of the General Assembly at its thirty- 
fifth session.

This is precisely the purport of the draft resolution submitted by 
the Soviet Union and the United States.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Conclu
sion of an International Convention Prohibiting the 
Development, Production, Stockpiling, and Use of 
Radiological Weapons, November 6, 1979 1

Today, under agenda item 45: “General and Complete Disarma
ment”, the United States, together with the Union of Soviet Socialist

1 A/C.1/34/PV.31, Nov. 7, 1979, pp. 7 -11 .
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Republics, introduces draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.7 on the “Conclu
sion of an international convention prohibiting the development, pro
duction, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons”.2 Permit me to 
make some observations on this initiative.

On 12 August 1948, a Commission of the United Nations adopted a 
resolution defining weapons of mass destruction to include atomic ex
plosive weapons, radioactive material weapons —the subject of the 
draft resolution now introduced —lethal chemical and biological 
weapons, and any weapons developed in the future which have char
acteristics comparable in destructive effect to those of the atomic 
bomb or the other weapons mentioned.3

At that time, the amounts of highly radioactive materials in exis
tence were small and confined only to a few facilities and a few coun
tries. It was, however, recognized even then —in 1948 —that these 
materials could cause immense damage and massive destruction of 
human life. Today, the threat is far greater than in 1948 and the 
potential for developing and producing radiological weapons has 
spread, as more and more countries seek a solution to their energy 
needs through the technology of nuclear energy production. As a 
result, the material which could be used in radiological weapons is 
now found in many facilities throughout the world.

In view of the continuing accumulation of radioactive materials in 
the world, my Government in 1976 suggested before the United 
Nations General Assembly that consideration be given to concluding 
an international agreement prohibiting radiological weapons.4 In 
1977, the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to form a work
ing group to study the question and, subsequently, initiated bilateral 
negotiations on a joint initiative. This past summer in Geneva, our two 
Governments concluded these negotiations and presented the joint 
initiative to the Committee on Disarmament for its consideration and 
for elaboration into a multilateral convention on the subject. The text 
of this initiative is contained in the report of the Committee on Dis
armament to the General Assembly in documents CD/31 and CD/32.5

The draft resolution which we are introducing welcomes the report 
of the Committee on Disarmament and, particularly, the stated inten
tion of the Committee to continue consideration, at its next annual 
session, of proposals for a convention banning these weapons. It also 
requests the Committee on Disarmament to proceed with this task as 
soon as possible with a view to achieving —through negotiation, of 
course —agreement on the text of such a convention and to report the 
results of its work on this issue to the thirty-fifth session of the 
General Assembly.

In representing the joint initiative to the Committee on Disarma
ment this summer, we enumerated some of the specific activities such 
a convention should prohibit: for example, dissemination of radio

2 Substantially the same as res. 34/87 A of Dec. 11, 1979, printed below.
3 The U.N. res. is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
4 For this suggestion, see ibid., 1976, pp. 819-820.
5 The initiative was submitted July 9 and is printed above.
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active material from the spent fuel rods of a reactor over an area to 
make it impassable; for area denial; or, in a populated area, to kill, 
harm, or force evacuation of the population would be prohibited. The 
proposed convention would also prohibit the development, produc
tion, and stockpiling of devices specifically designed for such pur
poses. It seems important to make clear at this point, however, that 
no obligation undertaken by States in accordance with the proposed 
convention would be interpreted as covering the use of radioactive 
materials or any sources of radiation except such uses as the parties 
to the convention have undertaken not to engage in, pursuant to its 
provisions. For example, the convention would not apply to any of the 
myriad uses of radiation from radioactive decay for peaceful pur
poses, such as in medicine or scientific research.

Verification is an essential and long-recognized requirement of any 
effective arms control or disarmament measure. Arms control and 
disarmament agreements, if they are to succeed, must contain 
measures of verification adequate to the special nature of the 
weapons to be controlled in order to create the necessary confidence 
that the obligations of the agreement are being adhered to by all 
parties.

The United States is satisfied that the verification provisions incor
porated in the United States-USSR joint initiative on radiological 
weapons meet this requirement in this particular instance.

While the threat of radiological weapons is fortunately still a 
potential threat, it is nevertheless a real threat. Agreement on a con
vention prohibiting such weapons would be a significant achieve
ment. It would close a gap in the application of arms control measures 
to identified weapons of mass destruction and thus constitute one fur
ther step along the road to ensuring a more stable and secure interna
tional environment. The United States hopes, therefore, that the 
draft resolution calling for the negotiation of such a convention by the 
Committee on Disarmament will meet with the broadest support of 
this Committee and of the General Assembly.

Letter From Secretary of State Vance to the Chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
(Church): Structure of the Resolution of Advice and 
Consent to Ratification of the SALT II Treaty, 
November 8, 1979 1

I wish to thank you and Senator Javits for your joint letter of Octo
ber 29,2 inviting my comment on the form of a draft resolution of rati
fication for the SALT II Treaty3 and requesting formal assurances

1 The S A L T II Treaty: Report of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States 
Senate, Together with Supplemental and Minority Views (S. Ex. Rept. 96-14; 96th 
Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 30-32. A similar letter was sent to Senator Javits, ranking minor
ity member.

2 Printed above.
3 The res. recommended by the Committee on Foreign Relations is printed immedi

ately below, Nov. 9.
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concerning the Administration’s interpretation and implementation 
of this proposed resolution.

As you know, the Administration firmly believes that the Treaty, 
as it stands, is a sound, balanced agreement which is in the national 
security interests of the United States. We believe that the Senate 
should not adopt any conditions which would seek to alter the agree
ment or reopen issues which have been satisfactorily resolved in the 
negotiating process.

I believe that the basic structure of the Committee staffs draft 
resolution is desirable, in that it would make clear in each case 
whether a provision of the resolution is intended to require Soviet 
agreement, to place the Soviet Union on notice of a United States 
policy or position, or to document a formal understanding between 
the Senate and the President concerning the implementation of the 
SALT II Treaty by the United States. It also eliminates any need to 
attach a particular designation such as “reservation” or “understand
ing” to any proposal in order to convey the Senate’s intent, thereby 
avoiding possible misunderstanding as to the intended effect of such 
terms.

With respect to your three specific requests, I am authorized to 
assure you, on behalf of the President, as follows:

(1) If the Senate decides to adopt a form for the resolution of 
ratification along the lines of the draft enclosed with your letter, the 
President will proceed in the ratification and implementation of the 
Treaty on the understanding, with respect to U.S. adherence to the 
Treaty, that the inclusion of a provision in any of the categories in the 
resolution would have the same effect on the United States as its in
clusion in any other category. In particular, he will proceed on the 
understanding that all conditions will be equally binding on the Presi
dent in accordance with their terms regardless of the category in 
which they are placed.

(2) The Executive Branch will communicate to the Soviet Union 
the provisions in category II of the resolution in such a manner as to 
constitute formal notification of the official U.S. position on such 
issues. Specifically, we believe the most desirable procedure would 
be for the United States to convey these provisions to the Soviet 
Union by formal diplomatic note prior to the exchange of the instru
ments of ratification. This procedure would have two distinct advan
tages over inclusion of the category II provisions in the U.S. instru
ment of ratification. First it would ensure that the Soviet Union 
understands, in advance of the Treaty’s entry into force, the express 
basis upon which the United States will adhere to the Treaty. Second, 
it avoids the risk of possible confusion over whether these provisions 
were intended to require Soviet agreement. As you know, there is 
some uncertainty within the international legal community over 
whether provisions in the instrument of ratification of one party to a
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Treaty are binding on the other party in the absence of express 
disavowal by that other party. Indeed, the inclusion of provisions in 
the instrument of ratification is normally regarded as evidence of in
tent to bind the other party. Accordingly, that procedure would seem 
singularly inappropriate for carrying out the formal notice purpose of 
category II. We do not see any advantage in following a procedure 
which, in view of this legal uncertainty, might cause the Soviets to 
feel legally compelled to express views on each of the United States 
category II provisions.

(3) The Executive Branch will follow a procedure for securing 
Soviet agreement to the provisions in category III of the resolution in 
a manner that will leave no doubt as to the explicit agreement of the 
Soviet Union to those provisions. Without such explicit agreement 
the Treaty will not enter into force. We expect to follow the usual 
procedure of a Protocol of Exchange of Instruments of Ratification 
(or its legal equivalent) for this purpose. I can assure you that we will 
not assume Soviet agreement to the Senate’s category III provisions 
on the basis of their inclusion in the United States instrument of 
ratification.

I hope that the foregoing assurances will be of assistance to the 
Committee in completing its markup of the Treaty. I am sending 
Senator Javits a similar reply to your joint letter.

Resolution Recommended by the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations: Senate Advice and Consent to 
Ratification of the SALT II Treaty, November 9, 
1979 1

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein), 
That the Senate advise and consent to ratification of the Treaty Be
tween the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and the Pro
tocol thereto (hereafter in this resolution together referred to as the 
“SALT II Treaty”), both signed at Vienna on June 18, 1979 (Ex. Y, 
Ninety-sixth Congress, first session): Provided, That:

I. The advice and consent of the Senate to ratification of the SALT
II Treaty is subject to —

(A) the understanding that the phrase “maneuvers of a missile 
associated with targeting and releasing or dispensing”, contained in 
the Agreed Statements associated with paragraphs 10 through 13 of 
Article IV of the Treaty, shall be construed by the United States as 
including changes in orientation as well as changes in position and 
velocity;

1 The SA LT  II Treaty: Report of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States
Senate, Together With Supplemental and Minority Views (S. Ex. Rept. 96-14; 96th
Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 72-78. The committee vote was 9 -6 .
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(B) the understanding that nothing in the Treaty or in the Protocol 
thereto prevents the United States from continuing existing patterns 
of collaboration and cooperation with its allies on nuclear and conven
tional weapons required for the common defense or precludes 
cooperation in modernization, as set forth in the United States state
ment to the North Atlantic Council on June 29, 1979;

(C) the understanding that any practice with regard to the 
transmission of telemetric information during the testing of the 
strategic arms limited by the Treaty, including but not limited to the 
failure to transm it relevant telemetric information, which results in 
the impeding of verification by United States national technical 
means of compliance with any provision of the Treaty will be raised 
by the United States in the Standing Consultative Commission and, if 
the issue is not resolved to the satisfaction of the United States, the 
United States reserves the right to exercise all other available 
remedies, including but not limited to the right to withdraw from the 
Treaty;

(D) the understanding —
(1) that the President shall, under an appropriate injunction of 

secrecy —

(a) promptly notify the Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the Senate whenever either Party to the SALT II Treaty raises 
with the other Party a question concerning compliance by such 
other Party with any provision of the Treaty or of any agree
ment relating thereto;

(b) promptly after discussion with the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics of any question of compliance referred to in clause
(a), prepare and transmit to the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate a report summarizing any such discussion; and

(c) at six-month intervals, prepare and transmit to the Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate reports summarizing 
the status of each such question of compliance; and

(2) that the Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate shall, 
under an appropriate injunction of secrecy, notify the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate of any significant question of such compliance and of any 
report with respect thereto;

(E) the understanding —
(1) that nothing in the Treaty, in the Protocol thereto, or in any 

related document obligates the United States to enter into an 
agreement with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics which 
maintains in force after December 31, 1981, any prohibition or 
restriction under the Protocol, or establishes a precedent for any 
limitations which may be proposed in future negotiations relating 
to the systems limited in the Protocol;
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(2) that the Protocol to the Treaty, which expires by its terms on 
December 31, 1981, may only be extended in whole or in part with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, providing two-thirds of the 
Senators present concur; and

(3) that the Treaty, which expires by its terms on December 31, 
1985, may only be extended in whole or in part with the advice and 
consent of the Senate; providing two-thirds of the Senators present 
concur;

(F) the understanding that, prior to the exchange of the instru
ments of ratification, the President shall affirm that the United 
States will assure that Soviet military forces in Cuba (1) are not 
engaged in a combat role, and (2) will not become a threat to any coun
try in the Caribbean or elsewhere in the Western Hemisphere;

(G) the understanding that since national technical means of verifi
cation may not be sufficient to provide adequate verification of com
pliance with the provisions of future strategic arms limitation 
agreements, the United States shall seek to negotiate the inclusion in 
such future agreements of cooperative measures contributing to the 
effectiveness of such national technical means;

(H) the understanding that in order to assure the effectiveness of 
verification by national technical means of compliance with agree
ments on strategic arms limitation, the United States should seek in 
future negotiations an agreement on increased access to information 
concerning strategic weapon development and deployment by the 
Parties, such as, but not limited to, an agreement on the transmission 
in unencrypted and accessible form of all telemetric information dur
ing flight-testing of strategic arms;

(I) the understanding that in future negotiations the United States 
should seek agreement that each Party will notify the other Party 
well in advance, on a case-by-case basis, before conducting any 
planned launch of an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), that 
such a launch will occur;

(J) the understanding that the President shall —

(1) before the date of exchange of the instruments of ratification, 
establish a Presidential commission charged with preparing and 
submitting to the Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate 
and the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence of the House 
of Representatives, under an appropriate injunction of secrecy, 
within six months after the date of entry into force of the Treaty, a 
long-term comprehensive plan, including cost estimates, to 
enhance the intelligence collection and analysis capabilities of the 
United States, including but not limited to those relevant to 
verification of compliance with strategic arms limitation 
agreements; and

(2) before commencing formal SALT III negotiations, transmit 
to such Committees a report, under an appropriate injunction of 
secrecy, detailing the verification considerations taken into
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account in formulating the United States negotiating position and 
specific proposals for augmenting or contributing to the effective
ness of United States national technical means of verification;
(K) the understanding that in SALT III negotiations any limita

tions on United States systems principally designed for theater mis
sions must be accompanied by appropriate limitations on Soviet 
theater systems:

(L) the declaration that the Senate —
(1) expresses its disappointment that strategic arms limitations 

talks between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics (hereinafter in this resolution referred to as the “Par
ties”) have failed to achieve an agreement providing for major 
reductions of, and more significant qualitative limitations on, 
strategic nuclear forces;

(2) endorses the agreement of the Parties under the Joint State
ment of Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subsequent Negotia
tions on the Limitation of Strategic Arms (hereafter in this resolu
tion referred to as the “Joint Statement of Principles”), signed on 
June 18,1979, to pursue, through further negotiations for an agree
ment on further measures for the limitation and reduction of 
strategic arms, the objectives of significant and substantial reduc
tions in the numbers of strategic offensive arms and qualitative 
limitations on such arms, and affirms that the attainment of such 
objectives would strengthen strategic stability, maintain interna
tional peace, and enhance the national security of the United 
States;

(3) urges and requests the President, at the earliest possible 
moment during the SALT III negotiations, on the basis of mutual
ity, to pursue continuous year-by-year reductions in the ceilings 
and subceilings under the Treaty so as to take advantage of the 
Treaty already negotiated and to begin a sustainable and effective 
process of reductions in strategic arms which promotes strategic 
equivalence and strategic stability;

(4) intends the phrase “ceilings and subceilings under the 
Treaty”, as used in paragraph (3) of this declaration, to mean —

(a) the aggregate number of strategic offensive arms permit
ted to each Party under Article III of the Treaty;

(b) the number of fixed heavy ICBM launchers permitted 
under paragraphs 1 and 3 of Article IV of the Treaty; and

(c) the number of such arms permitted under each limitation 
of Article V of the Treaty;
(5) urges and requests the President, in seeking an agreement 

on reductions in such arms, to make exceptional efforts to reduce 
the number of launchers of ICBMs equipped with multiple inde
pendently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs);

(6 ) urges and requests the President, during SALT III negotia
tions, to seek further agreement on qualitative limitations on
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strategic offensive arms for the purposes of promoting strategic 
stability and strategic equivalence and of assuring the survivabili
ty of strategic nuclear forces, including —

(a) restrictions on the development, testing, and deployment 
of new types of strategic offensive arms;

(b) restrictions on the modernization of strategic offensive 
arms which were developed, tested, or deployed on the date of 
entry into force of the Treaty;

(c) restrictions on and reductions in the number of reentry 
vehicles with which ICBMs, submarine launched ballistic 
missiles (SLBMs), and air-to-surface ballistic missiles (ASBMs) 
may be flight-tested or deployed; and(d) restrictions on potentially destabilizing advances in 
technology relating to strategic nuclear weapons;
(7) emphasizes that any qualitative or quantitative reduction or 

restrictions called for under this declaration should be adequately 
verifiable by national technical means or by additional cooperative 
measures which contribute to the effectiveness of verification of 
compliance by national technical means, as provided by the Joint 
Statement of Principles;

(8) supports the undertaking by the Parties in Article XIV of the 
Treaty to begin promptly negotiations to achieve agreement as soon 
as possible, and concludes that the Parties should also seek to give 
effect well in advance of 1985 to new agreements or to amendments 
to the Treaty, as provided in Article XVIII of the Treaty, which are 
consistent with this declaration;

(9) requests the President, not later than December 31, 1981, to 
prepare and transmit to the Senate a report on the progress 
achieved during SALT III negotiations; and

(10) expresses its intention to keep the progress achieved during 
the SALT III negotiations under continuous review and its convic
tion that the Senate should not advise and consent to the ratifica
tion of any SALT III Treaty which does not comply substantially 
with this declaration; and

(M) the declaration that it is the sense of the Senate that it will, with 
the concurrence of the House of Representatives, authorize appropri
ations and appropriate funds for such nuclear arms and programs as 
may be necessary to assure essential equivalence between the United 
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, including but not 
limited to the following:

(1) the M -X  ICBM, deployed in a survivable basing mode;
(2 ) the long-range air-launched cruise missile for initial deploy

ment on B-52Gs, with consideration of additional launching plat
forms;

(3) the F B - 111B, FB-111C, or a suitable alternative, to be 
deployed as a manned bomber in the early 1980s;

(4) study of an advanced, manned, penetrating, heavy bomber 
for deployment in the 1990s;
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(5) the Trident submarine, as a more survivable adjunct to the 
Poseidon submarine force;

(6 ) the Trident I SLBM, to be deployed on Trident and Poseidon 
submarines; and

(7) study of a Trident II SLBM, with greater capabilities than 
the Trident I SLBM, for deployment on Trident submarines.
II. The advice and consent of the Senate to ratification of the 

SALT II Treaty is further subject to the condition that, in connection 
with the exchange of instruments of ratification pursuant to Article 
XIX of the Treaty, the President shall communicate to the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics —

(A) the understanding that the United States —
(1) reserves the right to raise at any time in the Standing Con

sultative Commission any Soviet activity which is or might be in
consistent with any of the understandings provided in paragraphs
(2), (3) and (4) below and, if the m atter is not resolved to the satisfac
tion of the United States of America, to exercise all other available 
remedies, including but not limited to the right to regard the mat
ter as a violation affecting fundamental objectives of the strategic 
arms limitation process and justifying withdrawal from the SALT
II Treaty;

(2) will regard as a violation of the Treaty any increase in the 
launch-weight or throw-weight of a Soviet light ICBM or a Soviet 
SLBM or ASBM causing such launch-weight or throw-weight to be 
greater than the launch-weight or throw-weight of the Soviet 
ICBM known to the United States of America as the SS-19;

(3) will calculate the maximum range which a cruise missile can 
cover in its standard design mode flying until fuel exhaustion, in 
those cases where the cruise missile flying a standard profile has 
not exhausted its fuel, by assuming that the remaining fuel will be 
used by continuing to fly at the same altitude and speed at which 
the cruise missile was flying in the last segment of its flight; and

(4) will regard the flight-testing or deployment of a new type of 
light ICBM, within the meaning of the First Agreed Statement 
associated with paragraph 9 of Article IV of the Treaty, equipped 
with reentry vehicles the aggregate weight of ten of which is less 
than 40 percent of the throw-weight of the respective missile as 
raising a serious question as to whether the missile’s design is con
sistent with the limitation on the number of reentry vehicles pro
vided by paragraph 11 of Article IV of the Treaty;

(B) the understanding that the United States of America plans to 
proceed with the development of a mobile ICBM system with the fol
lowing characteristics:

(1) the number of mobile ICBM launchers will be able to be 
determined by national technical means of verification;
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(2 ) the mobile launcher to be moved from place to place will con
sist of essentially all the equipment required to launch the missile; 
and

(3) shelters for such system will not be used as storage facilities 
for excess ICBMs, and such non-use will be verifiable by national 
technical means;
(C) the understanding that the use by a Party of an antisatellite 

weapon to interfere with the national technical means of verification 
of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of Arti
cle XV of the Treaty would be a violation of the prohibition provided 
for in paragraph 2 of Article XV of the Treaty;

(D) the understanding that —

(1) any significant increase in the range/payload capability of the 
Soviet Tu-22M bomber (called Backfire in the United States) 
would be inconsistent with the written statement which President 
Brezhnev handed to President Carter on June 16,1979, concerning 
this bomber; and

(2) any action of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics that is 
inconsistent with such statement or with the statement President 
Brezhnev made to President Carter on June 17,1979, that the pro
duction rate of this bomber would not exceed 30 per year, would 
undermine fundamental objectives of the strategic arms limitation 
process justifying United States withdrawal from the SALT II 
Treaty; and

(E) the understanding that the agreements contained in the Joint 
Statement of Principles will provide the basis for subsequent negotia
tions between the Parties for the further limitation and reduction of 
strategic arms, as well as for their further qualitative limitation.

III. The advice and consent of the Senate to ratification of the 
SALT II Treaty is further subject to the condition that, in connection 
with the exchange of instruments of ratification pursuant to Article 
XIX of the Treaty, the President shall obtain the agreement of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to —

(A) the reservation that the Agreed Statements and Common 
Understandings associated with the Treaty and the Protocol, signed 
at Vienna on June 18,1979, are of the same force and effect as the pro
visions of the Treaty and the Protocol; and

(B) the reservation that the written statement which President 
Brezhnev handed to President Carter on June 16, 1979, concerning 
the Soviet Tu-22M  bomber (called Backfire in the United States), 
and the oral statement President Brezhnev made to President Carter 
on June 17, 1979, that the production rate of this bomber would not 
exceed 30 per year, are legally binding upon the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics.
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Report on the SALT II Treaty by the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations: Structure of the Resolution of 
Ratification [Extract], November 9f 1979 1

In view of the numerous conditions to the SALT II Treaty that it 
adopted, the Committee deemed it advisable to make explicit in the 
Resolution of Ratification the intended consequences of the different 
kinds of Committee action. In particular, it wanted to leave no doubt 
as to which Senate actions required the agreement of the Soviet 
Union and which were intended to serve other purposes. Early in its 
markup of the SALT II Treaty, therefore, the Committee agreed to 
distinguish between three different categories of conditions to the 
Senate’s advice and consent, embodied in three different sections in 
the Resolution of Ratification:

Category I: provisions that do not directly involve formal 
notice to or agreement by the Soviet Union.Category II: provisions that would be formally communicated 
to the Soviet Union as official statements of the position of the 
United States Government in ratifying the Treaty, but which do 
not require their agreement.Category III: provisions that would require the explicit agree
ment of the Soviet Union for the Treaty to come into force.

All such conditions or qualifications to advice and consent would be 
equally binding upon the President in accordance with their terms, 
regardless of the category in which they appear in the resolution. The 
difference in category would be a function of the desired involvement 
of the Soviet Union, as determined by the purpose of the proposal. 
But insofar as the U.S. President is concerned, he could not bring the 
Treaty into force without accepting the terms of each condition in the 
resolution regardless of category. Failure by the President to agree 
to, observe and implement any of these conditions would violate the 
basis upon which the Committee recommends that the Senate gives 
its advice and consent to the Treaty.

Before taking final action on a Resolution of Ratification drafted in 
this manner, the Committee sought the assurances of the Administra
tion that the President would comply fully with its stipulations. The 
following exchange of letters between the Chairman and Ranking 
Minority Member of the Committee and Secretary of State Vance 
records those assurances.

The Committee intends this categorization as a supplement to, not 
necessarily a substitute for, the traditional designations of Senate

1 The S A L T II Treaty: Report of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States 
Senate, Together with Supplemental and Minority Views (S. Ex. Rept. 96-14; 96th 
Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 28-29, 32-39.
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conditions: amendments, reservations, understandings, and declara
tions. Conditions could still be introduced using these designations, 
but judgment is required in each case as to which category of the 
Resolution of Ratification best accomplishes their particular purpose.

For advice and consent to most treaties, such an explicit catego
rization of conditions is not necessary. The Senate has seldom 
adopted more than one or two conditions of any kind to a given 
treaty, and generally its intentions have been clear.

The SALT II Treaty, however, is unique in many respects: a treaty 
of great complexity and importance which the Committee has not 
only scrutinized closely but has also proposed to clarify and refine in 
detail. Under these circumstances, the Committee now (and the 
Senate later on) should be certain that its intentions are completely 
evident and cannot be attenuated by technicalities or ambiguities in 
the traditional procedures of ratification.

The potential for misunderstanding arises from two related as
pects of the ratification process: First, the several stages in United 
States treaty ratification and the differing legal status of the 
documents used at each stage; and second, the differing effects of the 
various designations which the Senate traditionally gives to the con
ditions on advice and consent that it adopts in the Resolution of 
Ratification. In both cases conventional assumptions about the legal 
or procedural significance to be attached to actions of the Senate are 
open to some question.

For purposes of this discussion, the stages in U.S. approval of a bi
lateral treaty are the following (with the operative documents noted 
in parentheses):

(1) Signature by the President or his representative (Treaty 
and Related Documents)

(2) Transmission to the Senate by the President (Letter of 
Transmittal accompanying the Treaty and Related Documents, 
as well as a Letter of Submittal from the Secretary of State to 
the President)

(3) Advice and Consent of the Senate (Resolution of 
Ratification)

(4) Ratification by the President (Instrument of Ratification)
(5) Exchange of the Instruments of Ratification (Protocol of 

Exchange)
(6) Proclamation by the President (Presidential Proclamation)

Traditionally, the Senate is concerned first with what is in the 
treaty itself as elaborated in the Secretary of S tate’s Letter of Sub
mittal, and then with the text of its own Resolution of Ratification. It 
usually takes no interest in the content of the documents prepared 
subsequent to its advice and consent. In recent years, however, the 
Senate has concerned itself directly with the United States “Instru
ment of Ratification,” the document which the President signs after 
Senate advice and consent and subsequently exchanges with the 
other party to the treaty. The problem that has attracted Senate at
tention is that the Instrument may or may not contain the complete 
text of the Senate’s original Resolution of Ratification.
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The Resolutions of Ratification to both Panama Canal Treaties con
tained understandings which required the President to include the 
entire text of the Senate’s Resolution in the U.S. Instrument. This 
stipulation was, in turn, generated by the controversy over the 1976 
Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation with Spain. The Senate gave 
its advice and consent to that Treaty subject to a five-part “declara
tion,” portions of which related to the encouragement of “free institu
tions” in a “democratic Spain.” The Ford Administration decided that 
it was not appropriate to include such declarations in the U.S. Instru
ment of Ratification. A number of Senators objected strongly to this 
omission. In the end, the provision in question was included as an 
“Annex” to the U.S. Instrument of Ratification, but many Senators 
regarded this as an unsatisfactory result. Largely as a consequence of 
these two episodes, the assumption has become widespread that the Instrument of Ratification is the key document in establishing what 
is binding upon the United States and upon the other party to a 
bilateral treaty.

However, the inclusion of Senate conditions in the U.S. Instrument 
of Ratification may not in itself be sufficient to assure the agreement 
of the other Party to those conditions. Some legal scholars have 
argued that a willingness to go forward with the exchange of the 
Instruments of Ratification, in the absence of some other indication of 
acceptance, may leave doubts as to whether the silent party has or 
has not agreed to the conditions contained in the other party’s Instru
ment. Their arguments highlight the value of an explicit directive in 
the Resolution of Ratification indicating whether Soviet agreement 
should be obtained or not.

The United States has generally avoided the problem in practice 
through a procedure whereby both parties sign a “Protocol of 
Exchange” at the time the Instruments of Ratification are ex
changed. It is this document —technically, the Protocol of Exchange 
of the Instruments of Ratification —which specifies the effect each 
party gives to any conditions contained in the Instrument of Ratifica
tion of the other party. The Protocol of Exchange, therefore, rather 
than the Instrument of Ratification, is what explicitly binds the 
Soviet Union. So long as the Senate makes clear which conditions 
must have the explicit agreement of the Soviet Union, the President 
will have to secure such explicit agreement in the Protocol or some 
equally effective legal instrument.

An equal potential for misunderstanding, however, is found in the 
traditional designations of conditions used by the Senate to convey 
its intentions. Since the legal consequence of choosing one term or 
another is not always understood, the Senate would be ill-advised to 
rely upon this nomenclature alone. The traditional designations of 
Senate conditions to its advice and consent are the now-familiar 
terms: Amendment, reservation, understanding, and declaration.2

2 All of these terms refer to Senate conditions or statements incorporated into the 
Resolution of Ratification. Occasionally the Senate has also expressed its position on a 
treaty by means of a sense-of-the-Senate resolution passed in conjunction with the 
Resolution of Ratification. [Footnote in original.]
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Explanations of these terms differ slightly among legal scholars, but 
the distinctions might be summarized as follows:

Amendment —a change in the text of the treaty itself, affecting the 
obligations of all parties;

Reservation —a limitation, qualification, or contradiction of the ob
ligations in the treaty, especially as they relate to the party making 
the reservation;

Understanding —an interpretation, clarification, or elaboration 
assumed to be consistent with the obligations of the treaty as 
submitted;

Declaration —a statement of policy, purpose, or position related to 
the subject matter of the treaty but not necessarily affecting its 
provisions.

The consequences of using the term “amendment,” where a change 
in the trea ty ’s text is clearly indicated, can hardly be doubted. (Confu
sion does arise over the important distinction between such a textual 
amendment to the Treaty itself and amendments to the Resolution of Ratification, the latter referring to all other forms of conditions. But 
this is a somewhat different point.) The same clarity is not necessar
ily achieved by other designations. For example, in the absence of 
any clear indication from the Senate, it is not always apparent 
whether a Senate “understanding” must be adopted by the other 
party as a shared understanding, as Panama was required to do last 
year, or merely recognized as the position of the United States on 
that issue.

Use of the term “reservation” may leave less doubt on this score, 
but the effect of even that designation can be ambiguous. Such a 
designation may indicate that the Senate thinks it is requiring the 
agreement of the other side, but the actual substance of the condition 
itself is what ultimately determines its legal effect, and it may not be 
clear from the content of the condition that the agreement of the 
other party is required. What is labelled a “reservation” may actually 
be an “understanding,” so far as its substantive effect is concerned.

In deciding what effect to give a particular condition, the President 
has to rely upon its legislative history, including the statements of its 
sponsors, and the Committee and floor debates, to determine the in
tentions of the Senate. However, since the sponsoring Senators, for 
example, do not always indicate their expectations about the effect of 
a provision, misunderstandings with the Senate (as in the case of the 
1976 Treaty with Spain) can result if the President has his own pref
erences on the effect to be given a particular condition.

The Resolution of Ratification adopted by the Committee for the 
SALT II Treaty, differentiating as it does among conditions accord
ing to their intended consequences, should avoid the ambiguities and 
potential misunderstandings inherent in the traditional designations. 
Those designations may still be useful as indicators of a sponsor’s in
tent. But as to whether Soviet involvement is required either 
through formal notice or agreement, the designations themselves 
would not have to carry the entire weight of indicating the Senate’s
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intentions. Placement in a particular section of the Resolution of 
Ratification should leave no doubt on this score.

OVERVIEW OF COMMITTEE ACTION

The Committee considered the SALT II Treaty virtually without 
interruption for nearly four months. Over that period, the Committee 
heard witnesses with widely differing views on an enormous number 
of issues. Out of this wide-ranging debate, however, a majority of the 
Committee came to the considered view that a sensible U.S. policy 
with respect to strategic arms must reflect a judicious combination of 
three separate elements. These include a SALT II Treaty imposing 
meaningful constraints on the Soviet Union while not jeopardizing 
critical U.S. strategic programs, the national will to pursue the 
strategic programs we need to maintain essential equivalence with 
the Soviet Union, and a commitment to significant arms reductions in 
future negotiations. The action taken by the Committee, as reflected 
in the Resolution of Ratification, supports each of these three 
elements.

The first element is a strategic arms limitation treaty that will 
simplify the problem facing U.S. strategic planners by imposing 
meaningful restraints on Soviet strategic forces while at the same 
time leaving the United States free to take those actions required to 
ensure essential equivalence. No one on the Committee felt that the 
SALT II Treaty was a perfect treaty. But it was the conclusion of the 
majority of the Committee that the SALT II Treaty generally satis
fied the foregoing objectives and, in the words of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, represented a “modest but useful” contribution to U.S. security 
policy. The Committee adopted a series of conditions that will further 
enhance this contribution by clarifying certain of the obligations as
sumed by the two sides under the Treaty and the U.S. interpretation 
of those obligations. Specifically, the Committee took several actions:

The Committee adopted two category III reservations that would 
condition Senate ratification on obtaining express Soviet agreement 
that the Agreed Statements and Common Understandings are of the 
same force and effect as the provisions of the Treaty and Protocol, 
and that President Brezhnev’s written and oral statements concern
ing the Backfire bomber are legally binding on the Soviet Union. The 
commitments reflected in these documents or statements were 
deemed by the Committee to be of an importance equal to the com
mitments contained in the Treaty itself, and therefore should be 
accorded the same legal status.

The Committee reviewed a number of technical issues concerning 
the interpretation of the Treaty. Some of these involved unilateral 
statements made during the course of the negotiations by United 
States negotiators as to how we would interpret certain commit
ments undertaken by the two sides. Where a unilateral statement 
was involved, Soviet negotiators generally had either remained 
silent or refused to agree to the U.S. interpretation. Seven of these
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technical issues of Treaty interpretation were deemed by the Com
mittee to be of such importance as to warrant making the U.S. posi
tion part of the Resolution of Ratification. The Committee’s action in 
each instance is described briefly below:

(1) The Committee adopted a category I understanding providing 
that the phrase “maneuvers of a missile associated with targeting 
and releasing or dispensing” reentry vehicles, in connection with the 
limitation on the number of reentry vehicles flight-tested or deployed 
on MIRVed missiles, shall be construed by the United States as in
cluding “changes in orientation as well as changes in position and 
velocity.” (Resolution of Ratification, 1(A))

(2) The Committee adopted a category I understanding that any 
practice with regard to the transmission of telemetric information 
during the testing of strategic arms limited by the Treaty which im
pedes verification by U.S. national technical means will be raised by 
the United States in the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC), 
and that the United States reserves the right to exercise all available 
remedies (including withdrawal from the Treaty) should the m atter 
not be resolved to its satisfaction. (Resolution of Ratification, 1(C))

(3) The Committee adopted a category II understanding that re
serves the right to raise in the SCC and, if not resolved satisfactorily, 
to exercise all available remedies (including withdrawal) should the 
Soviets do the following: increase the launch-weight or throw-weight 
of a light ICBM or SLBM or ASBM so as to be greater than that of the 
SS-19; act inconsistently with a stated U.S. method for calculating 
the maximum range of a cruise missile in those cases where the 
cruise missile has not exhaused its fuel; or flight-test or deploy a new 
type of light ICBM equipped with reentry vehicles the aggregate 
weight of ten of which is less than 40 percent of the throw-weight of 
the missile. (Resolution of Ratification, 11(A))

(4) The Committee adopted a category II understanding that any 
significant increase in the range/payload capability of the Backfire 
would be inconsistent with President Brezhnev’s written Backfire 
statement, and that any action inconsistent with that statement or 
the oral statement dealing with production rate would justify U.S. 
withdrawal from the SALT II Treaty. (Resolution of Ratification, 
11(D))

(5) The Committee adopted a category II understanding that the 
use of an anti-satellite weapon to interfere with national technical 
means of verification of the Treaty would violate the Treaty. (Resolu
tion of Ratification, 11(C))

The second element of U.S. policy with respect to strategic arms is 
the will to pursue those strategic programs that are necessary to in
sure essential equivalence with the Soviet Union. Although there 
were differences between individual Committee Members as to what 
specific programs should be pursued, all Members agreed that the 
United States must be willing to pursue a considered and sound stra
tegic program of its own notwithstanding SALT II. The Committee
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adopted several conditions in the Resolution of Ratification to make 
clear that the SALT II Treaty will not be permitted to interfere with 
those strategic programs deemed critical to U.S. security interests.

Specifically, the Committee took the following actions:
(1) The Committee adopted a category I understanding that 

nothing in the Treaty or Protocol prevents the United States from 
continuing existing patterns of collaboration and cooperation with its 
allies on nuclear and conventional weapons or precludes cooperation 
in modernization. (Resolution of Ratification, 1(B))

(2) The Committee adopted a second category I understanding, 
also directed in part at ensuring our ability to cooperate with our 
allies, providing that nothing in the Treaty or any related document 
either obligates the United States to enter into an agreement that 
maintains any restriction of the Protocol past its expiration date or 
establishes a precedent for any similar limitations in future negotia
tions. This understanding also provides that neither the Treaty nor 
Protocol may be extended in whole or in part without the advice and 
consent of the Senate. (Resolution of Ratification, 1(E))

(3) The Committee went on record as endorsing certain specific 
strategic programs that it deemed important in maintaining essential 
equivalence. The Committee adopted a category II understanding 
that the United States plans to proceed with the development of a 
mobile ICBM system that will fully comply with its obligations under 
the SALT II Treaty. (Resolution of Ratification, 11(B)) The Committee 
also adopted a category I declaration that it is the sense of the Senate 
that the Congress will authorize and appropriate funds for such nu
clear arms and programs as may be necessary to assure essential 
equivalence with the Soviet Union. An illustrative list of these pro
grams is included, and that list contains among other items, the M -X  
missile deployed in a survivable basing mode, long-range air-launched 
cruise missiles and the Trident submarine.

The third element of U.S. policy with respect to strategic arms is a 
set of objectives for subsequent negotiations on the limitation of stra
tegic arms that will achieve meaningful and significant reductions in 
these weapons. There was consensus in the Committee that the 
SALT process was at a crossroads. To obtain the support of the 
public and the approval of the Senate, any subsequent agreement 
must contain significant quantitative reductions in the strategic arse
nals of the two sides and expanded qualitative restraints. The Com
mittee took a number of specific actions regarding U.S. objectives in 
future negotiations with the Soviets on the limitation of strategic 
arms.

(1) The Committee adopted a category II understanding providing 
that the Joint Statement of Principles will provide the basis for these 
subsequent negotiations. (Resolution of Ratification, 11(E))

(2) The Committee also adopted a category I declaration providing 
further guidance concerning U.S. negotiating objectives and express
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ing the conviction that the Senate should not advise and consent to 
any SALT III Treaty which does not comply substantially with this 
declaration. Among other things, the declaration requests the Presi
dent: to pursue on the basis of mutuality continuous year-by-year re
ductions in the ceilings and subceilings under the Treaty; to make ex
ceptional efforts to reduce the number of MIRVed ICBM launchers; 
and to seek further agreement on qualitative limitations (including 
restrictions on new types and the modernization of existing types of 
strategic offensive arms, restrictions on and reduction in the number 
of reentry vehicles carried by ballistic missiles, and restrictions on 
potentially destabilizing advances in technology). The declaration 
also emphasizes that any reductions or restrictions called for should 
be adequately verifiable by national technical means or by additional 
cooperative measures that contribute to the effectiveness of those 
means. (Resolution of Ratification, I(L))

(3) The Committee adopted a category I understanding that any 
limitation in SALT III on U.S. systems principally designed for 
theater missions must be accompanied by appropriate limitations on 
Soviet theater systems. (Resolution of Ratification, I(K))

(4) The Committee adopted four category I understandings setting 
objectives for subsequent SALT negotiations in the area of verifica
tion. These provide that the United States should seek to negotiate 
cooperative measures contributing to the effectiveness of national 
technical means of verification, increased access to information on 
strategic weapons (through such things as the transmission of all 
telemetric flight-test information in unencrypted and accessible 
form) and advance notification of any planned launch of an ICBM. 
(Resolution of Ratification, 1(G), (H) and (I)) The Committee also 
adopted a category I understanding requiring the President to estab
lish a Presidential commission to prepare and to submit (under an ap
propriate injunction of secrecy) to specified Congressional commit
tees six months after entry into force of the Treaty, a long-term com
prehensive plan to enhance the intelligence collection and analysis 
capabilities of the United States. Similarly, before commencing the 
SALT III negotiations, the President is to submit a second report de
tailing the verification considerations taken into account in formulat
ing the U.S. negotiating position and specific proposals for augment
ing the effectiveness of U.S. national technical means of verification. 
(Resolution of Ratification, I(J))

Finally, in a fourth area of activity, the Committee established two 
requirements on issues that figured importantly in the Committee’s 
deliberations.

The first arose out of the discovery of the presence of a Soviet com
bat unit in Cuba. The Committee adopted a category I understanding 
requiring that prior to the exchange of the instruments of ratifica
tion, the President affirm that the United States will assure that 
Soviet military forces in Cuba are not engaged in a combat role and 
will not become a threat to any country in the Caribbean or else
where in the Western Hemisphere. (Resolution of Ratification, 1(F))
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The second issue involved the concern that U.S. representatives 
pursue firmly in the Standing Consultative Commission issues re
garding Soviet compliance with strategic arms limitation 
agreements. The Committee adopted a category I understanding that 
the President (under an appropriate injunction of secrecy) shall 
promptly notify the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence when
ever a question concerning SALT II compliance is raised, shall report 
on any discussions with the Soviet Union concerning any question of 
compliance, and shall keep that Committee informed with status re
ports at six-month intervals. The Select Committee will in turn notify 
the Senate Foreign Relations and Armed Services Committees of any 
significant question of compliance or any report thereon. (Resolution 
of Ratification, 1(D))

As mentioned earlier, only two category III proposals were ac
cepted by the Committee, those requiring Soviet agreement that the 
Agreed Statements and Common Understandings and the assurances 
in the Soviet Backfire statements are fully binding upon them. A 
number of the conditions contained in sections I and II of the Resolu
tion were originally proposed for section III. In those cases, the Com
mittee determined that the interests of the United States would be 
better served by not requiring renegotiation with the Soviet Union 
on such matters, where they could be handled either through a formal 
statem ent of the position of the United States or in a few cases by 
means of an agreed position between the Senate and the President. 
On issues relating to the behavior of the United States, the Commit
tee considered it undesirable to involve the Soviets in any manner 
which might be construed as seeking their permission.

However, six amendments and one reservation were rejected on 
their merits. In these cases the Committee decided —and in nearly all 
cases voted a second time on motions to reconsider each one —that 
they were either undesirable changes in the Treaty or that they 
would not have had the final consequences intended by their spon
sors. Most would probably require extensive renegotiation of the en
tire SALT II agreement; at the least they would require the United 
States to offer some significant concession in return. But no one was 
prepared to suggest in vhat areas the United States should make 
such concessions.

At the conclusion of the markup Senator Javits summarized the 
position of those on the Committee who generally voted against such 
amendments:

I have said many times and I will repeat again that I am ready 
to vote for an amendment —yes, an amendment to the treaty, as I 
have no fear whatever of an amendment —which will require re
negotiation with the Soviet Union, but only if it is worth it. I 
have not yet been faced with an amendment in this Committee 
that is worth it in terms of undoing what has been done.

My friends: let us remember this: for everything you get, you 
have to give. We always have to answer this fundamental ques
tion: what are we ready to give if we want to get? So far, I have



not seen us as ready to give anything . . .  for what we expect to 
get.
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Letter From Secretary of State Vance to the Chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
(Church): SALT II Treaty Provisions Regarding 
Telemetry, November 13, 1979 1

This letter is in response to your request of September 27,1979, on 
the issue of deliberate denial of telemetry. It summarizes the 
negotiating history, the agreed language, and states the application 
of the Treaty to specific questions raised in your letter.

A major negotiating goal for the United States in SALT II was to 
ensure that it be adequately verifiable. Since compliance with many 
of the limitations of the SALT II Treaty is verified during testing, the 
U.S. pressed to make explicit the application of the deliberate con
cealment provisions to testing in order to ensure that test data used 
for verification was not concealed.

A major step in attaining our verification goals was achieved soon 
after the November 1974, Ford-Brezhnev meeting at Vladivostok. 
Both Delegations tabled verification language similar to that used in 
the SALT I agreements.2 The initial U.S. proposal, however, explic
itly cited testing practices as an area in which deliberate concealment 
measures could impede verification. Our objective was to ensure that 
testing practices such as encryption of telemetry would be covered 
by the ban on deliberate concealment measures which impede verifi
cation. The Soviets resisted our approach initially on the grounds 
that restrictions on testing would interfere with the sides’ rights to 
carry out weapons modernization according to their own techniques.

In 1976 the Soviets made a proposal which would exempt “current 
testing practices” and “methods of transmitting information during 
testing” from the prohibition on deliberate concealment. The U.S. op
posed any such exemptions, and the Soviets subsequently accepted 
the U.S. approach, including withdrawal of their proposed exemption 
for methods of transmitting telemetry. They also agreed to the 
U.S.-proposed Common Understanding which explicitly applied the 
obligation not to use deliberate concealment measures to testing 
practices.

Later, in 1978, in order to make more explicit the status of teleme
try under Article XV, the U.S. proposed a Common Understanding 
specifically banning the deliberate denial of telemetric information, 
such as through the use of encryption, which impedes verification of 
compliance. The Soviets initially rejected this U.S.-proposed Com
mon Understanding. The U.S. Delegation held to the position that

1Hearings . . . on Ex. Y, 96-1  . . . Pt. 6, pp. 545-547.
2 These agreements may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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telemetry encryption of information contributing to verification 
would be a violation. We cited the launch-weight limitations as an 
example of the type of limitations for which telemetry contributes to 
verification. We also gave the Soviets examples of Soviet ICBM tests 
on which the telemetry encryption practices would, in the U.S. view, 
impede verification of the SALT II agreement if extended to a new or 
modified ICBM.

During a meeting between the Foreign Ministers in December,
1978, the Soviets accepted ad referendum and subsequently con
firmed the U.S. approach in a Common Understanding:

The sides agree that the negotiating record reflects the Com
mon Understanding that each Party is free to use various meth
ods of transm itting telemetric information during testing, in
cluding its encryption, except that, in accordance with the provi
sions of paragraph 3 of Article XV of the Treaty, neither Party 
shall engage in deliberate denial of telemetric information, such 
as through the use of telemetric encryption, whenever such 
denial impedes verification of compliance with the provisions of 
the Treaty.

Although this language represented the substance of the U.S. posi
tion, the United States continued to be concerned that the Soviets 
had not explicitly agreed to the proposition that there did exist 
telemetric information which was relevant to verification. The ques
tion continued to be discussed between the Delegations in Geneva 
and in diplomatic channels.

This point was eventually clarified at the Summit and satisfactory 
resolution of the question was achieved. In discussions of the telem
etry encryption issue at the Vienna Summit, the U.S. noted that it 
was its understanding that the sides were in agreement that certain 
telemetric information was relevant to verification of compliance 
with the provisions of the agreement, and that the deliberate denial 
of such telemetric information, such as by encryption, was therefore 
prohibited. The Soviets indicated that there was an understanding 
between the sides on this issue. The Soviets stated that there must 
be no encryption of information involving parameters covered by the 
Treaty, that there was an understanding between the Parties on this 
issue, and that if any misunderstandings arose, they could be consid
ered in the Standing Consultative Commission. President Brezhnev 
explicitly affirmed this statement.

In summary, the ban on deliberate concealment, as agreed in para
graph 3 of Article XV and the associated Agreed Statements and 
Common Understandings, applies explicitly to testing practices as 
well as, for example, to construction and deployment practices. Any 
deliberate concealment measures which impede verification by 
national technical means of compliance are banned. In particular, 
encryption of telemetric information during testing is ipso facto 
deemed deliberate denial and thus banned whenever it impedes veri
fication. Any other measures which impede verification by denial of
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telemetry are banned if deliberate, and (per paragraph 2 of Article 
XVII) can be raised in the SCC even if the denial of information is 
unintentional.

These provisions have been formally recorded. Furthermore, the 
Soviets, including President Brezhnev personally, explicitly acknowl
edged at the Summit that there must be no denial of telemetry in
volving parameters covered by the Treaty.

The following are responses to five questions raised by you in your 
September 27, 1979, letter.

Question 1. Could a party flight test a strategic offensive weapon 
limited by the Treaty, e.g., a new type of ICBM, without transmitting 
via radio any telemetric information, e.g., through on-board recording 
and recovery after the flight, and not be in violation of the SALT II 
Treaty?Answer. An approach to collecting missile test data based on en
capsulation, besides being less efficient than radio transmission of 
telemetry, involves the risk of losing such information through cata
strophic failure during the missile flight test or the destruction of the 
capsule during reentry. The loss of all the telemetry transmitted dur
ing a flight test would negate the value of the test. It is difficult to 
imagine any change in Soviet practices whereby encapsulation of this 
valuable information would be other than for purposes of deliberate 
concealment. For this reason, the United States would consider such 
encapsulation of telemetric information on ICBM flight tests as a 
potential deliberate concealment measure which impedes verification 
by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of the 
Treaty, and accordingly would raise the m atter with the Soviets in 
the SCC.

Question 2. Must some unencrypted telemetric information be 
transm itted via radio on every flight test of a strategic offensive 
weapon limited by the Treaty in order to avoid violating the Treaty?Answer. Not every flight test of a strategic ballistic missile uses 
telemetry. Thus, the answer to your question is no. However, the U.S. 
can identify those flight tests required for the development of a stra
tegic ballistic missile and on those tests, during which the Soviets 
transmit telemetric information related to the missile’s performance, 
they may not encrypt or otherwise deliberately deny us access to any 
telemetric information, the denial of which would impede our ability 
to monitor those missile characteristics limited by the Treaty. To do 
so would be a violation of the Treaty.

Question 3. If there is a disagreement between the parties as to 
whether information being deliberately denied involves parameters 
covered by the Treaty, how will it be determined which information 
involves parameters covered by the Treaty?Answer. Under the Treaty both sides have agreed not to deliber
ately deny telemetry, by encryption or otherwise, where the effect is
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to impede the other side’s ability to verify. The United States has 
monitored telemetry from Soviet missile tests for many years. 
Accordingly, we know what types of data are needed for monitoring 
the parameters covered by the Treaty, and if those data are denied, 
we can make that determination. The Soviets are not free to decide 
whether or not their actions denying telemetry impede our verifica
tion. Only we can make that determination. We have, both in the 
negotiating record and in the Treaty language, established a clear 
basis for raising with the Soviets any instance of deliberate denial of 
telemetry including all encryption which impedes our verification. 
Should our concerns not be met, we would consider it grounds for 
appropriate unilateral U.S. action which could include withdrawal 
from the Treaty.

Question 4. Can telemetric information be unintentionally denied 
such that there would be no violation of the Treaty? How will intent 
be determined?Answer. It is possible that telemetric information could be uninten
tionally denied. This, of course, does not apply to encryption, any in
stance of which is considered under the Treaty as deliberate denial of 
information. We would make a determination of intent on a case-by- 
case basis in which all possibilities are explored and evaluated. If 
denial of telemetry impedes our ability to verify the Treaty, we 
would raise the issue with the Soviets in the SCC even if denial were 
judged unintentional. Subparagraph 2(c) of Article XVII was drafted, inter alia, to handle such matters in the SCC.

Question 5. Can changes in telemetric transmission practices, e.g., 
reduction of radio signal power, deny telemetric information, but not 
be judged a violation of the Treaty because they were not deliberate? 
Might there be reasonable technical grounds upon which to justify 
such changes so that it would be difficult to argue that such changes 
must be reversed?Answer. We expect that the telemetric practices of the Soviets will 
change over time in accordance with ordinary development of new 
technologies. The same will occur for the United States. Such changes 
do not necessarily deny telemetry or impede verification.

Paragraph 2 of Article XVII permits us to raise such an issue in the 
SCC. If Soviet telemetry practices should change in such a way as to 
impede our ability to verify compliance with the Treaty, we would 
raise the issue with the Soviets, whether or not the changes were 
deliberately intended to impede verification.

As my response to your letter indicates, the United States takes 
very seriously the obligations assumed by the Parties under Article 
XV and its associated Agreed Statements and Common Understand
ings. We have a clear agreement with the Soviets on this question. 
Should any problem arise, we intend to raise the issue quickly and 
seek prompt resolution.



Statement by the Brazilian Representative (de Souza 
e Silva) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly: Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), 
November 16f 1979 1

Our Committee has just taken action on agenda items 30 and 33. 
The Brazilian delegation joined the consensus of the Committee on 
both draft resolutions because it attaches great importance to the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, the first and so far the only international instru
ment establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone.2

My delegation is confident that the conditions embodied in the 
Treaty concerning its entry into force will be fulfilled in the very 
near future.

It is however the wish of the Brazilian delegation to place on record 
its concern at the fact that the signature or ratification of Protocols I 
and II of that Treaty have been accompanied by declarations formu
lated by several of the signatory or ratifying States containing uni
lateral interpretations of the Treaty which may have detrimental 
implications for its effectiveness.

FISHER STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 16 663

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Declara
tion of the 1980s as a Disarmament Decade, Novem
ber 16, 1979 3

The United States certainly does not oppose the designation of the 
1980s as a second disarmament decade: in fact, we support this propo
sal in principle. We cannot, however, vote for a draft resolution which 
once again attempts to set deadlines for the completion of negotia
tions on major disarmament measures. The attempt to do so runs 
counter to the view held by the United States —and, we believe, 
shared by others —that it is unrealistic to try to establish a rigid se
quence, or target dates, for the conclusion of particular agreements, 
given the technical and political complexity of the issues, the funda
mental nature of the interests involved, and the impossibility of fore
seeing with any degree of precision relevant future developments, 
both strategic and technological. So we regret that the language of 
operative paragraph 3 requires us to abstain from voting on this draft 
resolution.

1 A/C.1/34/PV.36, Nov. 19, 1979, p. 3.
2Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
3 A/C.1/34/PV.36, Nov. 19, 1979, p. 6. The U.S. representative was explaining his 

abstention on the draft res. that later became res. 34/75.
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Report by Secretary of State Vance to the Congress: 
Recent Activities by the United States in Encourag
ing Adherence to the Treaty on the Nonprolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons, November 19, 1979 1

General Background
The United States has been in the forefront of those nations which 

have encouraged adherence to the NPT since the Treaty was opened 
for signature on July 1,1968. More recently, President Carter stated 
in April, 1977, that the United States would “make clear to all poten
tial recipients [of nuclear assistance]2 and to other nuclear suppliers 
that our first preference, and continuing objective, is universal 
adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.”3 In addition, the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 provides in part that “it is the policy of 
the United States to . . . strongly encourage nations which have not 
ratified the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to 
do so at the earliest possible date. . . ."4

Since April, 1977, US efforts to increase adherence to the NPT 
have been particularly active. We have approached 28 countries on 
this subject and the results of these approaches have been reward
ing. During this period eight countries have become NPT parties, in
cluding Portugal, Indonesia, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka. In addition, 
the Turkish Parliament has approved the Treaty for ratification, and 
we expect final action by Barbados later this month.

We have not, however, pursued NPT adherence with some coun
tries because their strong opposition to the Treaty is well known. In 
these cases we are pursuing different goals, including efforts to en
sure that all nuclear facilities in these countries are placed under 
international safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA). In addition, in Latin America, we have emphasized full adher
ence to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco)5 which is complementary 
to the NPT, duplicates many of the provisions of the NPT, and is 
more acceptable to many states in the region.

In the course of our discussions on NPT adherence, we have found 
that various states have a number of reasons for not adhering to the 
NPT. These include a desire by some states to keep an option open to 
develop nuclear explosive devices; a more general concern that 
nuclear weapon states have not fulfilled their obligation to provide 
nuclear technology to non-nuclear weapon states party to the Treaty;

1 ACDA files. The report was submitted pursuant to Sec. 507(b) of the International 
Development Act of 1979. It was sent by covering letters to the Speaker of the House 
(O’Neill) and the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (Church).

2 Brackets in original.
3 The President’s Message to the Congress transmitting the proposed Nuclear Non- 

Proliferation Policy Act of 1977, Apr. 27, 1977. See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, 
pp. 274-275. The nonproliferation treaty may be found ibid, 1968, pp. 461-465.

4 Ibid, , 1978, pp. 118 ff.
5 Ibid, 1967; pp. 69-83.
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and a view that the Treaty discriminates against non-nuclear weapon 
states by requiring them to maintain IAEA safeguards with respect 
to all their peaceful nuclear activities, without requiring such safe
guards in nuclear weapon states. Many states, including NPT parties, 
maintain that the nuclear weapon states have not fulfilled the spirit 
or the letter of Article VI of the Treaty which provides that all 
parties should undertake “to pursue negotiations in good faith on 
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at 
an early date---- ”

The Senate has before it a number of proposals, the fate of which 
will either improve our chances for encouraging further adherence to 
the Treaty, or cripple those efforts, and possibly provide a rationale 
for a number of parties to withdraw from the Treaty. The most im
portant of these proposals is the SALT II treaty.6

The SALT process is historically and substantively tied to Article 
VI of the NPT. When the NPT was originally negotiated, Article VI 
was proposed by a number of non-nuclear weapon states which had 
felt that if the non-nuclear weapon states were to surrender their 
right to acquire or manufacture nuclear explosive devices, the 
nuclear weapon states would have to provide a general pledge to end 
the nuclear arms race. The non-nuclear weapon states have made 
clear their position that they expect progress on SALT, and we have 
pointed to the SALT agreements as evidence that the United States 
is complying with its NPT obligations. If the SALT II treaty is 
rejected by the Senate, or otherwise acted upon in a manner that 
prevents its entry into force, not only will U.S. efforts to achieve fur
ther NPT adherence be undermined, but such action could encourage 
some parties to proceed to withdraw from the Treaty. Such action 
was contemplated by Yugoslavia during the first Review Conference 
in 1975, when it formally asserted that in view of the disappointing 
lack of progress by the nuclear weapon states in carrying out their 
NPT obligations, it would have to re-examine its position with 
respect to NPT adherence.

In addition to the SALT II treaty, Senate approval of the agree
ment between the United States and the IAEA for the application of 
safeguards in the United States will fulfill a twelve-year old pledge 
made by the United States during the negotiation of the NPT to 
accept IAEA safeguards on U.S. nuclear facilities —excluding only 
those with direct national security significance —thereby reducing 
some of the perceived discriminatory aspects of the NPT.7

The Congress also has before it various programs of technical 
assistance which give preference to NPT parties in the distribution of 
technical assistance and nuclear material by the United States 
through the IAEA.

Non-nuclear weapon states are critical also of the perceived failure 
of the nuclear weapon states in negotiating a comprehensive ban on

6 Concluded on June 18, above.
7 For the pledge, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 615. For the agreement, 

see ib id , 1977, pp. 738-775.
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the testing of nuclear explosives (CTB). Conclusion of a CTB treaty 
has been one of this Administration’s highest priorities, and since 
October, 1977, the United States, the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom have been negotiating such a treaty. By demonstrating the 
willingness of the nuclear powers to accept restraints on their own 
nuclear capabilities and to fulfill their obligations under the NPT to 
halt the nuclear arms race, a CTB, when completed, will enable the 
United States to pursue more effectively its non-proliferation policy 
and encourage further adherence to the NPT.

In August, 1980, a second conference will be held of the parties and 
signatories to the NPT to review the operation of the Treaty. I con
sider it essential that the United States be able to point to progress 
on the above proposals if we are to strengthen, preserve, and enlarge 
the non-proliferation regime established by the NPT.

The following is a country-by-country summary of the status of our 
recent efforts to encourage NPT adherence. In pursuing this goal, the 
Department of State relies heavily on the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency for guidance and support, and on our missions overseas 
for implementation. Unless otherwise noted, approaches to the coun
tries indicated have been made within the last six months.

In addition to its own activities, the United States has actively en
couraged other countries to urge NPT adherence. Countries which 
have recently undertaken efforts to encourage NPT adherence in
clude the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, Japan, Sweden, Finland, 
Canada, Australia, and the Netherlands.

Algeria
When Algeria requested a copy of our model agreement for nuclear 

cooperation in February, 1979, the United States indicated that coop
eration would depend heavily on Algeria becoming an NPT party. We 
have continued our discussions with Algeria, but to date we have had 
no indication that Algeria will adhere to the Treaty.

Argentina
Argentine adherence to the NPT is considered unlikely. We have 

concentrated our efforts on encouraging Argentina to ratify the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco and accept full-scope IAEA safeguards which 
this treaty requires.

Bahrain
Bahrain has the Treaty under study. Its position appears likely to 

parallel the stance taken by Saudi Arabia.

Bangladesh
Through our Embassy in Dacca, the United States made numerous 

approaches to Bangladesh concerning NPT adherence in 1979, in
cluding a personal appeal from President Carter to President Zia. 
Bangladesh became a party to the NPT on August 31,1979, largely in 
response to these appeals. We are currently negotiating an agree
ment for nuclear cooperation with this government.
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Barbados
The United States and other countries have made numerous 

appeals to Barbados to ratify the NPT. The Government of Barbados 
approved the Treaty for ratification on October 5, 1979, and we ex
pect that it will deposit its instrument of ratification in Washington 
sometime in the next few weeks.

Brazil
Brazil is unwilling to adhere to the NPT. We have, therefore, con

centrated our efforts on full implementation of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco by Brazil and, pending that, the continued application of 
IAEA safeguards on all of Brazil’s nuclear activities. Brazil has rati
fied Tlatelolco and Brazilian officials have stated that even though 
Brazil is unwilling to waive the entry-into-force provisions, it believes 
it is bound by the Treaty.

Burma
Burma has consistently opposed the NPT because it considers the 

Treaty discriminatory since it does not entail significant concessions 
by the nuclear weapon states in exchange for the complete ban on 
acquisition and manufacture of nuclear explosives required by the 
non-nuclear weapon states. We have been recently informed, how
ever, that Burma is reconsidering its position in light of the SALT 
negotiations.

Chile
Chile’s position on the NPT appears dependent on the attitude of 

other Latin American countries. Chile has ratified the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, but has not taken the additional step of bringing that 
treaty into effect. We have, however, made no approaches to Chile on 
these subjects because of problems regarding other aspects of our 
bilateral relations.

People’s Republic of China
US and Chinese officials have recently discussed the NPT in 

Geneva where China will take its seat on the Committee on Disarma
ment. The PRC has opposed the NPT in public fora; however, the 
PRC has neither provided nuclear weapons to other countries nor 
assisted other countries in developing such weapons.

Colombia
The United States has consistently urged that Colombia ratify the 

NPT which it signed in 1968. Colombia is a full party to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco and has recently concluded a full-scope safeguards agree
ment with the IAEA containing a safeguards obligation as stringent 
as the one required under the NPT.

Cuba
The United States approached Cuba on adherence to the Treaty of 

Tlatelolco in 1978. We have not repeated our approaches because of 
recent political developments.
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Djibouti
Recent reports indicate Djibouti intends to become an NPT party.

Egypt
We have made an approach to Egypt, along with one to Israel, in 

the context of providing both countries with revised identical draft 
agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation. We have emphasized to 
both countries our support for the widest possible adherence to the 
NPT (which Egypt has signed, but not ratified) and our hope that 
their adherence would be possible in the context of future positive 
developments in the region. The Egyptians have indicated their 
desire to conclude a nuclear cooperation agreement and preliminary 
discussions were held in Cairo in early October.

France
At the time that the NPT was opened for signature, France stated 

that it would not sign the Treaty, but would act as if it were a party to 
the Treaty. In the ensuing years, France has fulfilled this pledge. In
1978, although under no obligation to do so, France negotiated an 
agreement with the IAEA to place a number of its nuclear facilities 
under IAEA safeguards. We have not approached France on NPT 
adherence in recent years; other countries have done so, but without 
effect.

Guyana
The US has approached Guyana on a number of occasions about 

NPT adherence. Guyana has responded that, although it does not 
wish to become an NPT party, it is willing to become a full party to 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco. Guyana is not presently eligible to adhere to 
this treaty, but we are discussing with parties to the treaty ways of 
removing the barriers to Guyanese adherence.

India
India’s historical opposition to the NPT is well known. We have, 

therefore, concentrated our efforts on obtaining Indian acceptance of 
IAEA safeguards on all its nuclear facilities. India has frequently 
referred to the lack of progress on limiting the nuclear arms race in 
refusing to adhere to the Treaty.

Indonesia
Over the course of nine years we made numerous approaches to 

Indonesia on NPT adherence, including a personal approach by Vice 
President Mondale to Indonesian officials in April, 1978. On July 12,
1979, Indonesia deposited its instrument of ratification at a Depart
ment of State ceremony. Indonesia also deposited a declaration which 
stressed the importance of the nuclear weapon states providing tech
nical assistance to non-nuclear weapon states as required by Article 
IV and to the nuclear weapon states pursuing negotiations in good 
faith on halting the nuclear arms race as required by Article VI. As a 
result of NPT ratification, the United States and Indonesia recently 
initialed an agreement for nuclear cooperation. This agreement will
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be one of the first such agreements concluded with a developing coun
try since enactment of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978.

Israel
We have made an approach to Israel, along with one to Egypt, in 

the context of providing both countries with revised identical draft 
agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation. We have emphasized to 
both countries our support for the widest possible adherence to the 
NPT and our hope that their adherence would be possible in the con
text of future positive developments in the region.

Kuwait
Although Kuwait signed the NPT in 1968, it appears that Kuwaiti 

adherence will await action by Israel.
Malawi
Malawi has not taken an official position opposing the Treaty and 

appears to have the Treaty under active consideration.
Mauritania
Mauritania has not taken a position on the Treaty and appears to 

have the Treaty under active consideration.
Mozambique
We have urged Mozambique on numerous occasions over the last 3 

years to adhere to the Treaty.
Niger
Niger’s NPT adherence is considered of particular importance 

because of its large uranium reserves. We and a number of other 
countries have approached Niger on this issue. In June, 1979, Presi
dent Kountche stated that Niger would adhere to the NPT “if neces
sary at an appropriate time” and reiterated that Niger would use its 
uranium for peaceful purposes. Niger has further indicated that it 
will require IAEA safeguards on any uranium exported to non
nuclear weapon states.

Oman
Our most recent approach indicates that Oman may bring the 

Treaty under active consideration, although its stand over the past 
ten years has been that it would follow the policy of other Arabian 
peninsular states.

Pakistan
Pakistan’s position is that it will become an NPT party when India 

does. The US is continuing to discuss its non-proliferation concerns 
and the problem of Pakistan’s acquisition of sensitive nuclear facili
ties with the Pakistani Government.

Papua New Guinea
Papua New Guinea has indicated that it will consider NPT adher

ence along with adherence to a number of other treaties as part of a 
general review of treaties which applied to Papua New Guinea prior 
to independence.
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Sao Tome and Principe
The United States last approached this country in January, 1979. 

As a small country, Sao Tome and Principe does not believe NPT 
adherence is particularly relevant to its needs.

Saudi Arabia
To date, Saudi Arabia has not directly indicated its position on 

NPT adherence. We believe, however, that Saudi adherence to this 
Treaty is closely linked to Israel’s position.

Seychelles
NPT adherence is tied up in an ongoing dispute between the 

Seychelles and the United Kingdom concerning the succession of the 
Seychelles, upon independence, to treaties to which the United 
Kingdom had been party.

South Africa
The United States has informed the South African Government on 

several occasions that continued US nuclear cooperation with South 
Africa would depend on South African adherence to the NPT and im
plementation of an appropriate agreement to safeguard all its nuclear 
facilities.

Spain
In the course of discussions between the United States and Spain 

concerning the application of IAEA safeguards to all of Spain’s 
nuclear facilities, the United States has urged Spain to adhere to the 
NPT.

Sri Lanka
The United States made numerous approaches to Sri Lanka on 

NPT adherence in 1978, including a personal appeal from President 
Carter to President Jayewardene. On March 5, 1979, Sri Lanka 
became an NPT party. In so doing, Sri Lanka, a state with particu
larly great influence on disarmament questions among third world 
countries, noted the linkage between arms control and non
proliferation.

Tanzania
Tanzania has the NPT under consideration.
Trinidad and Tobago
We have raised NPT adherence with Trinidad and Tobago on 

numerous occasions in the last year as have a number of other coun
tries. Trinidad and Tobago is an NPT signatory and a full party to the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.

Turkey
The Turkish Parliament approved the Treaty for ratification in 

April, 1979. A number of further internal steps must be completed 
before Turkey formally becomes a party to the Treaty. Severe inter
nal problems have delayed this process, and we are waiting for the 
formation of a new government before urging the government to 
complete the ratification process.
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Tuvalu
Tuvalu became independent from the United Kingdom in 1978. In 

doing so, it notified the United Kingdom that it would succeed to its 
NPT status and it became a party on January 19, 1979.

Uganda
The United States approached Uganda on NPT adherence shortly 

after reestablishing diplomatic relations. Because of the political 
situation in Uganda, its government has not yet had an opportunity 
to consider NPT adherence.

United Arab Emirates
The United Arab Emirates has the NPT under consideration, but 

normally it prefers to act in concert with its Arab neighbors on such 
issues.

Socialist Republic of Vietnam
Because the United States does not maintain diplomatic relations 

with the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, we have encouraged other 
countries to approach the Socialist Republic of Vietnam on NPT 
adherence. The Socialist Republic of Vietnam recently informed the 
United States, as depositary for the NPT, that the Socialist Republic 
of Vietnam in principle does not consider itself bound by treaties or 
agreements entered into by the Republic of Vietnam; however, it will 
consider agreements on an individual basis and “will examine adher
ence to those agreements, treaties which are in the interests of the 
Vietnamese people and of world peace and security. . .

People's Democratic Republic of Yemen
Because the United States does not maintain relations with the 

People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen, we asked other countries to 
approach this country on NPT adherence. The People’s Democratic 
Republic of Yemen became a party to the NPT on June 1, 1979.

* * *

In addition to the above countries, the Department of State has 
recently instructed our posts in Cape Verde, Guinea, Qatar, the 
Yemen Arab Republic and Zambia to approach their host govern
ments on NPT adherence.

Report on the SALT II Treaty by the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations [Extract], November 19, 1979 1

INTRODUCTION

For more than a generation, the United States and the Soviet 
Union have been engaged in competition —a contest driven by sharp
ly differing philosophies and values as well as by conflicting national

1 The SA LT  II Treaty: Report of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United
States Senate, Together With Supplemental and Minority Views (S. Ex. Rept. 96-14;
96th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 79-88.
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interests. This competition has been intense and pervasive, reaching 
into every corner of the globe.

Great and powerful nations have often so contended throughout 
history. What is unique about the U.S. —Soviet rivalry, however, is 
that these two superpowers have the strategic nuclear weapons to 
destroy each other and, indeed, much of civilization.

This is what renders the Senate’s consideration of the SALT II 
Treaty so important. It is not only that the Treaty places some impor
tant limitations on the strategic arms race. It also continues a process 
of negotiation that will have vital consequences for the larger effort 
to stabilize Soviet-American relations and to contain global competi
tion within peaceful bounds.

Reasonable and informed Americans can and do disagree over how 
best to manage this global struggle so as to minimize the danger to 
the American people and to mankind. Most Americans agree on the 
fundamental point that the United States must maintain its military 
strength and never fall into a position of strategic inferiority to the 
Soviet Union. But for two decades, at least since the Cuban missile 
crisis, there has also been a general acknowledgement that the main
tenance of adequate military power should be accompanied by efforts 
to reduce risk and uncertainty through negotiation of arms limitation 
agreements.

SALT II is a major part of that effort. The Treaty has been negoti
ated by three Administrations —Republican and Democratic —over 
seven years. The Foreign Relations Committee has continually moni
tored the negotiations over that entire period. And, for the last four 
months, the Committee has thoroughly examined every provision of 
the Treaty and its accompanying documents, as well as the wider con
text in which they must be evaluated.

The Committee has never held the view that the Treaty itself could 
eliminate the competition between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, not even in the relatively narrow area of strategic arms. It is, 
rather, the most important part of a broader process meant to regu
late the competition and to put some limits on the development and 
accumulation of nuclear arms. The Committee believes that the 
Treaty can be a step forward in that process, and a contribution to 
further progress in the future, provided that the United States is 
fully prepared to take all necessary steps to preserve the strategic 
balance.

THE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

By a vote of 9 to 6, the Committee has approved and sent to the 
Senate a resolution recommending that the Senate advise and con
sent to ratification of the SALT II Treaty, subject to 20 reservations, 
understandings and declarations.2 The Committee strongly believes 
that, with these conditions, ratification of the Treaty is in the best in
terests of the United States and its allies.

2 See documents of Nov. 9, above.
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In coming to this judgment, the Committee made an overall assess
ment of the advantages —and the costs —of ratifying or rejecting the 
Treaty. The Committee emphasizes that its favorable judgment, as 
set out in this section of the report, is based upon what the Commit
tee believes is a realistic view of the positive contribution the Treaty 
can make to U.S. security. Ratification will not be a panacea —not for 
U .S.-Soviet relations, not for the security of the NATO Alliance or of 
other U.S. allies, not for U.S. leadership, not for U.S. military require
ments, nor for the future of arms control. But the Committee has con
cluded that ratification of the Treaty will, in the totality of its contri
butions to U.S. defense and foreign policy objectives, serve important 
American interests. Equally, the Committee believes that rejection 
of the Treaty would, on balance, damage U.S. interests in all of the 
areas just mentioned.

The Committee understands the heavy responsibility it bears in 
recommending to the Senate that it advise and consent to ratification 
of the SALT II Treaty. If the opponents of the Treaty are correct — 
and the Committee recognizes the seriousness of their arguments — 
the security of the United States could be undermined by ratification. 
But the Committee disagrees with these views. In the judgment of 
the Committee, ratification of the Treaty will contribute to —not 
damage —U.S. national security interests.

The Committee has reached its judgment after careful and ex
tended deliberation on a broad range of specific issues, including the 
impact of the Treaty on the strategic balance and on U.S. defense pro
grams, the contribution of the Treaty to arms control, implications 
for the security of NATO and of other U.S. allies, verification, and the 
impact of the Treaty on U .S.-Soviet relations. The Committee came 
to the following conclusions on these major issues:

— The Treaty makes a positive contribution to U.S. security. It 
places limits on Soviet strategic forces, and it will not impede 
any U.S. strategic programs necessary to maintain deterrence 
and essential equivalence. The Committee recommends that the 
Senate declare its intention to support all programs which may 
be necessary to preserve essential equivalence.

— The Treaty contains useful limitations on the strategic arms of 
both sides. However, from the arms control point of view, the 
value of the Treaty’s limits and constraints is principally in their 
precedential significance for negotiation of deeper reductions 
and more stringent controls in SALT III. The Committee recom
mends that the Senate delineate its own goals for more signifi
cant reductions and qualitative constraints in SALT III.

— With the understandings the Committee has recommended re
lating to the Protocol and defense cooperation with NATO, the 
Treaty protects the security interests of America’s allies. The 
Committee believes our allies endorse the Treaty and desire its 
prompt ratification because they have concluded that it is in 
their interests.
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— On the basis of the Committee’s examination of U.S. monitoring 
capabilities, and provided that the U.S. defense and intelligence 
programs go forward as presently planned, the Committee con
cluded that despite the fact that there are some areas of low 
monitoring confidence, the SALT II Treaty is verifiable in that 
the Soviet Union could not obtain any significant strategic ad
vantage through cheating which could not be countered by a 
timely U.S. response upon detection.

— The Treaty can make a useful contribution to stabilizing the stra
tegic relationship between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. However, it will do little beyond this to reduce the funda
mental political and military competition between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, which is likely to continue to be the 
predominant aspect of U .S.-Soviet relations for the foreseeable 
future.

A detailed discussion and explanation of the Committee’s findings 
on each of these issues is contained in the Major Issues section of this 
report. That section provides the basis for the Committee’s judgment 
as set forth below. What follows are the Committee’s conclusions 
about the consequences of ratification or rejection of the Treaty for 
U.S. security and political interests.

* * * * * * *

The Committee concludes that ratification of the SALT II Treaty, 
subject to the conditions the Committee has recommended, would 
make a positive contribution to American security and foreign policy 
interests, provided that the United States also vigorously undertakes 
necessary measures to maintain deterrence and essential equiva
lence, improve theater nuclear and conventional capabilities where 
needed, and enhance its intelligence capabilities. Conversely, the 
Committee believes that rejection of the Treaty, either directly by 
vote of the Senate, or indirectly through Senate action requiring 
renegotiation of some of its terms, would be contrary to our nation’s 
security and foreign policy interests: It would strain the coherent 
functioning of the NATO Alliance; it would destabilize our relation
ship with the Soviet Union during a period of great potential interna
tional turbulence; it could require even higher defense expenditures 
for strategic forces; and it could result in a significant degradation in 
our intelligence capabilities.

The Committee believes that the Treaty cannot be sent back to the 
negotiating table to seek greater concessions from the Soviet Union 
without also reopening fundamental issues resolved in favor of the 
United States and thus running a significant risk that there will be no 
agreement in the near term. It is the Committee’s judgment that this 
Treaty is better for the United States at this point than no Treaty at 
all. The Treaty is a compromise of interests reached over seven years 
of painstaking negotiations, and the Committee is persuaded that this 
bargain should now be sealed so that the two Parties can move
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promptly to the follow-on negotiations, which provide the best pros
pect for achieving the stringent limitations and deep reductions 
which were not achieved in SALT II.

U.S. SECURITY INTERESTS

The most basic question the Committee has had to face is whether 
the United States is more secure with this agreement than without it. 
On balance, the Committee believes U.S. security will be enhanced 
and our defense planning made easier by the provisions of this 
Treaty. It is evident to the Committee that in certain areas of stra
tegic competition the trends are against the United States. The Com
mittee concludes that the Treaty provides a cap on certain Soviet 
weapons developments to which the United States would otherwise 
be required to respond, and protects current and prospective U.S. 
strategic weapons programs that are necessary to redress adverse 
trends in the strategic balance.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have stressed that, while the Treaty 
makes a modest but useful contribution to U.S. security, additional 
defense efforts by the United States will be necessary to preserve 
deterrence and essential equivalence in the 1980’s and beyond. The 
Committee believes that recognition of this need is one of the most 
important results of the SALT debate, and has included in the Reso
lution of Ratification a declaration of the Senate’s intention to sup
port all programs necessary to maintain essential equivalence with 
the Soviet Union. It is clear to the Committee that the ability of the 
United States to take the actions necessary to maintain deterrence 
and essential equivalence will not be impeded by the Treaty. Just as 
the present U.S. strategic posture is the result of unilateral U.S. deci
sions—and not of the SALT process —so the SALT II Treaty will not 
interfere with unilateral American decisions to undertake necessary 
defense programs to maintain the strategic balance in the future.

It was argued before the Committee that the SALT II Treaty could 
induce a “euphoria” or “tranquilizer” effect, in which the American 
people conclude that additional defense efforts are unneeded. The 
Committee is confident that the extensive review of U.S. defense 
policy accompanying the debate on the SALT II Treaty and the Com
mittee’s recommended declaration to ensure that essential equiva
lence with the Soviet Union is maintained will protect against any 
such concerns affecting U.S. strategic weapons programs in the 
future. The Committee rejects the idea that the American people and 
their elected representatives cannot be trusted to draw the right con
clusions and to pursue the right policies to meet the challenges which 
confront us.

In addition, the limitations which the Treaty imposes on Soviet 
forces will restrain Soviet momentum in important areas of the stra
tegic competition. The Soviets will be compelled to reduce the total 
number of their strategic delivery vehicles by some 250; they will 
have to limit their deployment of MIRVed ICBM’s to 820, well below
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what they could have done in the absence of the Treaty; they will be 
able to deploy only one new type of ICBM; there will be some con
straints on the modifications they can make to improve existing 
ICBM’s; and they will be limited in the numbers to reentry vehicles 
they can deploy on their ICBM’s. In all of these areas, the Soviets 
have demonstrated that they have the capability of exceeding the 
limitations provided by the SALT II Treaty.

While the Committee would have welcomed greater restrictions on 
Soviet forces, it believes that if the Treaty is rejected, the SALT II 
constraints on Soviet programs would be lost, and the United States 
could be compelled to make greater efforts to preserve a stable bal
ance with the Soviet Union. This could mean we would have to spend 
even more for defense without any gain, and perhaps a loss, in our 
own security; or it could mean a larger share of our defense spending 
would have to be devoted to strategic programs. Such increases for 
strategic forces could divert resources from badly needed measures 
to strengthen U.S. conventional forces in Europe and elsewhere, and 
from NATO’s theater nuclear modernization programs.

VERIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES

On the basis of the Committee’s examination of U.S. monitoring 
capabilities, and provided that the U.S. defense and intelligence pro
grams go forward as presently planned, the Committee concluded 
that despite the fact that there are some areas of low monitoring con
fidence, the SALT II Treaty is verifiable in that the Soviet Union 
could not obtain any significant strategic advantage through cheating 
which could not be countered by a timely U.S. response upon detection.

The Committee shares the Intelligence Committee’s concern about 
the lack of redundancy in U.S. monitoring capabilities. The Commit
tee believes that it is of the utmost importance that U.S. intelligence 
programs be adequately funded and appropriately tasked. Otherwise 
our capabilities to monitor and verify SALT II could be significantly 
degraded. In light of this concern, the Committee has recommended 
that a special Presidential Commission be established to review In
telligence Community performance and plans to assure that the in
telligence efforts needed to maintain U.S. national security are fully 
supported.

In addition to the adequacy of verification, the Committee is vitally 
concerned about the basic need to monitor and assess Soviet strate
gic force developments in the coming decade, when the United States 
will be making long-term decisions about programs it must undertake 
to maintain the strategic balance. The Treaty, in many of its terms 
and in the provisions it makes for verification, will make the U.S. task 
easier in this regard. Under the Treaty, the Soviets must conduct 
themselves such that the United States will have greater information 
about and better understanding of Soviet force developments. Rejec
tion of the Treaty would release the Soviets from any such restraints
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on their activities or practices. Without the Treaty, the U.S. task 
would be more difficult.

In the Committee’s view, increased predictability in strategic 
developments on both sides is one of the Treaty’s most important 
contributions to nuclear stability. Without the Treaty, this element 
of predictability would be markedly decreased. This would reduce 
the ability of the United States to assess developments in the closed 
Soviet society, while the Soviet Union would continue to have far 
easier access to information on U.S. plans and activities in our open 
society. The result could be greater uncertainty about Soviet stra
tegic programs or intentions, stimulating increased hedging by the 
United States in programs and research and development, accel
eration in improvements in weapons capabilities, and greater 
expenditures.

U.S. LEADERSHIP AND ALLIED SECURITY

The Committee is concerned about the relationship of the United 
States with its allies, and about the maintenance of allied confidence 
in the United States as a power which can exercise leadership in deal
ing with the Soviet Union. Strong, united alliances are essential, 
because the Committee believes that the prospect is for increased 
competition with the Soviet Union in the future. Our allies in Europe 
and Asia need consistency, clarity and predictability from the United 
States in its security and foreign policies.

Rejection of the Treaty after seven years of negotiations by three 
American administrations could only raise serious questions about 
whether the United States can conduct its own relations with the 
Soviet Union, much less act as the leader of the West, with a sense of 
purpose, clear objectives, continuity and coherence.

Although our NATO allies have evidenced some concern about 
such issues as the Protocol, noncircumvention, and U.S. intentions in 
SALT III with respect to theater systems, they have, after thor
oughly reviewing its terms and foreign policy implications, all en
dorsed the Treaty. The Committee has taken an additional step, and 
recommended certain conditions in the Resolution of Ratification in
tended to remove any basis for such allied concerns. The Committee 
has explored the publicly and privately stated views of the allies, and 
has concluded that their support of the Treaty is based on their 
assessment of their own security requirements and of the needs of 
our common security. In these circumstances, the Committee believes 
that rejection of the Treaty would severely strain alliance cohesion 
and confidence in American leadership and ability to act as inter
locutor for the West with the Soviet Union. Ratification, coupled with 
necessary actions in foreign policy, would demonstrate to the allies 
that the United States has the self-confidence to pursue a policy com
bining firm resistance to Soviet challenges with cooperation in areas 
of clear Western interest.
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The Committee does not accept the view that NATO would be shat
tered by rejection of the Treaty. The Alliance is the foundation of the 
security of all our allies, and the United States as well. It would re
main essential to the security of all its members even should SALT II 
be rejected. However, it seems likely to the Committee that there 
would be a period of severe allied doubt, uncertainty and possible dis
array were the Treaty to be rejected. NATO’s ability to undertake 
theater nuclear modernization might be seriously complicated, as 
allied governments are forced to cope with the resulting confused 
domestic political situations, and to reassess their own national poli
cies toward the East. Those advocating accommodation with the 
Soviet Union could be strengthened because of perceptions of Ameri
can unreliability and inconsistency. Such trends would not likely 
prevail in the longer run, but could well undermine the solidarity of 
the Alliance behind American leadership during a difficult adjust
ment period.

The Committee concludes it would be unwise to run these risks. 
The Treaty, with the conditions the Committee has recommended, 
will not interfere with NATO’s plans to modernize theater nuclear 
forces; it will not prevent continued U.S. transfers of nuclear systems 
or technology to its allies; and it will pave the way for inclusion of 
theater nuclear forces, Soviet as well as American, in SALT III. In all 
these areas, the United States will be able to demonstrate a firm and 
consistent policy, strengthening the Alliance’s capability and resolve 
to counter the Soviet geopolitical challenge.

U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS

As for U .S.-Soviet relations, the Committee believes that Ameri
can foreign policy interests will best be served by keeping open the 
cooperative dimension, particularly as it is focused upon strategic 
nuclear forces, which are the most threatening element of the mili
tary competition. Ratification of the Treaty would make this possible, 
particularly in view of the impending succession in Soviet leadership, 
by providing a stabilizing factor in U .S.-Soviet relations. Rejection 
would very likely lead to increased strains and tensions in the rela
tionship-m aking crisis management more difficult —and a reduction 
in other areas of cooperation with the Soviet Union.

The Committee does not wish to overstate the significance of the 
element of cooperation in U.S.-Soviet relations. Competition seems 
more likely to continue to be the predominant aspect, given the Soviet 
propensity to interfere in the affairs of others. Nevertheless, in the 
realm of strategic nuclear weapons, the interests of the two powers 
in controlling the competition, increasing predictability, and preserv
ing strategic stability dictate a larger interest in cooperation and 
negotiation. Ratification would permit this process to continue, and 
enable the United States —in its own national interests —to pursue 
efforts to negotiate equitable, mutual and safe reductions in strategic 
weapons.
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The Committee resisted the view in the SALT debate that approval 
of the Treaty should, in effect, be a “referendum” on Soviet behavior 
in other areas. The Committee does not believe that attempting to 
use U.S. participation in SALT as a foreign policy tool to influence 
Soviet actions outside the strategic area is in the interests of the 
United States. In the Committee’s view, controlling the vast destruc
tive power of the strategic arsenals is of intrinsic importance for the 
safety of the United States and of the American people.

The Committee has recommended a condition to ratification which 
would require the President to affirm that the United States will 
assure that the Soviet military forces in Cuba are not engaged in a 
combat role nor will they pose a threat to any country in this hemi
sphere. The Committee made this exception to its general rejection 
of linkage because of a conviction that the presence of Soviet combat 
troops in Cuba is a direct challenge to American security interests in 
the Western Hemisphere. SALT can continue in a context of super
power competition only so long as both sides recognize that, ulti
mately, there are limits beyond which rivalry cannot go without 
severely damaging the atmosphere for negotiation.

The Committee continues to believe that a comprehensive linkage 
between SALT and Soviet geopolitical behavior is not in the best 
interests of the United States and could overly constrain U.S. policy 
into a purely reactive mode. Even if SALT is approved, the Soviets 
will continue their global search for power and influence. But the 
Committee is convinced that the instruments for the United States to 
use in meeting this challenge are strong military power, a consistent 
and effective foreign policy, and firm, decisive and resolute leadership.

U.S. ARMS CONTROL INTERESTS

The United States is committed to seeking arms control agree
ments wherever they can contribute to our national security by 
reducing the risks of war or the costs of defense, while at the same 
time maintaining a strong defense. Arms control has become a vital 
tool in American national security policy. Ratification of the Treaty 
will enable the United States to continue pursuing arms control mea
sures which could promote stability, reduce tensions, and inhibit the 
spread of nuclear weapons. Rejection of the Treaty could well create 
serious disruption in arms control negotiations even beyond SALT, 
reducing or eliminating the role that arms control could play as a 
component of U.S. national security policy over the near term.

The Committee has repeatedly stated its disappointment with the 
Treaty’s arms control results. Even so, the Committee believes that 
the Treaty contains useful restraints on the arms competition and 
limitations on Soviet forces which are important to U.S. security. 
Thus, on balance, the SALT II Treaty justifies the continuation of 
American efforts to use arms control as an important instrument of 
U.S. national security policy and to strengthen international order
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and stability, and indeed is an essential prerequisite to getting on 
with SALT III.

The Committee also believes that the SALT II structure —the ceil
ings and subceilings, the qualitative controls, and the verification 
provisions —provides an important basis for taking further steps in 
SALT III toward controlling and reducing strategic weaponry. 
Because of the dangers strategic weapons pose to the very existence 
of the United States and the world, the Committee believes that this 
possibility should not be risked through rejection of the Treaty. Rati
fication of the Treaty would preserve the limited but significant ac
complishments of SALT II and facilitate further efforts to control 
strategic arms in SALT III. The Committee has recommended that 
the Senate make clear in the Resolution of Ratification its basic goals 
for SALT III and its conviction that an agreement which does not 
substantially comply with them will be unacceptable.

TREATY BALANCE AND EQUITY

The Committee’s overall judgment is that the Treaty is an accept
able balance of compromises by both sides, and that the agreement 
gives no undue or uncompensated advantage to either Party. In the 
Committee’s view, neither side would agree to a SALT Treaty which 
substantially favored the other side.

In its most fundamental terms —the numerical ceilings and qualita
tive limitations —the Treaty provides for equality of rights and limi
tations. This is an important improvement over the asymmetrical 
limitations of the SALT I Interim Agreement,3 and a principle that 
the Committee believes must be firmly adhered to in subsequent 
negotiations.

It is true that there are other aspects of this agreement that ap
pear to favor one side or the other, for example, the Soviet unilateral 
right to fixed heavy ICBM’s, or the exclusion of all U.S. forward- 
based nuclear delivery systems which can strike the Soviet Union. 
The Committee recognizes that such outcomes are a necessity arising 
from the differing geography, strategic force characteristics and 
postures of the Parties. The Treaty involves trade-offs. Neither side 
could reasonably expect all or even most of the asymmetrical limita
tions to favor it, to the complete disadvantage of the other. The 
essential element is that compromises on one side be adequately bal
anced by compromises on the other. The question is whether there is 
a balance of compromises or whether through renegotiation a better 
balance, or even a set of trade-offs more favorable to the United States, 
could be attained. In the Committee’s judgment, the SALT II agree
ment does contain a balance of concessions by each side, so that neither 
side can gain a significant unilateral, uncompensated strategic advan
tage. The Committee believes it is unrealistic to suppose that the 
United States could renegotiate the Treaty substantially more to the

3 This agreement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.



advantage of the United States. Moreover, the Committee is con
vinced that renegotiation to seek further compromises in favor of the 
United States, even if it were possible, would reopen other issues 
which the Soviet Union believes were concessions to the United 
States. A new and prolonged negotiation would result. Time would be 
lost, and opportunities to impose more far-reaching reductions and 
constraints would be delayed, perhaps indefinitely. The Committee 
believes there would be no advantage to the United States in such a 
renegotiation, and much could be lost through unnecessary delay in 
moving to the next phase of the process.

THE ROLE OF ARMS CONTROL

The first direct military confrontation of the Cold War came in late 
June 1948 when the Soviets instituted their Blockade of Berlin. Not 
many days after, a British general confided in a le tter to Dwight 
Eisenhower: “We are all standing on the edge of a precipice, and 
although all parties concerned are determined not to slip over the 
edge, there may be a puff of wind or someone may get dizzy and trip 
up; or again, someone may be deliberately malicious.”

Today, the specter of nuclear war hangs over the world on a scale 
unimagined a generation ago. Arms control constitutes an essential 
effort to step back from the precipice onto more secure ground.

The negotiation of arms control agreements cannot end super
power competition. But through negotiation, the United States and 
the Soviet Union can create a more stable power equilibrium and 
thereby engage in a more regulated, rather than a less regulated, 
competition. Arms control is a measured effort to restrain the pace 
and direction of destabilizing new weapons technologies, and to 
enable each side to better understand the strategic programs and 
plans of the other. By replacing “unknowns” with “knowns,” these 
agreements to limit strategic weapons help allay the suspicions that 
fuel the arms race.

It is the considered opinion of the majority of this Committee that 
the SALT II Treaty serves America’s national interests by enhancing 
both our security and our survival. But it is no panacea. It does not 
end the arms race or free us from the danger of nuclear war. It does 
not negate the need to modernize American strategic and conven
tional forces. Nor is it likely to lead to a more general lessening of ten
sions between the United States and the Soviet Union.

This harsh truth should remind us that, while SALT II is vitally 
important to the central issue of our survival, it is still only a part. 
America in the 1980’s will face a series of profound challenges, of 
which the prospect of nuclear war, while potentially the most cata
clysmic, is not the only threat to the well-being of the United States. 
The security of this country must ultimately rest, not only on military 
power, but on our political, economic, and moral strength as well.

Professor Philip E. Mosely, a distinguished student of Soviet af
fairs, once advised American diplomats to approach the Soviet Union
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by simultaneously building “positions of strength” and pressing for 
negotiations. That advice remains valid today as we seek to maintain 
a strategic power balance that will enhance the security of the United 
States and its allies, while continuing a negotiating process that will 
regulate and manage the strategic competition between our two 
countries.

Revised Pakistani Draft Resolution Submitted to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Conclu
sion of an International Convention To Assure the 
Non-Nudear-Weapon States Against the Use or 
Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, November 19, 
1979 1

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 man
kind and to the survival of civilization,Deeply concerned at the continuation of the arms race, in particu
lar the nuclear arms race, and the threat to mankind due to the possi
bility 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
versal basis, it is imperative for the international community to 
develop, as appropriate, effective measures to ensure the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons from any quarter,

Recognizing that effective measures to assure the non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons

1 A/C.l/34/L.3/Rev.l. A revised version of the draft res. submitted on Oct. 26, this 
draft res. was sponsored also by Mali. This version differs from the earlier one in that 
the last two preambular pars, are new and the 5th oper. par. formerly urged the nuclear- 
weapon states to respond to the res. of the G.A., the Sixth Summit Conference of Non- 
Aligned countries, and the Tenth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, thus making 
it possible for the CD to conclude a convention in 1980. The final version of this res. was 
adopted by the G.A. on Dec. 11 as res. 34/85. It is printed below.
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can constitute a positive contribution to the prevention of the spread 
of nuclear weapons,Recalling its resolution 3261 G (XXIX) of 9 December 1974,2 

Further recalling its resolution 31/189 C of 21 December 1976,3 Bearing in mind paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly (S-10/2),4 in which it re
quested the nuclear-weapon States urgently to conclude, as appro
priate, effective arrangements to assure the 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,Recalling resolution 33/72 B6 which inter alia urged the considera
tion of an international convention by the Committee on Disarma
ment in order to conclude effective arrangements, as appropriate, to 
assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons,Welcoming the in-depth consideration of the item on “effective in
ternational arrangements to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons” by the Commit
tee on Disarmament and the establishment of an ad hoc Working 
Group under the aegis of the Committee to conduct negotiations on 
the subject,6Noting the drafts of an international convention submitted on this 
item in the Committee,7 Further noting the report of the Committee on Disarmament 
(A/34/27) including the report of the ad hoc Working Group in its Ap
pendix I,8Noting the decision of the Sixth Conference of the Heads of State 
and Government of the Non-Aligned Countries calling on the Commit
tee on Disarmament to elaborate the international convention to 
assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons during its next session in 1980,9 Also noting similar recommendations made in the relevant resolu
tion of theJslamic Conference of Foreign Ministers,10 Further noting the general support expressed during its thirty- 
fourth session for the elaboration of an international convention to 
assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons,

1. Affirms the conclusion of the Committee on Disarmament that 
there is wide recognition of the urgent need to reach agreement on ef

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1974, p. 809.
8Ibid., 1976, pp. 948-949.
4 Ibid., 1978, p. 422.
5 Ibid., pp. 761-762.
# General Assem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27 

and Corr. 1), pars. 44-51.
7 See Mar. 27 and June 21, above.
8 General Assem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27, Appendix

9 See the Political Declaration of Sept. 9, printed above.
10 See res. 15/10 P of May 12, printed above.
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fective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons;

2. Notes with satisfaction that there is no objection, in principle, to 
the idea of an international convention to assure the non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, in 
the Committee on Disarmament;

3. Endorses the decision of the Committee on Disarmament to con
tinue negotiations on this subject at the beginning of its 1980 session;

4. Recommends that the Committee conclude the international 
convention to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons during its 1980 session on the 
basis of the draft of the international convention submitted to it tak
ing into account the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly;

5. Decides to consider the question of the “conclusion of an inter
national convention to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons” at its thirty-fifth session.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Declara
tion of the 1980s as a Disarmament Decade, Novem
ber 19, 1979 11

Last week I made a statement in which I explained the reason why 
the United States would abstain in the vote on this draft resolution.12 
Our experience has been that target dates are a little bit misleading 
in this context. It is one thing to vote for target dates, but it is a little 
harder to meet them. I appreciate the sense of compromise with 
which the representative of Nigeria has eliminated the word “dates”, 
but I can only observe that in this context the elimination of the word 
“dates” does not really change the substance. The word “targets” in 
this context means target dates. There is no other reason to mention 
it, particularly since we are dealing with a decade.

For that reason, we maintain the position that I stated last week.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Study on the Question of a Comprehensive Nuclear- 
Test Ban, November 19, 1979 1

I should like to explain that in the event of a vote on the 
Chairman’s proposal concerning document A/34/588, our delegation

11 A/C.1/34/PV.37, Nov. 20, 1979, pp. 36-37. The U.S. representative was explaining his 
abstention on the draft res. that later became res. 34/75.

12 The statement was made on Nov. 16, see above.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.37, Nov. 20, 1979, pp. 48-51.
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would be obliged to vote against that proposal.2 This is because in 
that document there is a recommendation to conduct a study on the 
prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests. In its approach to the solution 
of the question of conducting any kinds of studies in the sphere of 
disarmament, the Soviet delegation proceeds from the premise that 
at present the principal task should be to strive to elaborate and con
clude practical agreements on limiting the arms race and on disarma
ment.

It is precisely on this that the efforts of States should be focused, 
within the United Nations as well as in the Committee on Disarma
ment and other forums. A very large number of statements have been 
made in favour of disarmament. There is no lack of studies on the 
various aspects of this problem, studies that have been carried out at 
the national as well as the international level. The time has long since 
come when it is necessary to proceed from words and theoretical 
studies to action.

In this connexion, we must express our concern at the growing 
number of various kinds of studies on problems of disarmament being 
conducted under United Nations sponsorship which, as a m atter of 
fact, present not inconsiderable financial implications without actually 
yielding palpable results for genuine disarmament. In our opinion, in
dependent studies should be carried out only in very definitely 
justified cases. Otherwise, the United Nations will be diverted from 
the discussion and solution of disarmament items in practical terms.

If we consider the proposal to conduct a study on the prohibition of 
nuclear weapons, it can be stated very clearly that this is precisely a 
case where there is no need for a new, independent study. The point is 
that this is a concrete subject, and one that has been studied in con
siderable detail over a number of years, in political as well as scientific 
and technical terms. We do not now need, by means of additional 
studies, to demonstrate the harm that may be caused by nuclear tests 
and the need for their total and general prohibition. On the other 
hand, the scientists of various countries have rather fully studied the 
problem of control of such prohibitions. As the Committee knows, 
various separate parts of the question of control are being discussed 
in the framework of the Committee on Disarmament. But on the 
whole, it may be said that the scientific foundation for ensuring a 
reliable verification of the cessation of all nuclear weapons tests by 
all States does exist.

The question of a full and general nuclear test ban in practical terms 
is now being discussed in negotiations between the USSR, the United 
States and the United Kingdom. We can observe today that there has 
been progress there, and we expect that our partners will not in
troduce any complicating factors into these negotiations.

No studies, especially the kind that are unnecessary by their very 
nature, are likely to alter the existing realities. Therefore, we consider

2 The proposal to which Ambassador Petrovsky referred was adopted on Dec. 11 as 
G.A. Decision 34/422, printed below.
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such studies as are recommended in document A/34/588 to be 
superfluous. Moreover, we cannot overlook the fact that the above- 
mentioned study is related also to definite, additional financial expen
ditures which extend beyond the sphere of the United Nations budget.

Therefore, in our statement today, we wish once again to express 
and to record our disagreement with the carrying out of a study on 
the question of the cessation of nuclear weapons tests, and to have 
this position of ours reflected during the adoption of a decision on this 
question.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Denu
clearization of Africa, November 21, 1979 1

The abstention of the United States on this draft resolution should 
not be interpreted as any lessening of our support in principle for the 
creation of an African nuclear-weapon-free zone consistent with the 
well-known United States position on the principles for establishing 
such zones. The Organization of African Unity deserves great credit 
for its early recognition of the importance of denuclearizing the 
African continent. The United States also welcomes the substantial 
support for non-proliferation among African States as reflected by 
almost 30 of those States having become party to the treaty on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.2

United States abstention on this draft resolution also does not 
reflect any lessening of our concern about South Africa’s nuclear pro
gramme. Its operation of an unsafeguarded uranium enrichment 
facility and the absence of a treaty obligation not to develop or ac
quire nuclear explosives are of serious concern to the United States. 
The United States has not licensed any exports of nuclear materials 
or equipment to South Africa for the past four years.

Operative paragraph 8 of this draft resolution recognizes the im
portance of the application of full-scope safeguards by the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency —a principle which the United States 
strongly supports and is pressing the South African Government and 
other Governments to adopt. South African acceptance of such 
safeguards and adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty would be 
important in reassuring the international community that its nuclear 
programme is peaceful.

The United States believes that nuclear co-operation for ap
propriate peaceful uses, under suitable international safeguards and 
controls, need not contribute to the proliferation of nuclear ex
plosives. It is the judgement of the United States that implementa
tion of the actions called for by operative paragraphs 4, 5, 6, and 7 of

1 A/C.1/34/PV.38, Nov. 23, 1979, pp. 7 -10 . The U.S. representative was explaining 
his abstention on the draft res. that was subsequently adopted as res. 34/76 A on Dec. 
11, printed below.

2 The treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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this draft resolution could prevent co-operation of a kind that offers 
the best prospect for encouraging South Africa to accept appropriate 
non-proliferation controls; hence it is our view that these paragraphs 
would not effectively serve the purpose of non-proliferation.

With regard to the fifth preambular paragraph and operative 
paragraph 2, as we reported to the arms embargo Committee and to 
the Secretary-General, the United States has had an indication of the 
possibility —and I emphasize possibility— of a low-yield nuclear ex
plosion in an area encompassing portions of the Indian and South 
Atlantic Oceans. However, it is important to stress that we have to 
date obtained no corroborative evidence and hence are not able to 
confirm whether any nuclear explosion took place. The United States 
is continuing to investigate all available information on this m atter 
and has also expressed its willingness to co-operate to the fullest 
possible extent in assisting the Secretary-General in the inquiry re
quested by the General Assembly. Accordingly, the United States 
believes that the statements in the paragraphs to which I have re
ferred are inappropriate, and for this reason we could not support 
this draft resolution.

Additionally, as noted earlier, we believe that efforts to gain South 
African acceptance of safeguards would not be helped through the 
implementation of the actions called for in operative paragraphs 4, 5, 
6 and 7. It is for this reason that the United States has abstained.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Singh) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Establish
ment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in South Asia, 
November 21ff 1979 1

The general question of the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones in the various regions of the world has been the subject of a 
comprehensive study by an ad hoc group of qualified governmental 
experts under the auspices of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament, which is available in document A/10027/Add.l. The ex
perts unanimously agreed on certain basic principles which should be 
taken into account wherever appropriate conditions for the creation 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones exist. The Indian delegation has con
sistently supported the conclusions of the group of experts. Indeed, 
we believe that the report of the expert group, which was taken note 
of by the General Assembly at its thirtieth session, reflects the 
general consensus on the subject among all delegations.

One of the basic principles enunciated in the report of the expert 
group is that the initiative for the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone should come from the States within the region concerned and that 
participation must be voluntary. My Government attaches great im
portance to this principle, not for any doctrinaire reasons but for very

1 A/C.1/34/PV.38, Nov. 23, 1979, pp. 37-41.
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practical considerations. We believe that for a zone to be viable it 
should come into being as a result of the initiatives taken by the 
States concerned because of common security concerns, common 
perception of the threat to security and the common desire to help 
each other in meeting such threats. It cannot be imposed from outside 
of the region nor can it be imposed within the region by one or more 
States. Voluntariness of participation is the essence of the concept.

My delegation does not oppose the concept of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones as such. Indeed, we have supported in the past, and shall con
tinue to do so in future, all proposals for the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in well-defined and distinct geographical regions 
of the world provided, of course, that the initiative for the establish
ment of such zones comes on an entirely voluntary basis from all the 
States of the region concerned.

Accordingly, we ourselves took the initiative at the twenty-ninth 
and thirtieth session of the General Assembly and proposed a draft 
resolution on the declaration and establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in an appropriate region of Asia. In its two resolutions, name
ly, 3265 A (XXIX) and 3476 (XXX),2 the General Assembly decided to 
give due consideration to any proposal for the creation of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in an appropriate region of Asia —I repeat, in an ap
propriate region of Asia —after it has been developed and matured 
among the interested States within the region concerned.

Our initiative at the twenty-ninth and thirtieth session of the 
General Assembly shows that our opposition to the Pakistani draft 
resolution was not due to any objection to the concept of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, but was necessitated by the obvious and insur
mountable deficiences in the Pakistani draft.

Any resolution on the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
should avoid prejudgement concerning the concept, features and 
delineation of the zone. These are matters best left for discussion, 
and eventual agreement, among the interested countries. No con
sultations regarding the implications, feasibility and acceptability of 
the proposal for a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia took place 
before the item was inscribed on the agenda of the General Assembly 
for the first time at its twenty-ninth session.

South Asia cannot be treated in isolation. It is a subregion and an 
integral part of the region of Asia and the Pacific. It is necessary to 
take into account the security environment of that region as a whole. 
A genuine nuclear-weapon-free zone in that region can only be 
established in the total absence of nuclear weapons. The existence of 
nuclear weapons in the region of Asia and the Pacific and the 
presence of foreign military bases in the Indian Ocean complicate the 
security environment of that region and make the situation inap
propriate for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
subregion of South Asia.

2 For texts of the two res., see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 816-817, and
ibid., 1975, pp. 790-791.
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If Pakistan is sincere about this proposal, the appropriate pro
cedure for it to follow is not to raise the matter in the United Nations, 
thereby trying to impose outside influences in the area, but to let the 
matter develop and mature within the region concerned. Since the 
proposal of Pakistan as contained in draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.23 
does not conform to these generally accepted principles governing 
the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, my delegation as in 
the past remains firmly opposed to it and will vote against it.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Establish
ment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in South Asia, 
November 21, 1979 1

In voting again this year for the draft resolution on the establish
ment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, the United 
States is aware of the greater sense of urgency which now 
underscores efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation in that impor
tant region. Our decision has been taken against a background of 
disturbing developments which, in our view, constitute a serious 
danger to the goal which this resolution is designed to help to 
achieve.

These developments make effective initiatives to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons to South Asia even more important than 
before.

The United States vote in favour of this draft resolution also 
reflects our continuing support for the principle of establishing 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in South Asia and other regions of the 
world, under conditions that would ensure their effectiveness. We 
believe that effective nuclear-weapon-free zones, negotiated and sup
ported by the appropriate parties, can enhance the security of the 
participants in such agreements and reinforce the goals of non
proliferation on a regional basis.

The criteria by which the United States Government judges the ef
fectiveness of any nuclear-weapon-free zone have been stated by the 
delegation of the United States many times in the past. I would only 
mention here that for any nuclear-weapon-free zone arrangement to 
accomplish its objectives, [it] must effectively preclude the conduct of 
any nuclear explosions, whatever their declared purpose. This is not 
an arbitrary requirement. It is based on the scientific reality that it is 
simply not possible to distinguish between the technology for making 
nuclear weapons and the technology for making nuclear devices for 
peaceful purposes.

While our affirmative vote on the draft resolution reflects the con-
3 This draft res. was adopted as res. 34/78 on Dec. 11, printed below.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.38, Nov. 23, 1979, pp. 42-45. The U.S. representative was explaining 

his vote on the draft res. that was subsequently adopted as res. 34/78 on Dec. 11, printed 
below.
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tinuing policy of the United States towards nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, we would not wish to imply by our vote that we regard the 
creation of such a zone as the only —or even necessarily the most 
promising—means of averting nuclear-arms competition in South 
Asia. A variety of agreed arrangements, voluntarily concluded by the 
States most directly concerned, might well effectively serve the same 
objective. Such arrangements need not, in our view, be limited strict
ly to measures affecting the region of South Asia.

Indeed, in supporting the present draft resolution we should like to 
express our hope that the States of South Asia and other interested 
States will explore, in a flexible and co-operative manner, ar
rangements that would be capable of providing effective and reliable 
assurances against nuclear-arms competition.

I would like to take particular note of operative paragraph 2 of the 
draft resolution which contains an admonition urging all States in the 
region to refrain from any action contrary to the objectives of the 
draft resolution. For the reasons which I indicated earlier, the con
duct of any nuclear explosion would constitute such an action.

In the light of the disturbing developments to which I referred 
moments ago, my Government attaches special importance this year 
to that provision in operative paragraph 2. The decision of the United 
States to vote for this draft resolution is based on our expectation 
that its sponsor, and others supporting it, will demonstrate that they 
too take that provision with the utmost seriousness. We believe that 
all States, whether or not they are able to vote for this particular 
draft resolution, should abide by the important injunction contained 
in operative paragraph 2.

In conclusion, it is the belief of my Government that the adoption of 
this draft resolution at the present session of the General Assembly 
should serve as a clear statement of concern by the world community 
regarding the prospect of nuclear-arms competition in South Asia 
and should stimulate determined efforts to avert that grave danger.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Freezing and Reduction of Military Budgets, Novem
ber 21. 1979 1

As is known, as far back as 1973, on the proposal of the Soviet 
Union, the General Assembly adopted a resolution on the reduction 
of military budgets. I would venture to remind the Committee that at 
that time it was a matter primarily of the reduction of military 
budgets of States permanent members of the Security Council, by a 
percentage which would be the same for all the States concerned. 
This still remains unimplemented inasmuch as a number of States, in
cluding certain permanent members of the Security Council, have 
refused to translate the m atter into terms of practical agreement,

1 A/C.1/34/PV.38, Nov. 23, 1979, pp. 72-76.
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referring particularly to the incomparability of the military budgets 
of States.

Later on, in 1978, at the special session on disarmament, the Soviet 
Union, in a search for a mutually acceptable solution, supplemented 
its original proposal. We stated our readiness to come to an agree
ment on tackling the task of reducing military budgets by an equal 
percentage or in absolute terms by amounts of the same order of 
magnitude. We note with satisfaction that this approach of ours met 
with support and understanding at the special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament.

On the basis of our position of principle, we categorically support a 
reduction of military budgets. At the same time, speaking specifically 
about draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.24,2 we cannot fail to note that this 
draft is not a step forward in developing the provisions which the 
General Assembly adopted in 1973.3 Draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.24 
contains elements which actually weaken the resolutions of the 
twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly. Specifically, I have in 
mind the fourth preambular paragraph and operative paragraph 1. The 
fourth preambular paragraph speaks of “standardized reporting on the 
military expenditures” which in our view only diverts attention from 
the completely specific and tangible task of reducing military 
budgets, in regard to which the General Assembly, at its special ses
sion, has distinctly formulated its position.

Furthermore, the question is raised in operative paragraph 1 of 
measures of verification for the limitation of military expenditures. 
In our view, such control can and must be carried out by each State, 
on its own, on the basis of published data. Therefore, to raise the 
question of some special measures of verification would be wrong. In 
addition, it would turn out to be a complicating factor in efforts aimed 
at resolving a truly urgent and topical problem, namely, that of 
reducing military budgets.

In the light of the points I have just made, we would request a 
separate vote on the fourth paragraph of the preamble and operative 
paragraph 1.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Freezing 
and Reduction of Military Expenditures, November 
21, 1979 1

The United States has long sought to bring about the conditions 
and develop the means whereby agreements effectively to limit

2 A slightly revised version of this draft res. was adopted by the G.A. as res. 34/83 F 
on Dec. 11, printed below.

3 I.e., res. 3093 (XXVIII), of Dec. 7, 1973. For text, see Documents on Disarmament,
1978, pp. 876-878.

1 A/C.1/34/PV.38, Nov. 23, 1979, p. 81. Ambassador Fisher spoke in explanation of his 
vote in favor of the draft res. that the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 34/83 F on Dec. 
11, printed below.
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military expenditures can be reached. Several years ago we proposed 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament that it or the 
General Assembly pursue a systematic approach to all the problems 
involved in any such limitation. My country continues to support such 
efforts of which the practical test of the standard military expendi
ture reporting instrument, currently under way, is a most important 
one. We will actively support further efforts, including those set in 
motion by the present draft resolution.

It would be remiss, however, for the delegation of the United 
States not to point out that the United States Government considers 
that any form of agreed limitation on its military expenditures — 
whether a ceiling, a freeze, a reduction, or otherwise —would vitally 
affect its security. At this time, and under the present circumstances, 
no limitation is practicable as far as my Government is concerned. 
That is all the more reason why my Government, and I hope all Gov
ernments, will rededicate our efforts to the creation of conditions in 
which it would be possible to halt and reverse the disturbing con
tinuous rise in world military expenditures which deprives our peo
ples of economic and social progress.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Study on 
the Question of a Comprehensive Nuclear-Test Ban, 
November 21, 1979 1

The United States wishes to explain, before the vote, why it 
proposes to abstain on the draft decision contained in document 
A/C.1/34/L.40.2 The United States is not doing so because of any objec
tions to studies generally. We think that each study should be consid
ered on its merits and we have no disagreement with the statement 
that has been read out on behalf of the Secretariat. It is a legal 
posture, but that does not mean we automatically have to agree to 
each study if we do not think it is justified.

In regard to this particular study, in so far as it relates to 
unclassified matters, there are quite a few studies on the negotiations 
for a test ban that are of an unclassified nature. If it is classified, I am 
not entirely sure how it can be carried out. In other words, the dis
senting view which says:

On the other hand, the view was expressed that this subject had 
been adequately studied, that much of the relevant information 
was classified and would not be accessible for a United Nations 
s tudy .. . . 3

1 A/C.1/34/PV.39, Nov. 23, 1979, p. 61.
2 The draft decision to which Ambassador Fisher referred became G.A. Decision 

34/422 of Dec. 11, printed below.
3 A/34/588.
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is a view that the United States Government holds. It is for that par
ticular reason —not as a generalized objection —that we propose to 
abstain on this draft decision.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Study on the Question of a Comprehensive Nuclear- 
Test Banf November 21, 1979 4

My delegation also wishes to explain its vote. As the Committee 
knows, at the meeting of 19 November the Soviet representative 
gave his views on the Mexican proposal for a draft decision concern
ing a study on the question of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.5 To
day we should like to reaffirm the position that we took at that time, 
namely, that this study seems to us to be superfluous from a practical 
standpoint, as far as the negotiations to achieve a nuclear test ban are 
concerned. I would emphasize that nothing new could emerge from a 
study of this nature at the present stage and therefore we feel that 
this study should not be undertaken. What is necessary, and required 
as soon as possible, is the completion of the tripartite talks and the 
opening of the way to a world wide comprehensive nuclear test ban 
treaty. To achieve that goal, we are convinced, all Member States of 
the United Nations should unite their efforts. It is to that purpose 
that my delegation and my Government are devoting their best ef
forts. To undertake a study of this nature would in no way contribute 
to the achievement of that goal. That being the case, my delegation 
intends to vote against this draft decision.

News Conference Remarks by Soviet Foreign Minister 
Gromyko: European Nuclear Missiles [Extracts], 
November 23, 1979 1

I will now discuss, let us say straight out, the most acute and 
delicate m atter on which the FRG and the Soviet Union have not 
found a common position. Those present are well aware that some 
time ago, in certain NATO circles, there arose plans to deploy in 
West Europe new types of medium-range nuclear missile weapons.

We think that it would not be a mistake to say that the impulses 
here apparently came from the Pentagon or circles close to it.

4 A/C.1/34/PV.39, Nov. 23, 1979, pp. 61-62.
5 Ambassador Petrovsky was referring to the proposal which was adopted on Dec. 11 

as G.A. Decision 34/422, printed below.
1 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian, Nov. 24, 1979; FBIS, Daily Report, Nov. 26,

1979, vol. Ill, pp. G1-G5. The remarks were made in Bonn. See also Current D igest of 
the Soviet Press, vol. XXXI, no. 47 (Dec. 19, 1979), pp. 1 -4 .
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However, if anyone proves that these impulses came from some other 
sources and cites convincing arguments we will agree with this. But 
this issue is not even where such impulses came from, who first said 
alpha, [as heard]2 The main thing is which position this or that side 
adopts in this matter. In the present case we are very interested, and 
we do not hide this, in the position that the FRG has adopted.

Unfortunately, we must state that the FRG Government, as is evi
dent from our talks here in Bonn, has adopted a positive stance 
toward these plans. We have done everything in our power to show, 
by citing the appropriate arguments, that the deployment of these 
weapons is not the path to detente and to improving the situation in 
Europe. On the contrary, this is a path toward aggravating the situa
tion in Europe, a path toward whipping up the arms race. This is the 
s ta rt of a new stage, a new spiral in the arms race. This does not in
volve, as you know, some sort of toy but nuclear missile weapons.

You know that this question was dealt with most fully in the recent 
speech by Leonid Ilich Brezhnev in Berlin3 in which a qualification 
[kvalifikatsiya] was given to these plans and to the position of the 
appropriate governments of the NATO countries which support it, in
cluding the FRG. What is the reply given to our critical statements 
regarding these plans and regarding the stance adopted by the FRG? 
They respond that this plan is allegedly a reaction to the deployment 
by the Soviet Union of a certain type of weapon on her territory. 
They speak of missile installations which are called SS-20 in the West. 
But what sort of installations are these?

Actually, the modernization of existing types of missile installa
tions is taking place. We are asked: Why is this modernization taking 
place? But as you know the NATO countries have also modernized, 
and not just on one occasion, their weapons including certain similar 
types of weapons. They answer us by saying that this was a long time 
ago and that you have been doing this recently. But the question 
arises: Is it better or worse if the Western countries have managed to 
carry out modernization earlier than the Soviet Union? Perhaps we 
should have done this earlier, also. The impression arises that some 
circles in the West have suddenly discovered either with the help of a 
telescope or a microscope —I do not know which —what the Soviet 
Union is doing. But in fact the Soviet Union has been engaged in 
modernizing certain weapons for at least 5 years and does not hide 
this. Over the past 1 -4  years it has been doing nothing new; it is only 
continuing the modernization that it began. Thinking that there are 
perhaps people who have been deluded and really believe that the 
Soviet Union might shoot forward we stated: Good, if anyone has 
doubts then let us s tart talks. Let us go to the negotiation table. 
Moreover we said that we are ready to discuss even the question of 
reducing our missile launching installations, and of reducing their 
numbers. I ask that you pay attention to this and remember: of reduc
ing.

2 All brackets in this document are in the original.
3 See above, Oct. 6.
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During the talks every side is free to submit its proposals. Why is 
this unacceptable to the NATO countries, including the FRG and the 
United States? Why? As is well known this proposal was submitted 
by Leonid Ilich Brezhnev for the first time in his Berlin speech. He 
then repeated the proposal on talks in his answer to a question by a Pravda correspondent.41 repeated the Soviet proposal here in Bonn. 
In reply we were told that the FRG Government supports talks. I, 
and my comrades who were with me at the talks, when we heard this, 
were ready to jump with joy as they say. It appeared that we were 
getting closer to each other. We are proposing talks and we were be
ing offered talks. But it is a good thing that we refrained from jump
ing because a more precise formulation followed which showed that 
the talks that we are proposing and the talks being offered to us are 
completely different talks.

We are proposing that talks start immediately in the situation that 
exists without deciding on deploying new types of missile nuclear 
weapons in West Europe, that is, without putting into motion the 
whole mechanism for producing and deploying these weapons. But 
we are told no. First we will decide to produce these weapons and to 
deploy them and only then will we start talks with you.

Certain governments of the NATO countries —you know them 
well —flatly state that it is necessary to conduct the talks with the 
Soviet Union from a position of strength. These statements reek of a 
(?kind of) political mothball, if I may be allowed to use this expression. 
We have openly stated that such a formulation of the m atter means 
political preconditions. This destroys the basis for talks. I repeat: 
Such a position by certain NATO countries destroys the basis for 
talks. If someone tries to disprove this and claim that there is, to all 
intents and purposes, no difference between our proposal on talks 
and the proposal about which I am speaking, do not believe this. 
These are different conceptions of the talks. Every citizen of the 
NATO member countries and every German of the FRG should coolly 
weigh all the pros and cons of our proposal about the immediate start 
of talks. They should form their own judgment about what is better: 
to close one’s eyes and follow those who are urging that a decision be 
made on the production of new types of nuclear weapons and deploy
ing them or to enter talks with the Soviet Union without delay and to 
try to find coordinated solutions which would suit both sides. After 
all, the aim of talks is to discuss everything, to weigh everything, and 
to try to find a coordinated agreement acceptable to all parties. No 
side during the talks will be able to foist a decision on another side 
which is not acceptable to it.

What then, I repeat, is there that is bad in the talks being proposed 
by us? It is sometimes said to mollify us that the Soviet Union and the 
United States have already reached agreement, that at the SALT III 
talks m atters concerning other weapons will also be discussed —con
cerning nonstrategic weapons. Let us assume that it will be possible

4 Above, Nov. 5.
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to do this although agreement between the United States and the 
Soviet Union does not envisage this. All that is involved here are 
strategic weapons. But I repeat, let us assume that everyone agrees 
to this. And can you remember how long the talks of SALT II lasted? 
About 8 years.

If the SALT III talks concern not only strategic weapons but also 
medium-range nuclear missile weapons then you can imagine how 
much time would be needed for these talks. It would be good if they 
ended in 7 -8  years. And I wonder whether there lurks here a huge 
threat both for Europe and not only Europe —negotiations going on 
but no solution achieved. We propose that talks be started im
mediately without waiting for SALT III.

Apart from this there is another important facet of the matter 
which requires explanation because I am not convinced that those 
present in this hall —representatives of the press —bear it in mind. 
What is meant is the principle of equality and equal security. When 
Leonid Ilich Brezhnev and President Carter met in Vienna and signed 
the SALT II treaty, satisfaction was expressed by both sides at the 
fact that the talks were conducted on the basis of the aforementioned 
principle. And how many statements were made regarding the fact 
that at present there exists an approximate equality in strength be
tween the East and West. And now, suddenly, the representatives of 
the Western countries, including the United States, are alleging that 
there is no equality. Equality, they say, will be achieved only after 
the NATO plans about which we are talking are implemented.

One asks oneself: When did the U.S. President state the true U.S. 
position —today or at Vienna? One position contradicts the other. In 
reality, the implementation of the plans to deploy new types of 
nuclear missile weapons in West Europe would lead to an upsetting 
of the equilibrium of forces, the existence of which has been stated on 
dozens of occasions by the leaders of the NATO countries.

Finally, the last question in connection with this problem. 
Sometimes it is said: Good, we will be able to discuss all this while 
preparing the SALT III treaty. Do you know that there is still no 
agreement on which countries are to take part in the SALT III talks? 
I can say, of course, that the Soviet Union and the United States will 
participate. But one asks oneself: Only the United States and the 
Soviet Union? You see, other countries also have strategic weapons. 
What is to have parity with what, and who with whom? Why does the 
Soviet Union always have to proceed from the premise that this 
should only concern the parity between the United States and the 
Soviet Union? And what about the U.S. allies which have nuclear 
weapons at their disposal? This question also arises and all this has 
still not been agreed upon. It seems there is no way that the talks on 
SALT III will s tart quickly, not to mention the fact that the SALT II 
treaty has still not come into force and that it is not known when it 
will come into force.

Has anyone present here, and not only those present, asked the 
question of what equality means when the United States have bases
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in Europe, so-called forward based nuclear weapons? When equality 
applicable to SALT is mentioned, what is meant are quantitative and 
qualitative features and parameters which lead to some sort of 
equilibrium. This was done also in connection with preparations for 
SALT II but in this no account is taken of the U.S. forward based 
nuclear weapons in Europe. And what about the geographic factor? It 
is not included in the quantitative and qualitative characteristics of 
strategic weapons proper. By the way, this is a factor which is of ad
vantage only to the United States. In connection with the preparations 
for the SALT II treaty, we tried, in particular in Vladivostok during the 
meeting between Leonid Ilich Brezhnev and Gerald Ford, to discuss 
the matter of U.S. forward based weapons.5 However, the Americans 
turned this down flatly. The Soviet Union, let us say this straight out, 
made a concession. It consented that the treaty be concluded without 
this geographic factor being taken into account —a factor which is of 
advantage only to the West, for the United States. The Soviet Union 
does not have anything analogous that would balance the importance 
of this factor. This also has to be taken into account.

Andrey Andreyevich Gromyko then answered questions by cor
respondents:

Question: You have pointed to the radical difference in the way the 
sides assess their own military potentials and the differences stem
ming from this in the positions of the sides. What is there then to hold 
talks on? Will they focus on matters pertaining to nuclear arms?Answer: Yes, of course. They must be the subject of talks without 
deciding beforehand that new types of weapons must be produced 
and deployed in West Europe. The decision on this must not be made. 
For if an agreement, acceptable to all sides, is reached at the talks 
then this question will naturally no longer arise.

Question: Do you consider that talks will be possible in the event 
that a decision on supplementing arms [dovooruzheniye] is adopted at 
the forthcoming NATO session?Answer: The present position of the NATO countries, including the 
FRG, as it now appears, destroys the basis for talks. We have also 
told the Government of the FRG about this.

Question: Does your statement that if the decision we have been 
referring to is adopted at the forthcoming NATO session mean that 
the Soviet Union will not be prepared to conduct talks on 
Eurostrategic arms?Answer: I repeat, that if such a decision is adopted and our pro
posal on the start of talks is rejected, by the same token the position 
of the Western powers will destroy the basis for talks. This basis will 
not exist. If such a situation arises this will mean that certain coun-

5 The Vladivostok joint statement and communique may be found in Documents on
Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-750.
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tries have decided, if one can use the expression, to seek their fortune 
along the paths of a new spiral in the arms race.

Remarks by FRG Foreign Minister Genscher During an 
Interview: European Nuclear Missiles, November 23, 
1979 1

Question. After your talks with Gromyko, Mr. Minister, and after 
his press conference, have the talks failed on the decisive point?2Answer. Unequivocally not. Both sides have termed the talks 
serious and useful. I believe it is necessary to measure the success of 
talks by the objectives envisaged. It could not possibly be the objec
tive of this meeting that we adopt the Soviet view while the Soviet 
Union would, say, adopt our stance. It was necessary to expound our 
positions. We have exploited the opportunity to explain our concern 
about the continuous impairment of the balance by the Soviet medium- 
range missiles. We explained the necessity of the decision on the 
closure of the arms gap, yet at the same time we made absolutely 
plain our intention to combine this decision with an offer of negotia
tions on the medium-range weapons and our wish that the troop 
reduction negotiations in Vienna be given a new impetus and that, 
finally, confidence-building measures be discussed at the CSCE 
followup conference in Madrid. These discussions also include the 
French proposal concerning a European disarmament conference.3 
This is to say that a broad negotiating offer of the West must not be 
negotiated [as heard].4

Question. Yet Gromyko says that this point will not even be reached 
if NATO stands by the decision on the modernization of its nuclear 
weapons at the December conference in Brussels.Answer. Mr. Reiche, you cannot anticipate negotiations. One must 
not burden negotiations with preconditions. We do not want to raise 
any preconditions; we are prepared to talk about everything at that 
time. Above all, negotiations are not waged over the television 
screen or at press conferences but at negotiating tables, and this is 
where we have to go.

Question. Was your position coordinated with the alliance, Mr. 
Minister?

Answer. The Federal Government has adopted a unanimous deci
sion, and this decision approves the concept which the alliance pro
poses to adopt in this dual decision in December. The unanimous 
basis of the government decision also was the objective and the basis 
of the talks with Mr. Gromyko.

1 Mainz ZDF television network in German, Nov. 23, 1979; FBIS, Daily Report, Nov. 
26, 1979; vol. VII, pp. J 12- J  13. The interview was conducted by Joachim Reiche.

2 Gromyko’s press conference remarks appear immediately above.
3 See Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 343.
* Brackets in original.
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Question. Not all partners in the alliance have taken a position as 
quickly as we have and from the very outset, and some of them are 
dubious. What repercussions will what Gromyko has presented here 
in Bonn as the opinion of the Soviet Union have on the alliance, on this 
or that partner? What I mean is, will the Brussels decision be forth
coming as planned?Answer. I am proceeding from that assumption, and we affirm the 
necessity of this decision because we also deem negotiations 
necessary. I cannot imagine anybody wanting to get away from these 
negotiations.

Question: So you insist: Brussels will decide that modernization 
will take place.Answer: Both —the modernization decision which will lead to a sta
tioning only 3 to 4 years from now anyway— meaning that there will 
be 3 to 4 years for serious negotiations, time which must, however, be 
utilized through the immediate opening of negotiations —and, on the 
other hand, the decision on the negotiations, a decision which will 
make these negotiations possible.

Question: The Soviet Union would have an opportunity to retaliate 
in other fields for the attitude which you as well as the chancellor 
displayed here in German-Soviet relations. Must this be feared?Answer: I do not think so. The Soviet foreign minister has said, as 
did I on behalf of the Federal Government, that we are interested in a 
further improvement of German-Soviet relations, which is of great 
significance for detente policy. This means that they are also in
terested in the continuation of detente policy. During the talks he 
held today with the chancellor and myself he underscored the Soviet 
Union’s special interest in the positive development of German- 
German relations.

Question: Do you mean that what Gromyko said in his press con
ference, namely, the total rejection of any negotiations if the decision 
is made in Brussels, is not the last word?Answer: Mr Reiche, our negotiating offer will vitalize the interna
tional negotiating discussion with a concrete proposal; then 
everybody will have to take their stand on this offer of negotiations. 
And I think that the Soviet Union, too, will take its position toward 
this concrete offer of negotiations.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Pro
hibition of the Development and Manufacture of 
New Types of Weapons of Mass Destruction and New 
Systems of Such Weapons, November 23f 19791
The United States delegation will abstain in the voting on draft 

resolution A/C.1/34/L.6,2 dealing with the prohibition of the develop-
1 A/C.1/34/PV.40, Nov. 26, 1979, pp. 33-37.
2 Identical with res. 34/79 of Dec. 11, 1979, printed below.
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ment and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons.

Our abstention should not be interpreted as a lack of concern on 
the part of the United States that the potential threat of new 
weapons of mass destruction that we face today might become a real 
threat at some time in the future. We clearly recognize the impor
tance of preventive arms control and believe in this context that the 
question of new weapons of mass destruction should be kept under 
continuous review. The idea, however, of attempting to conclude an 
omnibus treaty covering all new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion in general would not, in our view, lead to a realistic solution of 
the problem.

As we have stated on other occasions, if we dealt in a loose or even 
vague manner with principles not currently understood, or relation
ships among known principles which have not yet been conceived, we 
should ultimately discover, I fear, that we had merely created the il
lusion of having dealt with the potential problem of new weapons of 
mass destruction. Further, if such an omnibus treaty were to be 
given the verification procedures necessary to make it more than an 
illusion, we believe that it would threaten to obstruct scientific 
development in areas where this would be neither necessary nor ad
visable.

In our view, the approach of an omnibus treaty would inevitably 
lead to contentious debates over the designation of new weapons as 
new weapons of mass destruction. In recent years we have already 
seen some attempts to distort the concept of new weapons of mass 
destruction, in particular with respect to certain nuclear weapons 
which, horrible though all of them are, had already been known 
for over 20 years. For these reasons the United States has consis
tently opposed approaching this problem by negotiating a general, 
comprehensive agreement.

It seems important to note here that in the three decades —over 30 
years —since the United Nations approved a broad definition of 
weapons of mass destruction in 1948,3 no new types of such weapons 
have emerged. Nor, to our knowledge, is evidence available to indi
cate any immediate threat of such a development. I might add in this 
regard that during the period in which the Committee on Disarma
ment has dealt with this m atter the number of experts speaking on 
the subject in the Committee and the significance of their presenta
tions have both diminished.

General Assembly resolution 32/84B,4 which was supported by the 
United States, urged States to refrain from developing new types of 
weapons of mass destruction. It also requested that the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament keep under review the question of 
the development of such weapons and consider the desirability of for
mulating agreements on the prohibition of any specific new weapons 
that might be identified.

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 176.
* Ibid., 1977, pp. 840-841.
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Consensus language was subsequently reached in the Final Docu
ment of the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disar
mament with regard to new types of weapons of mass destruction.5 
None the less, it has unfortunately not proved possible to agree to 
continue this consensus approach at the thirty-third or the thirty- 
fourth session of the General Assembly. One group of Governments 
continues to urge that States make a binding commitment not to 
develop, produce or stockpile any new types of weapons of mass 
destruction, but without any clear definition of the agreement’s scope 
or limitations and without adequate or effective provisions for 
verification of compliance.

The United States continues to hold to the approach set forth in 
General Assembly resolution 32/84 B: that is, that the best approach 
to precluding effectively the threat of potential new weapons of mass 
destruction is the negotiation of individual agreements on specific 
new types of weapons as they are identified. We can support, of 
course, the compromise approach reflected in the Final Document of 
the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament 
and in General Assembly resolution 33/66 A.6

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Confidence-Building Measures, November 23, 1979 1

My delegation would like to make the following statement in con
nexion with the discussion of draft resolution A/C.l/34/L.20/Rev. I.2

As is well known, the Soviet Union has consistently favoured the 
strengthening of international peace and security. As radical 
measures for the attainment of that goal it has been considering prac
tical steps to call a halt to the arms race and bring about disarma
ment. In addition, the Soviet Union is a supporter of measures that, 
although not themselves measures of genuine disarmament, would 
nevertheless promote progress in this area. This relates in particular 
to measures to promote the strengthening of confidence among 
States and the deepening of military detente.

Serious progress in creating an atmosphere of trust would be 
achieved by such measures as are applicable to the European conti
nent and were agreed upon at the Conference on Security and Co
operation in Europe,3 in the convening and successful conclusion of 
which, as is well known, the Soviet Union and other socialist coun
tries played an active role. In full compliance with the provisions of 
the Final Act signed at Helsinki, the Soviet Union informs this Com

5 For the Final Document, see ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439.
6 Ibid., pp. 734-735.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.40, Nov. 26, 1979, pp. 55-60.
2 A further revised version was adopted by the G.A. as res. 34/87 B on Dec. 11, printed 

below.
3 The arms control portions of the Final Act of this conference are printed in 

Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308.
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mittee of its acceptance of military observers for training and invites 
observers from other States for training.

Experience in the implementation of the measures adopted at 
Helsinki shows that they certainly promote, to a degree, the 
strengthening of trust in military detente. In accordance with the 
Final Act of the European Conference, which proclaims the possi
bility of expanding confidence-building measures on the basis of ac
cumulated experience, the Soviet Union and other socialist countries 
have put forward in recent years a whole series of proposals aimed at 
the development of the process of military detente in Europe.

I should like in this connexion to remind the Committee that, in the 
Moscow Declaration of November 1978,4 adopted at the meeting of 
the Political Consultative Committee of the States Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty, and further, in the Budapest communiqufe of the 
meeting of Foreign Ministers in May 1979,5 the Soviet Union and 
other States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty proposed, inter alia, an 
agreement on the non-first use of conventional and nuclear weapons 
upon the conclusion of a similar agreement on that subject among the 
participants in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in 
Europe. They also proposed that agreement be reached on the con
tainment of military and political groupings in Europe.

The socialist countries also stated their readiness to come to agree
ment on the limitation of military training exercises to 66,000 men as 
well as on measures with regard to large troop movements and ma
jor air force movements within the sphere of operation of the Final 
Act of the European Conference, and on major training operations in 
each other’s territorial waters and the expansion of confidence- 
building measures in the Mediterranean region. The task of im
plementing additional confidence-building measures and of reducing 
military confrontation, which has assumed high priority and urgency 
in the present circumstances, and the subsequent reduction of the 
concentration of armed forces and armaments indicate the range of 
tasks for the discussion and solution of which the States Parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty are proposing to convene a conference at the 
political level with the participation of all European States, the 
United States and Canada. They have expressed their willingness to 
proceed immediately— and I stress immediately— to consultations 
among the concerned parties on preparations for convening such a 
conference.

The proposals of the socialist countries were further developed in 
the statement of Mr. Brezhnev in Berlin. Mr. Brezhnev proposed an 
expansion of the measures known as confidence-building measures. 
On a basis of mutuality, the Soviet Union now proposes to report on 
major military training manoeuvres not merely for the period of time 
specified in the Helsinki Final Act, but over a longer period; to reduce 
the minimum number of troops which would define such manoeuvres 
from 25,000 to 20,000 men; not to carry out such manoeuvres with

4 Ibid., 1978, pp. 657-665.
5 Printed above.
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more than 45,000 men; to report land force movements of more than
20,000 troops within the zone prescribed by the Final Act of Helsinki. 
This is a specific, concrete and tangible programme of action in the 
field of confidence-building measures. At the same time, the Soviet 
Union is ready to consider other ideas designed to build confidence 
among States.6

Last year, on the basis of our general approach to the question of 
confidence-building measures, we supported General Assembly 
resolution 33/91 B on the subject which contains an invitation to 
Member States to inform the Secretary-General of their views and 
experiences regarding confidence-building measures.7 The Soviet 
Union’s detailed and well-developed answer to this invitation is to be 
found in document A/34/416.

The present draft resolution, A/C.l/34/L.20/Rev.l, to the extent to 
which it continues the general orientation of last year’s resolution, 
also meets with our sympathy and understanding. We agree in par
ticular with the recommendation contained in paragraph 1 that all 
States should continue to consider arrangements for specific 
confidence-building measures, taking into account the specific condi
tions and requirements of each region.

However, this draft contains provisions connected with research 
into the question of confidence-building measures. The Soviet delega
tion has already had the opportunity of expressing its general views 
on the question of carrying out various kinds of research and studies 
through the United Nations. We have a definite feeling of concern at 
the growing number of various kinds of studies and research which 
entail certain financial implications and which, most importantly, do 
not yield tangible results for genuine disarmament. It is from this 
standpoint precisely that our delegation views proposals for the car
rying out of a study on confidence-building measures. That question 
seems to us to be sufficiently clear; we need no expert views from 
specialists here. What we need are concrete, practical actions, 
translating existing proposals into the language of policy.

Therefore, the Soviet delegation cannot give its consent to a con
sensus, and requests that a separate vote be taken on paragraphs 2,3, 
4 and 5 of the draft resolution.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Israeli Nuclear Armament, November 23ff 1979 1

I welcome this opportunity to explain before the vote why the 
United States is going to vote against this draft resolution.2

8 See Brezhnev speech of Oct. 6, above.
7 For the text of the res., see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 766-767.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.41, Nov. 26, 1979, pp. 16-17.
2 Ambassador Fisher referred to A/C.1/34/L.12, which the G.A. adopted on Dec. 11 

as res. 34/89, printed below.
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I believe that a fair review of the record will demonstrate that the 
United States has been and remains a strong supporter and leading 
advocate of nuclear non-proliferation. The Middle East is one of those 
areas in the world in which particular danger of proliferation exists. 
If such proliferation takes place, then the prospects for tension and 
even war will have greatly heightened, with profound consequences 
for global stability and for the survival of all of us in this room.

It is with these considerations in mind that my Government ap
proaches the question of any draft resolution regarding nuclear pro
liferation in the Middle East. The draft resolution which is now 
before us has much in it which the United States can support in prin
ciple: specifically, operative paragraphs 1 through 3. The United 
States has urged Israel and other States in the Middle East to adhere 
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.3 That Israel has not yet chosen to 
place its nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards is regrettable. The 
United States urges Israel and every other State which has un
safeguarded facilities to place them under IAEA safeguards.

Despite these positive features, the selective approach of singling 
out a particular country —in this case, Israel —for censure and as a 
target for collective sanctions is not, in our view, an appropriate ap
proach to the goal of non-proliferation. In fact, we seriously doubt 
that the draft resolution is really designed to discourage the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons. As has been pointed out by others, only 
about half of the sponsors of the draft resolution are parties to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty who have themselves accepted full-scope 
safeguards.

Accordingly, it appears to the United States that the sponsors of 
this draft resolution have deliberately focused on a favourite target 
for political reasons and have used the issue of nuclear proliferation 
as a means of doing so. For that reason, the United States will vote 
against this draft resolution. Instead, the United States will support 
a responsible approach to resolving the nuclear issues in the Middle 
East and will vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.28, propos
ing the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of 
the Middle East.4 By calling on all parties directly concerned to 
undertake the same steps, this non-discriminatory approach to non
proliferation in the middle East deserves our support. Moreover, it is 
the only promising avenue towards the goal which we all endorse.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Prohibition of the Production of Fissionable Material 
for Weapons Purposes, November 23, 1979 s

In connexion with the forthcoming vote on draft resolution 
A/C.1/34/L.25,8 we wish to emphasize that the Soviet Union advocates

3 The treaty text may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* The G.A. adopted this draft res. on Dec. 11 as res. 34/77, printed below.
5 A/C.1/34/PV.41, Nov. 26, 1979, pp. 41-42.
fl Identical with G.A. res. 34/87 D of Dec. 11, 1979, printed below.
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the cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and 
gradually reducing their stockpiles until they have been completely 
destroyed. We propose that preliminary consultations and negotia
tions on this question should be started immediately. As pointed out 
in the statement of the group of socialist countries made in the Com
mittee on Disarmament (document CD/4)7 it would be possible at dif
ferent stages of the negotiations to consider the cessation of the pro
duction of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. In our opinion, 
however, the solution of the question of the cessation of the produc
tion of fissionable materials for weapons purposes cannot be con
sidered in isolation from the question of the cessation of the produc
tion of all types of nuclear weapons and gradually reducing their 
stockpiles until they have been completely destroyed, since that is 
the aim of disarmament.

The problem of nuclear disarmament, we are deeply convinced, 
must be resolved in an integrated and comprehensive manner. Each 
measure taken individually must fit organically into the whole pro
gramme of disarmament. In the final analysis, this must provide a 
fully integrated approach to the solution of the problem of nuclear 
disarmament. The decisions of the tenth special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament guide us on this point. 
Paragraph 50 of the Final Document indicates that the cessation of 
the production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes is linked 
to the question of the cessation of the production of all types of 
nuclear weapons and their means of delivery and is one of the 
measures leading to the reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
and their complete elimination.8

The Soviet delegation has held consultations with the sponsors of 
this draft resolution and has proposed amendments which are based 
on the approach set out in paragraph 50 of the Final Document. Un
fortunately our views were not taken into account and, as a result, 
this draft resolution runs counter to the provisions of paragraph 50 of 
the Final Document of the special session.

For these reasons, the Soviet delegation will vote against draft 
resolution A/C.1/34/L.25.

Statement by the Israeli Representative (Eilan) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Establish
ment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Region 
of the Middle East, November 23f 1979 1

The Israel delegation wishes to take this opportunity to reaffirm 
our awareness of the dangers posed to the survival of mankind by the 
existence and spread of nuclear weapons.

7 Feb. 1, 1979, printed above.
8 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 420-421.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.41, Nov. 26, 1979, pp. 46-47.
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Israel will continue its commitment to their prohibition and to the 
prevention of their spread. Ever since the problem of nuclear ar
maments was raised at the United Nations, Israel has consistently 
supported resolutions aimed at preventing the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Israel voted in 1968 in favour of the United Nations resolu
tion on the text of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.2 We did this in the 
belief that practical and satisfactory solutions would be found for the 
prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Israel’s concern with this problem and its particular relevance to 
the latest developments in the nuclear field in the countries of our 
area is fully evident in our persistent and protracted support for the 
idea of the establishment through direct negotiations involving all 
the States of the region, of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle 
East. Such arrangements should provide secure, binding interna
tional guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons, as provided for by the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty. These are measures which could contribute to 
the objectives of non-proliferation.

The signing of the peace treaty between Israel and Egypt3 has pro
ved that direct negotiations can solve seemingly intractable prob
lems and that this path offers the best hope for progress. Such a 
development could contribute significantly to the implementation of 
a process leading to the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the Middle East in a manner similar to that in which the Tlatelolco 
Treaty was achieved for Latin America.4 As far as Israel is concerned, 
such direct negotiations with the participation of all the States in the 
region could start without pre-conditions at any time and in any 
place.

In Israel’s view, the negotiations on the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the Middle East should also include the major 
question concerning the geographical limits of this zone. The defini
tion of the area should be wide enough to include States bordering on 
the Middle East which are not members of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone. Two representatives of States involved have already publicly 
expressed their support for the idea that the initiative for the crea
tion of a nuclear-weapon-free zone should emanate from the States of 
the region, and that the same States should initiate the necessary 
consultations for that purpose.

Israel does not and will not accept the view proposed by some that 
direct negotiatons which are relevant to the Tlatelolco Treaty, are 
relevant for South-East Asia, and are relevant for every area in the 
world, should not be considered relevant in the Middle East.

We would finally wish to echo the words of one distinguished 
representative who stated at the thirty-third session of the General 
Assembly that

2 The text of the treaty may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 
461-468. The res. is printed ibid., pp. 431-432.

3Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 1978, pp. 7 ff.
4 Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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. . .  today more than ever we have the most urgent need to 
examine the establishment of such a zone in the Middle East on 
the basis of non-conventional, non-traditional approach which 
would show the necessary flexibility.

We are convinced that this goal of freeing the Middle East from the 
threat of nuclear proliferation can be achieved by the path of negotia
tion and co-operation. We have [had], therefore, reluctantly to abstain 
on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.28.5

Revised Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear 
Weapons In All Aspects, November 26, 1979 1

The General Assembly,Reaffirming that nuclear weapons pose the most serious threat to 
mankind and its survival and that it is therefore essential to proceed 
with nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons,Reaffirming also that all 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,Stressing again that priority in disarmament negotiations should 
be given to nuclear weapons, and referring to paragraphs 49 and 54 of 
the Final Document of the first special session devoted to disarma
ment,2Recalling its resolution 33/71 H of 14 December 1978,8 

Noting with satisfaction that in 1979 the Committee on Disarma
ment started to consider the substance of the item of its agenda en
titled “Nuclear weapons in all aspects”,Noting also the proposals and statements made in the Committee 
on Disarmament on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear disarmament,Convinced that the Committee on Disarmament is the most 
suitable forum for the preparation and conduct of the negotiations on 
nuclear disarmament,

1. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to undertake at the 
beginning of its 1980 session preparatory consultations on the 
negotiations referred to in operative paragraph 2 of this resolution;

identical with G.A. res. 34/77, Dec. 11, printed below.
1 A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev. 1. A revised version of the draft res. submitted on Nov. 16, this 

version was cosponsored by two additional states, Romania and Viet Nam. The principal 
difference between the two versions was that the earlier one called upon the nuclear- 
weapon states as well as the Committee on Disarmament (CD) to undertake negotiations 
whereas this one merely invokes the CD. On Nov. 27, the Soviet Union accepted part of 
the oral amendments for oper. par. 1 proposed by Mexico and orally revised the revised 
version (A/C.1/34/PV.44, pp. 53-55, 61-62). The final version was adopted by the G.A. 
on Dec. 11 as res. 34/83 J. It is printed below.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 420, 422.
8 Ibid., pp. 751-754.
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2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to initiate, as a mat
te r of high priority, negotiations, with the participation of all nu
clear-weapon States, on the question of the cessation of the nuclear 
arms race and nuclear disarmament, in accordance with the provi
sions of paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the first special ses
sion devoted to disarmament;4

3. Further requests the Committee on Disarmament to report 
on the results of those negotiations to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-fifth session.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons and the Prevention of 
Nuclear Warf November 26, 1979 1

With respect to the vote just taken on draft resolution 
A/C.1/34/L.26 on the review of the implementation of the recommen
dations and decisions of the tenth special session,2 we should like to 
state the following.

From the time when nuclear weapons had just emerged, the Soviet 
Union has consistently advocated and still advocates the implementa
tion of practical steps to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons 
together with parallel measures to strengthen international peace 
and security. We recognize that the main danger for international 
peace and security stems from the nuclear arms race and the Soviet 
Union considers that the central place in the efforts of States should 
be taken by measures aimed at the halting and then the reversal of 
the arms race, to ban forever the use of nuclear weapons and at the 
same time to refrain from using force in international relations.

To attain real results, the Soviet Union believes that the elabora
tion and implementation of measures in this field should be part of 
the organic process of strengthening legal and political guarantees of 
the security of States. An important step in this direction would be 
the conclusion of a world treaty on the non-use of force in interna
tional relations. The parties to such a treaty, naturally including the 
nuclear Powers, would undertake to refrain from the use of force and 
the threat of the use of force from the use of any types of weapons, in
cluding nuclear weapons and other types of weapons of mass destruc
tion.

The advantage of resolving the question of nuclear weapons in the 
context of banning all types of weapons is that all States —both 
nuclear and non-nuclear States —would be put on an equal footing. 
That approach is fully in line with the decisions taken by the United 
Nations, in particular resolution 2936 (XXVII) adopted at the twenty-

* IbicL, pp. 420-421.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 27, 1979, pp. 38-40.
2 The G.A. adopted a slightly revised version of this draft res. as res. 34/83 G on Dec. 

11, printed below.
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seventh session of the General Assembly on the Non-Use of Force in 
International Relations and the Permanent Prohibition of the Use of 
Nuclear Weapons.3 That resolution contains an appeal by the General 
Assembly to States to renounce the use of such weapons and to pro
hibit permanently the use of such weapons. In the Final Document of 
the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, 
the need is noted to take measures

. . .  to eliminate the danger of war, in particular nuclear war, 
to ensure that war is no longer an instrument for settling inter
national 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.4

As nuclear weapons are still maintained in the arsenals of States 
and the nuclear arms race continues unabated, the Soviet Union is do
ing its utmost to exclude the possibility of the outbreak of a nuclear 
war and to prevent the threat of such a war. On these lines, we have 
concluded a number of agreements with other nuclear States to pre
vent the possibility of the use of nuclear weapons in conflicts which 
might arise.

In order to prevent a nuclear war, further efforts should be made 
by States Members of the United Nations so as to halt the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons and to expand the number of parties to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty,5 to create nuclear-weapon-free zones 
throughout the world and also to implement, at the initiative of the 
Soviet Union, the resolution on the non-stationing of nuclear weapons 
on the territories of States where there are no such weapons at 
present.

The Soviet Union thus sees the solution to the non-use of nuclear 
weapons in war first and foremost in the halting of the nuclear-arms 
race, the cessation of the production of such weapons and the cutting 
down of arsenals of them. Secondly, and parallel with this, we would 
strengthen international legal guarantees for the security of States, 
envisaging the prohibition of the use of nuclear and other types of 
weapons and in fact of force in general in international relations. 
Thirdly, we would advocate adopting measures to strengthen the 
regime of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and to prevent the 
danger of conflicts arising which would use nuclear weapons.

Unfortunately, the draft resolution that we have just adopted 
refers to resolution 33/71 B6 which calls for the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons but artificially separates it from the other meas
ures which should be taken, namely, the provision of international 
legal guarantees and the renunciation by all States of the use of force 
in international relations. For that reason the Soviet Union abstained 
in the vote on this draft resolution.

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 848-849.
4 IbidL, 1978, p. 416.
5 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
6 Ibid,, 1978, p. 745.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Chemical Weapons, November 26, 19797

The complete, effective and verifiable prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and their de
struction is an important objective of the foreign policy of the United 
States —one which we think will enhance the security of all States.

While a large measure of agreement exists among the nations of 
the world on this general objective, I must point out that significant 
and substantive differences remain. In our view, these differences 
are so great that attempts to elaborate a multilateral treaty text at 
this time would be unhelpful and could well delay the achievement of 
our goal.

For this reason the United States supported efforts in the Com
mittee of Disarmament to clarify the issues to which Governments 
must address themselves. It is indeed difficult to reconcile divergent 
views when the positions of many on specific substantive issues are 
unknown. This process of identifying concrete issues and clarifying 
them is the necessary initial stage of negotiations on any complex 
subject, including this one. There is not, however, agreement on how 
this task should be handled in the Committee on Disarmament, and 
we must recognize that this is an item to which the Committee must 
return.

Our joining the consensus resolution in no way prejudges the views 
of the United States on the merits of the various proposals to struc
ture the Committee of Disarmament’s consideration of this question. 
For our part we have intensified our preparations for the next round 
of bilateral chemical-weapon negotiations, which we expect to start in 
Geneva in mid-January.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Chemical Weapons, November 26, 19791

With reference to the adoption by consensus of draft resolution 
A/C.1/34/L.29,2 my delegation would like to note that the Soviet Union 
attaches great importance to prohibiting the manufacture, produc
tion and stockpiling of chemical weapons, since we believe this is a 
realistic step by which tangible results in the field of disarmament 
can be achieved in one of the most important directions, which would 
help us to prevent the threat of war in which such weapons of mass 
destruction might be used.

7 A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 27, 1979, pp. 42-43. Ambassador Fisher was explaining the 
U.S. position on the draft res. that the G.A. subsequently adopted as res. 34/72, on Dec. 
11, printed below.

1 A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 27, 1979, p. 46.
2 Identical with G.A. res. 34/72, Dec. 11, printed below.



WU STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 26 711

The Soviet Union is actively participating in talks on the banning 
of the manufacture, production and accumulation of chemical 
weapons and on destroying their stockpiles. Those talks have been 
going on in the Committee on Disarmament and on a bilateral basis 
between the Soviet Union and the United States. We have made 
some progress on this matter, and the Committee on Disarmament 
has been informed of that progress. It is now our deep conviction that 
we must achieve real results. We should go forward with that inten
tion so that we can achieve concrete and tangible results. Therefore 
the Soviet delegation intends to resume the bilateral consultations in 
Geneva in mid-January.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Wu) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical 
and Biological Weapons, November 26, 19791

With regard to the draft resolution just adopted on chemical and 
bacteriological weapons, contained in document A/C.1/34/L.29,2 the 
Chinese delegation is in favour of it. We have always recognized and 
strictly abided by the 1925 Geneva Protocol.3 However, with regard 
to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and 
on their Destruction, we have on many occasions expounded our posi
tion. Therefore, we will not repeat it here.4

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Wu) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Com
prehensive Test Ban, November 26, 19795

The Chinese delegation understands the sincere desire of the third 
world and other peace-loving countries in asking for a cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests so as to maintain world peace and oppose 
nuclear arms race and nuclear threats.

But the super-Powers are calling for a ban on all nuclear weapon 
tests out of a completely different motive. The facts of history tell us 
that while they were spreading the idea of halting nuclear weapon 
tests, they were going all out at the same time to engage in nuclear 
arms race. When they completed enough tests in the atmosphere, 
they got together a so-called “partial nuclear test ban” to move their 
tests from out of the atmosphere to below the ground. They continue 
to step up their nuclear arms race and the quantity of nuclear

1 A/C.1/34/PV. 42, Nov. 27, 1979, p. 46.
id en tica l with G.A. res. 34/72, Dec. 11, printed below.
3 The text of the protocol may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 

764-765.
4 For the text of the convention, see ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
5 A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 27, 1979, pp. 47-50.
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weapons increased at an alarming rate and there are qualitative im
provements as well. After they had made hundreds of subterranean 
tests and had accumulated masses of nuclear technological data, they 
began to talk about a ban on all nuclear tests. Just as some represen
tatives have correctly pointed out, even during the process of 
negotiations on a ban on all tests, the amount and scale of their 
nuclear weapon tests, instead of dropping have been on the increase. 
All these facts clearly show that the super-Powers’ clamour for a 
nuclear test ban is only to restrict others while they themselves 
never wanted to stop their nuclear arms race. Quite on the contrary, 
the reason for their playing various test ban games is to maintain and 
consolidate their position of monopolizing nuclear weapons.

China has always stood for nuclear disarmament and consistently 
wanted a total ban on and destruction of all nuclear weapons. We 
believe that while the two super-Powers have such immense nuclear 
superiority, a genuine nuclear disarmament must start with the 
reduction of their super arsenals. After major progress in their 
reduction of nuclear weapons has been achieved, other nuclear States 
can join them in the reduction of nuclear weapons on a rational basis 
and negotiations should be started for the destruction of all nuclear 
weapons. Only this is a genuinely effective way to nuclear disarma
ment and the removal of the threat of a nuclear war.

In view of the position outlined above the Chinese delegation will 
abstain in the vote on document A/C.l/34/L.14/Rev.l.0

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Comprehensive Test Ban, November 26, 1979 1

I believe there is no need to speak at length on the great impor
tance of the question of the cessation of nuclear-weapon testing, since 
delegations have already had an opportunity to speak about this dur
ing the general debate on disarmament. In fact the question of the 
cessation of nuclear-weapon testing has been discussed and is still be
ing discussed in various international forums. To resolve the question 
in a practical way, talks have been going on among the Soviet Union, 
the United States and the United Kingdom with the aim of 
elaborating a treaty on a comprehensive ban on all nuclear-weapon 
tests. During these talks, we have taken a number of constructive 
steps to bring the matter to a speedy and successful conclusion.

The draft resolution before us in document A/C.1/34/L.14/Rev.1 
contains a number of important and useful provisions.2 We note with 
satisfaction in particular the provisions with regard to the need for 
the speedy cessation of nuclear-weapon testing by all States in all en

6 Identical with G.A. res. 34/73, of Dec. 11, printed below.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 27, 1979, pp. 48-51.
2 Identical with G.A. res. 34/73. of Dec. 11, printed below.
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vironments and to conclude an agreement on this subject. On the 
whole, the draft in its essence aims at achieving results as speedily as 
possible on this question, and we fully share that basic desire. 
However, we consider that we should avoid actions which might im
pair the tripartite talks on a general and complete prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon testing.

Therefore, my delegation has proposed to the sponsors of draft 
resolution A/C.1/34/L.14/Rev. 1 that an amendment be incorporated in 
operative paragraph 4 which would make it clear that the current 
nuclear test-ban talks in the Committee on Disarmament should not 
impair the tripartite talks. Inasmuch as our amendment was not 
adopted, however, our delegation would request a separate vote on 
paragraph 4, a vote in which, for the aforementioned reasons, we 
shall be compelled to abstain.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Com
prehensive Test Ban, November 26, 1979 1

Although the delegation of the United States takes exception to 
several specific elements of the draft resolution,2 we are prepared to 
support it as a whole, because we fully share its over-all objective of 
promoting the early conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. 
As we have stated on many previous occasions, we are determined to 
bring the ongoing negotiations to an early and successful conclusion. 
But we wish to emphasize that, if a comprehensive test-ban treaty is 
to serve its objectives effectively, it must provide for measures 
capable of promoting confidence that its provisions are being faith
fully implemented. And while the trilateral negotiations have made 
considerable progress, a significant number of critical questions re
main to be resolved, especially in the area of verification.

It is the conviction of the United States that the negotiation of ef
fective measures of verification is an indispensable requirement for 
the successful conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. We are 
working hard in Geneva to reach agreement on such measures, as 
well as on other remaining issues in the negotiations. But we would 
not wish to imply by voting for the draft resolution that we would be 
prepared to conclude the negotiations with any particular provisions 
or by any particular deadline or target-date, regardless of the prog
ress that had been achieved in resolving these critical matters.

We understand the strong interest of the entire world community 
in the success of the negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban, but 
we are convinced that the only practical means of achieving our com
mon objective of such a comprehensive test-ban is for the United

1 A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 27, 1979, pp. 51-52.
2 Ambassador Fisher was referring to A/C.1/34/L.14/Rev.1, which the G.A. subse

quently adopted on Dec. 11 as res. 34/73, printed below.
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Kingdom, the Soviet Union and the United States to continue their ef
forts to resolve the remaining differences in their negotiations.

Statement by the British Representative (Summerhayes) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Comprehensive Test Ban, November 26, 1979 1

As my Minister of State told this Committee when he spoke here on 
17 October, the British Government fully understands the disap
pointment of other United Nations Member States over the time 
which negotiations are taking on this question, and we affirmed our 
determination to bring the negotiations to an early and successful 
conclusion.2

My delegation will vote for the draft resolution as a whole in order 
to endorse the importance we attach to such a successful conclusion 
of the negotiations. However, we shall abstain in the separate vote on 
operative paragraph 4 of the draft resolution because we consider 
that confidential negotiations are the best way through the remain
ing complex issues still to be resolved.3

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Comprehensive Test Ban, November 26, 19794

The French delegation wishes to make two remarks by way of ex
planation of its abstention on draft resolution A/C. 1/34/L. 14/Rev.I.5

F irst of all, we must note that over 30 underground nuclear tests 
have taken place during the first ten months of the current year. The 
majority were recorded in the northern hemisphere and were carried 
out by Powers at present involved in negotiations on the prohibition 
of such tests. We find it difficult to believe that those Powers can con
tinue such tests, endangering the health of present and future 
generations as stated in the first preambular paragraph of the draft 
resolution.

Moreover, we are not convinced that a possible future treaty on 
the total cessation of nuclear tests concluded outside the framework 
of a genuine process of nuclear disarmament could contribute signifi
cantly to solving the problems of nuclear weapons and their prolifera
tion. The halting of underground nuclear tests will not prevent the 
two most highly armed Powers from increasing their qualitative and 
quantitative advantage thanks to the accumulation of data obtained

1 A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 27, 1979, p. 52.
2 A/C.1/34/PV.6, pp. 2 -20 .
3 Ambassador Summerhayes was referring to the draft res. that was subsequently 

adopted on Dec. 11 as res. 34/73, printed below.
4 A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 27, 1979, pp. 54-55.
5 The G.A. subsequently adopted this draft res. on Dec. 11 as res. 34/73, printed below.
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over the course of ten years of tests which both have carried out since 
the beginning of the negotiations. There would be no qualitative con
straint for them and hence a possible interruption of tests would have 
no real impact on the arms race.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee off the General Assembly: 
Study of the Relationship Between Disarmament 
and Development, November 26, 19791

In connexion with the adoption of draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.34,2 
the delegation of the Soviet Union wishes to make the following 
statement.

In participating in the group of Government experts on the study 
of the relationship between disarmament and development, we pro
ceed from the possibility of establishing within the United Nations 
framework some machinery to finance the purposes of development 
through disarmament, but only in circumstances in which such financ
ing would be conducted in relation to real decreases in the military 
budgets of States, and, in the first instance, of States permanent 
members of the Security Council. That is, we are in favour of 
allocating funds for purposes of development —and this we em
phasize—but exclusively as a result of genuine measures to halt the 
arms race and to bring about disarmament. That is precisely the ap
proach that can be seen in the Soviet Union’s proposals on questions 
of disarmament and, in particular, in its proposal of 1973 on the reduc
tion of the military budgets of States permanent members of the 
Security Council by 10 per cent and utilization of part of the funds 
thus saved to provide assistance to developing countries.3

In our opinion, implementation of the resolution on that subject 
(resolution 3093 (XXVIII) adopted by the General Assembly at its 
twenty-eighth session would open up possibilities for the directing of 
further funds to purposes of development, including the development 
needs of developing countries.4

The Soviet delegation proceeds from its understanding that this 
position —namely, a position opposed to the financing of purposes of 
development without any corresponding related decreases in 
military budgets —will be taken into account in the preparation of the 
final report of the group of experts on the study on the relationship 
between disarmament and development, as is indicated in draft 
resolution A/C.1/34/L.34.

Precisely on that understanding, the Soviet delegation did not ob
ject to the adoption of draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.34 without a vote.

1 A/C.1/PV.43, Nov. 27, 1979, p. 6
identical with res. 34/83 K of Dec. 11, printed below.
3 The Soviet proposal may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp.

654-664.
4 Ibid., pp. 876-878.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, November 26, 
19791

The delegation of the Soviet Union has carefully studied the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C.1/34/L.38 and Corr. 1 on the 
question of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.2 In connexion with 
the forthcoming vote on this draft resolution, we should like to put 
forward a few views concerning the substance of the matter.

Our delegation is most grateful to the sponsors of the draft resolu
tion, the delegations of Argentina, Australia, Egypt, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Peru, Sweden, Uruguay and Ethiopia, for the initiative that 
they have displayed. The provisions contained in this draft, whereby 
the agreement reached by both parties to the SALT II agreement3 is 
welcomed, and the hope is expressed that the Treaty will enter into 
force at an early date inasmuch as it constitutes a vital element for 
the continuation of the negotiations between the two States, like 
other provisions, are bound to have our full support and approval. 
Nevertheless, in the draft resolution as submitted there are provi
sions with which our delegation cannot agree.

For instance in operative paragraph 2 there is an assertion that the 
SALT II agreement permits considerable increments both quantita
tively and qualitatively, in relation to the levels of the nuclear 
arsenals existing at present. In our opinion, and I should like to draw 
this view to the attention of all the members of the Committee, such 
an assertion undermines the significance of the SALT II agreement 
and is inaccurate in fact.

The point is that the agreement, on the contrary, provides for a 
significant reduction in armaments, both as to the entry of the agree
ment into force and the future of the course of operations. Provision 
is made for concrete, qualitative limitations in the strategic means. 
The treaty provides that as it comes into force each of the parties 
shall limit the launching installations of intercontinental rockets 
which are based on land, launching devices in respect of rockets from 
submarines, heavy bombers, and also air-ground ballistic rockets 
with a range of more than 600 kilometres and in which no more than
2,000 units are involved.

In other words, one of the most substantial merits of the new 
treaty resides in the fact that the range of limitations under SALT II 
is considerably greater than was the case in the previous temporary 
agreement of 1972 which related only to launching devices of inter-

1 A/C.1/34/PV.43, Nov. 27, 1979, pp. 12-17.
identical with res. 34/87 F, Dec. 11, printed below.
3 The SALT II agreement was concluded on June 18 and is printed above.
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continental ballistic rockets and of ballistic rockets from submarines.4 
Moreover, the SALT II treaty provides that during the course of its 
operation —in other words, before the end of 1985 —there should be a 
reduction —and I emphasize this point —in the sum total of 2,400 
units. Thus, from 1 January 1981 each of the parties will undertake to 
reduce the number of strategic offensive weapons to a figure of 2,250 
units. Thus, the new treaty provides not only for limitation but also 
for reduction of strategic offensive arms by 150 units. Therein lies 
one of the principal features of the new treaty which distinguishes it 
from the temporary agreement, which provided only for a freeze on 
strategic offensive arms —in other words, the maintenance of their 
levels without any change throughout the whole period of its effec
tiveness.

Another feature of the SALT II treaty is the substantial limitation 
of strategic offensive weapons provided with independently-targeted 
warheads. In other words, there is a qualitative limitation. Thus, each 
party agrees to 1,320 units, which would include the launching 
facilities of intercontinental ballistic rockets, of submarine-based 
ballistic rockets provided with individual MIRVs and of ballistic 
rockets of the ground-air type provided with such warheads, as well 
as heavy bombers carrying winged rockets with a range beyond 600 
kilometres, and limitations of a qualitative character. One would also 
include the mutual obligation concerning limitation on the number of 
warheads per rocket. In addition to that factor, the treaty also 
establishes that the armaments possessed by the parties over and 
above the quantities indicated here would be subject to dismantling 
or destruction —and I stress this point.

The treaty also provides for a number of limitations in respect of 
MIRVs. This has significant value in a qualitative sense in terms of 
the number of offensive weapons. Therefore, there is no foundation 
for paragraph 2 of the draft resolution because it underrates the 
significance of SALT II and in substance distorts its contents.

In providing an over all appraisal of SALT II, I wish to refer to the 
joint Soviet-American communique dated 18 June 1978, set out in 
document A/34/414, in which in particular it is stated that the Soviet 
Union and the United States have set for themselves as a goal the 
adoption of special steps to limit the number of nuclear weapons, 
bearing in mind the ultimate liquidation of such weapons. It was also 
emphasized that the SALT II treaty and the Protocol to it were “a 
substantial contribution to the prevention of nuclear war and the 
deepening of detente” and would “thus serve the interests not only of 
the American and Soviet peoples, but the aspirations of mankind for 
peace.”

In the light of what I have already said, the Soviet delegation re
quests that a separate vote be taken on operative paragraph 2. We in
tend to abstain on that paragraph. It may then be possible for us to 
vote in favour of the draft resolution as a whole.

4 This refers to the SALT I Interim Agreement, which may be found in Documents on
Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
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Statement by the U.S. Representative (Fisher) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strength
ening of the Security of Non-Nudear-Weapon States 
Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weap
ons, November 27, 1979 1

Last year the General Assembly, during its thirty-third session, re
quested the Committee on Disarmament to initiate work on the ques
tion of assurances by nuclear-weapon-States to non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.2 In prepar
ing its agenda the Committee on Disarmament decided to include 
that item, and subsequently it formed an ad hoc group to deal with it.

The United States participated fully in the deliberations which 
took place on this issue in the Committee on Disarmament, and we 
found them very useful. As can be seen from the report of that Com
mittee,3 a number of important aspects of this complex problem were 
discussed. A range of proposals, suggestions and ideas were advanced 
and explored. The Committee decided by consensus to continue this 
work during its next session.

The United States is of the opinion that the General Assembly 
should encourage the Committee on Disarmament to continue the 
serious work which it has begun on this issue and that we should 
avoid anything that could complicate it. We should recognize that it is 
an issue that involves vital security interests of both nuclear-weapon 
and non-nuclear-weapon States and that these interests cannot be 
changed by exhortations. We should recognize that the only way to 
arrive at a generally acceptable solution is through patient considera
tion of the different appraisals of the problem.

The United States firmly believes that such consideration cannot 
be helped by draft resolutions that seek to prejudge the further 
course and even the outcome of the consideration of the problem in 
Geneva. In particular, the United States does not believe that it is ap
propriate for this General Assembly to impose one possible solution, 
particularly that of a convention, to the exclusion of others, when we 
have agreed in Geneva that all options for the handling of this most 
difficult problem should be kept open. We think that the taking of 
such a decision by this Committee would be a mistake.

Now, unfortunately, the draft resolution with which we are deal
ing, A/C.1/34/L.9,4 and its companion, A/C.l/34/L.3/Rev.2,5 would have 
precisely such an effect.

In view of all these considerations, the United States delegation 
will abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.9 and its corollary, 
A/C.l/34/L.3/Rev.2, and we would hope that there would be a re
corded vote on both these draft resolutions.

1 A/C.1/34/PV.44, Nov. 30, 1979, pp. 6-7.
2 G.A. res. 33/72, printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 760-762.
3 CD/53.
4 Substantially the same as res. 34/84 of Dec. 11, printed below.
5 A slightly revised version was adopted by the G.A. as res. 34/85 on Dec. 11, printed 

below.
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Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Marker) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Strengthening of the Security of Non-Nudear- 
Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 27, 1979 1

Although the Pakistan delegation can understand the broad, 
though somewhat anodyne, objectives of draft resolution 
A/C.1/34/L.35,2 we believe that the draft more accurately reflects an 
attitude which existed about a decade ago and takes no account 
either of the progress made since that time or of current realities. 
Nor does it, in our view, provide the political impetus that is so 
necessary for the negotiations that lie ahead of us in our search for an 
international instrument that would provide credible assurances to 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.

Moreover, my delegation has particular difficulties with the text of 
some of the preambular paragraphs of this draft resolution. The 
Pakistan delegation will accordingly abstain when it is put to the 
vote.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Gharekhan) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Strengthening of the Security of Non-Nudear- 
Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 27, 19793

India’s position on the question of the non-use of nuclear weapons is 
based on its firm conviction that, pending nuclear disarmament, 
which alone can remove the threat of nuclear weapons, there should 
be a total prohibition of nuclear weapons. Thus India stands for a total 
comprehensive prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, a prohibi
tion that would cover all States without any exception, whether they 
are nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-weapon States.

This position stems from the incontrovertible fact that any use of 
nuclear weapons anywhere against any State, however limited it 
might be, is bound to have most dreadful and not fully predictable ef
fects on future and present generations of mankind and in fact on all 
life in vast areas of the globe.

It was for that reason that India introduced a draft resolution at 
the tenth special session of the United Nations General Assembly, 
devoted to disarmament, and subsequently at the thirty-third regular

1 A/C.1/34/PV.44, Nov. 30, 1979, p. 26.
identical with G.A. res. 34/86 of Dec. 11, printed below.
3 A/C.1/34/PV.44, Nov. 30, 1979, pp. 29-30. Ambassador Gharekhan was explaining 

his abstention on the votes on the draft res. that were subsequently adopted as res. 
34/85 and 34/86 on Dec. 11, both printed below.
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session of the General Assembly in which it was declared that any 
use of nuclear weapons would be a violation of the United Nations 
Charter and a crime against humanity. The General Assembly has 
adopted that draft resolution.4

Various proposals or ideas which have been put forward for a 
limited partial prohibition or non-use of nuclear weapons would cover 
some States or certain situations only and provide only illusory 
security against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons even to 
those States to which immunity might have been assured, since the 
awful effects of the use of nuclear weapons cannot be predicted. Each 
one of the proposals or ideas for limited partial prohibition or non-use 
of nuclear weapons would imply that nuclear weapons could be used 
against States not covered by the prohibition or in situations where 
their use has not been specifically forbidden. By implication, then, the 
use of nuclear weapons against certain States or in certain situations 
would be legitimized.

Consequently, India has not supported any proposal or idea for 
limited partial prohibition or non-use of nuclear weapons but has 
resolutely and consistently stood for the total prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Petrovsky) 
to the First Committee off the General Assembly: 
Nuclear Weapons in All Aspects, November 27, 
1979 1

Yesterday the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33 gave to 
the Secretariat a revised text, on which I should like to make a few 
comments and explanations.

Draft resolution A/C.l/34/L.33/Rev.l2 is the result of consultations 
by the sponsors with other delegations, in particular the Group of 21 
States. In a spirit of constructive co-operation, the sponsors have 
taken into account to the maximum extent possible those comments 
and wishes that were put forward to them in the course of consulta
tions, and the result of this is the revised draft. The principal changes 
are the following.

Initially, the draft was based on the idea that although the Commit
tee on Disarmament provides the most appropriate forum for the 
preparation and conduct of negotiations on disarmament in the 
nuclear sphere, there may be alternative methods to be considered as 
well. Agreement to such alternative methods is contained in docu
ment CD/4, submitted by the Group of Socialist States in the Commit
tee on Disarmament in Geneva in February this year.3

4 The res., 33/71 B, may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, p. 745.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.44, Nov. 30, 1979, pp. 48-52.
2 I.e., the revised text, printed above. After still further revisions, the G.A. adopted 

this on Dec. 11 as res. 34/83 J, printed below.
3 Submitted on Feb. 1, printed above.
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However, since in the course of the present consultations it was 
unanimously indicated that it would be appropriate for negotiations 
to take place within the Committee on Disarmament, the sponsors 
altered the draft resolution in such a way as to meet the wishes of the 
majority of the members of our Committee that the negotiations 
be conducted in the Committee on Disarmament. I should like to ex
plain in this connexion that as far as we are concerned the most im
portant consideration is that negotiations on disarmament within the 
nuclear sphere should begin at the earliest possible time. Of course, if 
during consultations other views had been expressed concerning the 
method of conducting negotiations on nuclear disarmament, we 
should have been prepared to weigh and examine any variations on 
that theme.

As a separate paragraph in the revised draft resolution we have in
cluded the provision that the Committee on Disarmament should 
undertake at the beginning of its 1980 session a preparatory series of 
consultations on negotiations on nuclear disarmament. As the Soviet 
delegation has already explained in the Committee on Disarmament, 
such consultations could be conducted without the participation of all 
nuclear States, although their participation would of course be highly 
desirable from the beginning of such preparatory consultations.

The substantive negotiations are an entirely different matter. We 
consider that all nuclear-weapon States must participate in such 
negotiations, as must a certain number of non-nuclear-weapon States. 
That is why, in operative paragraph 2, this requirement is empha
sized. Of course, in the present instance we are not speaking of the 
creation of two categories of States for negotiations on nuclear disar
mament. On the one hand we wish to take into account the objective 
reality that exists in the Committee on Disarmament, and on the 
other to make a possible distinction between a group of participants 
in preparatory consultations and that in the negotiations themselves. 
This distinction, as was pointed out earlier, resides in the fact that, in 
our opinion, consultations can be conducted with the present 
membership of the Committee on Disarmament, whereas it is 
necessary that all the nuclear States participate in the negotiations 
themselves.

Also we have somewhat reduced the preambular part, taking into 
account the wishes expressed in the course of consultations. I should 
like to emphasize that we are basing ourselves on the proposition 
that the elaboration of substantive measures in the sphere of disar
mament on the one hand and the implementation of measures to 
strengthen the political and international legal guarantees of secur
ity on the other must be organically related and conducted in parallel.

On the whole, the revised draft resolution retains its principal 
thrust towards the earliest possible opening of negotiations on the 
cessation of the production of nuclear weapons and the gradual reduc
tion of stockpiles until their total elimination.
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Statement by the Chinese Representative (Li) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear 
Weapons in All Aspects, November 27, 1979 4

The Chinese delegation cannot support the draft resolution con
tained in document A/C.l/34/L.33/Rev.l.5

We are of the view that the greatest threat to international peace 
and security comes from the super-Powers* policies of aggression, ex
pansion and war. The super-Powers, especially the late-coming super- 
Power, in order to contend for world hegemony, have spared no ef
forts in developing nuclear weapons and contending for nuclear 
supremacy and this is the root cause of the nuclear arms race.

The Chinese delegation has on many occasions expressed the view 
that in order to halt the nuclear arms race and realize genuine 
nuclear disarmament so as to eliminate the threat of a nuclear war, it 
is necessary to ask the super-Powers to be the first to reduce their 
nuclear arsenals on a large scale.

After they have made substantial and significant progress in the 
destruction of nuclear weapons, the other nuclear Powers should 
then join them in carrying out nuclear disarmament in a reasonable 
ratio, until the total destruction of all nuclear weapons on earth is 
realized.

This, in our opinion, should be the central concern in all consulta
tions and negotiations on nuclear disarmament. Basing itself on the 
above position, the Chinese delegation will not participate in the 
voting of this resolution.

Statement by the French Representative (de la Gorce) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Nuclear Weapons in All Aspects, November 27, 
1979 1

The delegation of France had to vote against draft resolution 
A/C.l/34/L.33/Rev.l.2 In doing so, we drew the logical conclusions 
from the French Government’s basic positions on the approach to and 
conditions of nuclear disarmament. We hope that success can be 
achieved in that field. We know that nuclear disarmament cannot be 
isolated from the general undertaking of disarmament, which must 
take account of the complex of elements: military means, diversity of 
regional situations, everyone’s right to security, and so forth.

4 A/C.1/34/PV.44, Nov. 30, 1979, pp. 56-60.
5 I.e., the draft res. submitted by the USSR et al on Nov. 16, revised on Nov. 26, fur

ther revised on Nov. 27, and adopted on Dec. 11 by the G.A. as res. 34/83 J, printed 
below.

1 A/C.1/34/PV.44, Nov. 30, 1979, pp. 63-66.
2 I.e., the revised draft res. submitted by the USSR et al on Nov. 26, further revised 

on Nov. 27, and adopted as G.A. res. 34/83 J on Dec. 11, printed below.
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But what is contained in draft resolution A/C.l/34/L.33/Rev.l does 
not meet those conditions or the specific facts of the problem posed 
by nuclear disarmament, taking into account the respective means of 
the nuclear-weapon Powers.

Under the draft resolution on which the Committee has just voted, 
the Committee on Disarmament must at the very beginning of its
1980 session undertake preparatory consultations on negotiations as 
a matter of priority, with the participation of all the nuclear-weapon 
States, with a view to achieving the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race, and nuclear disarmament.

In fact, the volume and the continuing technical sophistication of 
the arsenals of the two leading nuclear Powers constitute the main 
aspect of the problem, for their capabilities are out of all proportion 
greater than those of the other Powers. Having recognized this basic 
fact and the risks that it involves, those two Powers have defined a 
specific approach, namely, the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
(SALT). The French Government is well aware of the importance of 
those negotiations and hopes that they will lead to very substantial 
reductions of the nuclear armaments of those Powers. That was the 
wish expressed this year to the General Assembly by my country’s 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Fran^ois-Poncet, who added:

As for France, it would take appropriate action on the basis of 
such reductions only if there were a change in the extent of the 
disparity persisting between those two arsenals and its own 
arsenal, which France keeps at its disposal to ensure the securi
ty and credibility of its deterrent.3

That is why, as far as the French Government is concerned, nuclear 
disarmament in the present circumstances remains the main respon
sibility of the two leading Powers. It therefore wishes on this occa
sion to express its basic objection to preparations, at this stage, for 
negotiations with the participation of the five nuclear-weapon 
Powers, negotiations the conditions for which, in our view, have not 
been met.

Statement by the British Representative (Summerhayes) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Nuclear Weapons in All Aspects, November 27, 
19791

I wish to explain why my delegation has just cast its vote against 
draft resolution A/C.l/34/L.33/Rev. 1 —or perhaps one should call it 
A/C.l/34/L.33/Rev.2.2

3 A/34/PV.9, p. 42.
1 A/C.1/34/PV.44, Nov. 30, 1979, pp. 69-70.
2 I.e., the revised draft res. submitted by the Soviet Union et ai on Nov. 26 and fur

ther revised on Nov. 27. It was subsequently adopted as G.A. res. 34/83 J on Dec. 11, 
printed below.
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The sponsors of this draft resolution will know that my delegation 
commented in detail in the Committee on Disarmament on the pro
posal which is at the basis of this draft resolution. I do not wish to 
repeat those observations now, but it seems to my delegation that the 
reservations we expressed in the past are still relevant at this stage.

As we made clear, my Government attaches importance to the 
search for specific measures of nuclear disarmament and is already 
participating in the comprehensive test-ban negotiations with a view 
to reaching agreement on one such specific measure which will in
volve carefully worked-out methods of verification. We continue to 
believe that this approach has greater validity than one which en
visages generalized measures.

My Government also believes, as it has stated on previous occa
sions, that the aim should be undiminished security for all States at a 
lower level of risk and armament. We do not believe that this aim can 
be realized by concentrating on the question of nuclear disarmament 
in isolation. On the contrary, such an approach would, in our view, be 
destabilizing, and it was for those reasons that we voted against the 
draft resolution.

Semiannual Report by President Carter to the 
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe 
on the Implementation of the Helsinki Final Act: 
Confidence-Building Measures [Extract], November 
30, 1979 1

D o c u m e n t  on Co n f id e n c e -Bu il d in g  M e a s u r e s

As an integral part of the Helsinki Final Act, the document on 
military confidence-building measures (CBMs) commits the signatory 
states to give prior notification of major military maneuvers, defined 
as those involving more than 25,000 troops. The Final Act also en
courages signatories to undertake other CBMs voluntarily, including 
the exchange of observers to maneuvers, notification of smaller scale 
maneuvers (those having fewer than 25,000 troops), and prior notifica
tion of major military movements.2

Since 1975, the CSCE participants have notified all military ac
tivities falling under the Final Act provision on the notification of ma
jor military maneuvers. With regard to smaller maneuvers, a number 
of NATO and neutral/nonaligned states have given prior notification. 
In the East, however, only Hungary has given notification of smaller 
maneuvers.

1 Dept, of State, Special Report No. 62, Jan. 1980, pp. 8-9.
2 The confidence-building measures of the Final Act may be found in Documents on 

Disarmament, 1975, pp. 305-307.
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Although the Final Act does not require invitation of observers to 
maneuvers which have been notified, the NATO states have pursued 
a liberal policy in this area, inviting observers to 11 of the 15 major 
NATO maneuvers. The Eastern states from 1976 through 1979 invited 
observers to 6 of their 11 major military maneuvers. Until two years 
ago, Eastern invitations were in most cases issued only to a limited 
number of countries geographically close to the maneuver area. More 
recently, however, the geographic distribution of invitations has 
broadened. Western observers, including the United States, were in
vited to the last two major U.S.S.R. maneuvers. In general, opportu
nities provided observers at Eastern maneuvers to view activities re
main severely restricted in comparison with the opportunities 
available at Western and neutral/nonaligned maneuvers.

Prior Notification of Major M ilitary M aneuvers
Major military maneuvers notified during the reporting period in

cluded two by NATO members, one by the Soviet Union, one by 
Switzerland, and one by Austria.

NATO States
• August 20, 1979, by the Federal Republic of Germany and the 

United States of “Constant Enforcer,” a 29,000-troop maneuver with 
the participation of three other Allies, held September 10-21 in the 
Federal Republic of Germany.

• August 27, 1979, by the Federal Republic of Germany of “Harte 
Faust,” a 60,000-troop maneuver with the participation of the United 
States and the Netherlands, held September 17-21 in the Federal 
Republic of Germany.

Warsaw Pact States
• July 2, 1979, by the U.S.S.R. of “Neman,” a 25,000-troop 

maneuver, held July 23-27 in Lithuania.

N eutral and Nonaligned States
• August 30, 1979, by Switzerland of “Forte,” a mobilization 

maneuver with 27,000 troops, held October 1-6 in southwestern and 
central Switzerland.

• October 5,1979, by Austria of “Area Defense Exercise —1979,” a 
training maneuver of 27,500 troops, held November 19-22 in Lower 
Austria.

Prior Notification of Sm aller Scale M aneuvers
NATO states have continued to support implementation of discre

tionary CBMs by giving notice of certain smaller scale maneuvers 
(those involving fewer than 25,000 troops). The only Eastern state to 
have given notification of a smaller scale maneuver in the CSCE con
text is Hungary, which did so twice in 1976 and again in 1979. Neutral 
and nonaligned states have not notified Final Act signatories of any
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smaller scale maneuver since Austria did so in October 1978. Notifica
tion of the following smaller scale maneuvers was provided during 
the reporting period.

NATO States
• September 6, 1979, by Turkey of “Display Determination,” an

18.000-troop maneuver with participation of the United Kingdom, the 
United States, and Italy, held September 28-October 14 in the 
Aegean Sea and Turkish Thrace.

• September 24, 1979, by the United Kingdom of “Keystone,” an
18.000-troop maneuver with the participation of Federal Republic of 
Germany, held October 15-27 in the Federal Republic of Germany.

• September 10, 1979, by France of “Soane— 79,” a 16-18,000- 
troop maneuver, held in early October in France.

Exchange of Observers
CSCE participants were invited to the two NATO major military 

maneuvers and to the Austrian maneuver held during the reporting 
period. The Soviet Union invited observers to its major maneuver 
“Neman.” The United States declined to observe the Soviet Union ex
ercise, which took place in Lithuania. Observers who did attend were 
shown demonstrations rather than exercise activity, thereby making 
this of questionable value in implementing the Final Act.

Prior N otification of Major M ilitary M ovements
No signatory state has given notification of a major military move

ment not associated with a maneuver. The United States and other 
allies have, however, provided information on movements in the con
text of certain maneuver notifications. For example, the United 
Kingdom notification for “Keystone” in September 1979 mentioned 
the deployment plans of the units involved before and after the exer
cise. Similarly, Austria in its October 1979 maneuver notification in
cluded information on absence from garrison of exercise units.

Exchange of M ilitary Visits
Signatory states are encouraged by the Final Act to promote ex

changes among their military personnel. Several such visits occurred 
during the reporting period. Two U.S. Navy ships visited Constanta, 
Romania, from June 22-25, 1979. In addition, two U.S. Army War 
College students visited Poland, Hungary, and Romania during 
September and October 1979. At the June 1979 Vienna Summit 
meeting, high-level defense officials of the United States and Soviet 
Union held bilateral meetings for the first time. Secretary of Defense 
Brown, along with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General 
Jones, met with Soviet Minister of Defense Ustinov and Marshal 
Ogarkov to discuss the possibility of further high-level military con
tacts between the two countries.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Troyanovsky) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Im
plementation of the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace, November 30, 1979 1

The delegation of the Soviet Union wishes to give its views on the 
occasion of the vote on the draft resolution relating to the Declara
tion of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace which was explained in 
detail by the representative of Sri Lanka, Ambassador Fernando, at 
the meeting of the First Committee on 12 November.2

The Soviet Union, like most States Members of the United Nations, 
is in favour of the implementation of the Declaration on the Indian 
Ocean which would make that ocean a zone of peace. That is due to 
the policy of principle followed by the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union 
starts from the premise that the fundamental tenet for the creation 
of a true zone of peace in the Indian Ocean is the elimination of all 
foreign military bases in the region and the refusal to create new 
bases. Of course, when giving practical effect to the idea of making 
the Indian Ocean a zone of peace, the norms of international law on 
freedom of navigation should not be jeopardized. Nor should scien
tific research in that region be hindered since it is of paramount im
portance for the economy and security of many States. That is our 
position of principle concerning this question.

We view with understanding the interest expressed by the coastal 
States of the Indian Ocean and believe that on this question their in
terests and ours are in agreement. However, after studying carefully 
the draft resolution on the implementation of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, the Soviet delegation wishes to state 
that it will be compelled to abstain in the vote on draft resolution A. 
In fact, it contains elements with which the Soviet Union could not 
agree. I am referring, first, to the so-called “great-Power rivalry” as a 
source of tension in the Indian Ocean region. The Soviet delegation 
has explained on more than one occasion why it was not possible for it 
to accept that formula. “Great-power rivalry” presupposes that all 
those States, including the Soviet Union, bear responsibility for the 
tension prevailing in the Indian Ocean. In this connexion certain 
delegations, as the work of the recent meeting of the littoral and 
hinterland States shows, have interpreted that term to mean that the 
main cause of tension in the region is the military competition or 
rivalry of two Powers —the United States and the Soviet Union.

Is that assertion well founded? In the Indian Ocean basin, the 
Soviet Union like other States, possesses certain interests as we have 
said quite frankly on more than one occasion. Practically the only sea 
lane open throughout the year which links Europe with the Far East 
passes through the Indian Ocean. What is also important for us is to

1 A/C.1/34/PV.50, Dec. 4, 1979, pp. 7-13.
2 The draft res. was adopted on Dec. 11 as res. 34/80, printed below. For the text of 

Ambassador Fernando’s speech, see A/C.1/34/PV.33, pp. 2-15.
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ensure the national security of the Soviet Union in view of the fact 
that the waters of the Indian Ocean are in direct proximity to the 
southern frontiers of our country. However taking account of natural, 
legitimate interests, the Soviet Union does not threaten anyone or 
anything in the Indian Ocean. Quite the contrary, we are in favour of 
the broadening of detente in the region and the cessation of the arms 
race there as elsewhere. The Soviet Union has not installed in the In
dian Ocean region any launchers of strike weapons and does not carry 
out large-scale manoeuvres there. Our country does not use naval 
forces for military manifestations in the Indian Ocean or near those 
countries seeking to assert and affirm their independence. Nor does 
the Soviet Union seek to establish military bases in the region of the 
Indian Ocean or to form military contingents designed to interfere in 
the internal affairs of States in the region or elsewhere. There can 
therefore be no question whatsoever of rivalry or competition.

What would it mean for the Soviet Union to consent to the thesis of 
rivalry as a source of tension in the Indian Ocean? It would simply 
mean a readiness on the part of the Soviet Union to share with the 
United States the blame for the aggravation of the situation in the In
dian Ocean. We cannot accept this, nor will we accept this.

There is another element in draft resolution A concerning which 
we believe it essential to give our views. The draft contains an appeal 
by the General Assembly to the United States and the Soviet Union 
to resume without delay the talks on the limitations and reduction of 
military activities in the Indian Ocean, and an expression of regret 
that those talks have been interrupted. We understand very well the 
profound concern of the littoral and hinterland States in view of the 
fact that the Soviet-American talks have not been resumed. The suc
cess of the talks would reflect practical results in regard to the im
plementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of 
Peace.

Furthermore, as emphasized in the statement made by the Foreign 
Minister of the Soviet Union at the special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament, agreement on the limitation of weapons 
in such a vast region would have very clear effects on the interna
tional situation as a whole. Why is it that the talks between the 
United States and the Soviet Union have not been resumed? At first 
they went quite well. Some progress was made, and we saw the 
outline of a possible agreement beginning to emerge, which the 
Soviet delegation reported in due course to the Ad Hoc Committee on 
the Indian Ocean. However, the United States broke off the talks and, 
in spite of our repeated proposals, it is refusing to agree to the 
resumption of the talks. At the summit meeting held in Vienna be
tween Mr. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and President of the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, and Mr. Carter, Presi
dent of the United States, agreement was reached that the ap
propriate representatives of both sides would immediately meet to 
discuss the question of the resumption of talks. Such a meeting took
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place. However, the United States side, once again, did not agree to 
establishing specific dates for the resumption of talks. Furthermore, 
recently the United States has taken a number of steps to escalate its 
military presence in that region. As far as the Soviet Union is con
cerned, its position remains unchanged. The Soviet Union is still 
ready to continue the Soviet-American talks responsibly and in a 
positive spirit.

Those are the facts which we believe should be reflected in the 
draft resolution. However, the relevant paragraph of the draft resolu
tion is worded in such a way that it is impossible to determine who is 
to bear responsibility for the fact that the Soviet-American talks 
have been broken off, which side is not agreeing to their resumption. 
We cannot agree with such an interpretation of the situation with 
regard to the Soviet-American talks.

The points I have set forth make it impossible for us to support 
draft resolution A on the Indian Ocean. However, this fact in no way 
changes the position of principle of the Soviet Union with regard to 
the idea of transforming the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. It is 
impossible to achieve this without broad and constructive co
operation between the littoral and hinterland states of the Indian 
Ocean on the one hand and the other States that make broad use of 
that Ocean on the other. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it is 
ready to extend such co-operation. An objective basis for this exists, 
inasmuch as both the States of the Indian Ocean and the Soviet Union 
have a profound interest in the strengthening of peace and security 
in that part of the world.

Furthermore, at the stage when the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace is being implemented, the combined efforts 
of States to attain this goal become immediately and urgently 
necessary.

On the basis of these considerations, the Soviet delegation will vote 
in favour of draft resolution B on the Indian Ocean.

We are authorized to state, in this regard, that the Soviet Union is 
ready to approve the proposals in that draft resolution and to join the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, which has been entrusted 
with the Preparatory Work for the convening of a conference on the 
Indian Ocean and the preparation of an appropriate international 
agreement. There is no need to go into any great detail in explaining 
that this decision of the Soviet Union is of great international signifi
cance. The readiness of my country immediately to participate in 
working out an agreement to transform the Indian Ocean into a zone 
of peace very clearly demonstrates its adherence to the idea of peace 
and disarmament.

We should like to assure all the members of the A d Hoc Committee 
on the Indian Ocean that in joining that body the Soviet Union will do 
everything in its power to see to it that that Committee achieves suc
cess in its work. We realize that there is interest in certain circles in 
preserving international tension in inter alia the region of the Indian
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Ocean and in doing everything possible to hinder such co-operation 
between the Soviet Union and the countries of the Indian Ocean. To 
those ends they are making active use in particular of the unjustified 
argument about the rivalry of the great Powers as the major source 
of tension in the region of the Indian Ocean. Therefore, in our view, it 
would be appropriate in the future to abandon that doubtful position, 
which reflects a baseless political approach and might hinder the im
plementation of decisions upon which depends the idea of transform
ing the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace.

Statement by the U.S. Representative (Winn) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Imple
mentation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as 
a Zone of Peace, November 30, 1979 1

The United States abstained in the vote on the two draft resolu
tions prepared by the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean 
because we have never agreed with certain basic aspects of the Com
mittee’s mandate and because we cannot associate ourselves with a 
firm decision to call for a conference on the subject in 1981 —or, for 
that matter, even at some later date —until it is clear that a promis
ing basis exists for a consensus to emerge at such a conference.2

In our statement on 2 July at the special New York Meeting of the 
Littoral and Hinterland States the United States explained in some 
detail our difficulties with the Committee’s mandate.3 Briefly sum
marized, we are not prepared to agree with explicit or implied 
abridgements, of the right under the United Nations Charter of in
dividual or collective self-defence, or with the idea of eliminating 
great-Power military presence in the Indian Ocean or eliminating the 
logistical support facilities for those forces.

On the other hand, we recognize the legitimate desire of the 
members of the Committee to involve the permanent members of the 
Security Council and other relevant maritime countries in an attempt 
to find out where areas of consensus may lie and to see if there is a 
basis for a successful conference. If we were to join in this 
preliminary work in a manner that reflects the fact that we are 
neither a littoral nor a hinterland State, we wish to make clear at the 
outset that we would insist on modest and realistic goals, such as 
regional military restraint and improved regional pacific settlement 
measures.

In this same connexion, it is important that the Committee ap
preciate the great importance that we attach to the principle of con
sensus being adhered to in the Committee’s preparatory work for a 
conference.

1 A/C.1/34/PV.50, Dec. 4, 1979, pp. 37-40.
2 I.e., the draft res. adopted on Dec. 11 as res. 34/80, printed below.
3 Printed above.
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Finally, our attitude towards participation would be very much af
fected by that of others. For the results of a conference to be seen as 
meaningful, we believe that the participation of all the permanent 
members of the Security Council would be required.

We look forward to consultations with the Chairman, Mr. Fernan
do, and the members of his Committee in the coming months to at
tempt to find ways to deal with these difficult problems. For our part, 
we intend to approach those consultations in a spirit of accommoda
tion.

Statement by the Special Representative of the Presi
dent for Nonproliferation Matters (Smith) Before the 
General Conference of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency: Nuclear Energy and Nonprolifera
tion, December 4f 19791

It is indeed an honor to appear here today. I would first like to con
gratulate you, Dr. Sethna [Homi N. Sethna, Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission of India],2 on your election as President. You 
have long been one the most admired and respected individuals 
associated with the work of the agency. Your election augurs well for 
the success of this conference.

I would also like to express our gratitude to the Government of In
dia for all its efforts in hosting this conference.

The President of the United States has asked me to convey the 
following message:

On behalf of the American people, I would like to send my best 
wishes to the participants in the IAEA’s 23d general conference.

Nuclear power can be critical in the urgent efforts we must 
make —individually and jointly —to reduce our dependence on 
dwindling and sometimes insecure fossil fuel supplies. Our ex
tensive cooperative and supply relationships with other coun
tries are major elements in expanding the utilization of nuclear 
power.

Our ability to derive its full benefits will depend upon greater 
public confidence that this important energy source is being 
developed and managed in a safe and effective manner. Misuse of 
the technology will gravely affect the security of all nations, and 
it is vital that we intensify our joint efforts to halt the spread of 
nuclear explosives.

Difficult challenges often provide great opportunities. By 
working together I believe we can fulfill the promise of the atom 
for a better and more peaceful world.

1Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 1980, pp. 62-63. The 23d general conference 
was held in New Delhi.

2 Brackets in original.
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The United States recognizes the central role that the IAEA is 
playing in these endeavors. We intend to continue providing 
strong support for the programs of the agency.

It is my hope and the hope of the American people that as we 
enter the 1980s we can renew our efforts to pursue nuclear 
development in a harmonious and rewarding fashion.

Nuclear power is needed by many countries, including my own. The 
United States recognizes this need; we will meet our commitment to 
peaceful nuclear cooperation. At the same time, we must do a far bet
ter job in meeting the challenges facing the nuclear power industry, 
including public concern about safety, waste disposal, proliferation, 
and supply assurance.

Challenges Facing the Nuclear Industry
We are committed to improving reactor safety. Reactor operators 

must be more highly trained; regulatory agencies, properly orga
nized; we need more effective and timely response capabilities in 
emergencies. Three-Mile Island demonstrated shortcomings; it did 
not negate nuclear energy as a safe, reliable, and economic source of 
energy. It should make us better able to assure the safe operation of 
nuclear facilities. The United States will continue to share with the 
IAEA and its member states the results of its investigation of Three- 
Mile Island.

Radioactive waste disposal is as much a social and institutional 
question as a technological one. We should intensify our joint efforts 
to demonstrate and convince our citizens of the feasibility of waste 
disposal in different geologic media.

We need to deal more effectively with the disposition of spent fuel. 
INFCE and other examinations should give us greater confidence in 
this respect.3 There is more than one option from which to choose. 
Protracted retrievable storage of spent fuel produced by most cur
rent type reactors is safe and economically competitive with 
reprocessing. There is growing agreement that reprocessing is not 
essential for waste management.

There is growing apprehension that additional nations may acquire 
nuclear explosives. We must insure that this does not occur, since it 
could have a seriously prejudicial impact on international nuclear 
commerce, as well as on international security and stability.

The United States recognizes the urgent need to maintain con
fidence in nuclear supply arrangements with nations meeting non
proliferation conditions. We realize that there should be greater cer
tainty in the issuing of export licenses and predictability in the exer
cise of national controls. To these ends we are prepared to work close
ly with others and intend to implement our law in ways that provide

3 See Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 654-655, for the Communique of the 
Organizing Conference for the INFCE.
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for such certainty. Consumer states also bear a responsibility; their 
use or misuse of technology can have an important effect on the ac
tions of suppliers.

There is need for adequate uranium mining, production, and enrich
ment to sustain reactor needs. The United States is prepared to help 
others to identify and develop their natural uranium resources. With 
necessary exploration and investment, we believe that the uranium 
industry should not experience excessive difficulty in meeting needs 
at least until the end of the century. It appears that one conclusion of 
the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE) is that 
there will be sufficient enrichment capacity to meet probable 
demands, at least through the 1990s. This is encouraging.

The long-term growth of nuclear power will also eventually require 
more advanced reactor systems. Since fuel utilization improvements 
can be achieved in thermal reactors, nuclear power could proceed in a 
once-through mode for a considerable time. Plutonium recycle ap
pears to us as unnecessary, marginally economic at best, and impru
dent at this time from a nonproliferation standpoint.

Although some nations are proceeding with breeder research and 
development (which requires reprocessing), we believe there are 
compelling economic and nonproliferation reasons for limiting the 
number of reprocessing plants to a few large-scale facilities and gear
ing reprocessing capacity to near-term plutonium demand for 
research and development on advanced reactors.

As such reprocessing takes place, it will become highly important 
to assure that the resultant plutonium is subject to rigorous interna
tional controls.

If the breeder proves to be economic as it is developed and 
demonstrated, it is likely to be so only in those countries having ad
vanced infrastructures and suitable grid sizes. This does not mean 
that breeders should be limited to some countries and denied to 
others. And, there will be time before selecting a particular advanced 
technology to look at various options and to modernize international 
nonproliferation arrangements.

U.S. Support for IAEA
The IAEA has long served as a focal point for nuclear cooperation. 

We believe it will prove important in meeting the challenges I have 
described.

We strongly support the Director General’s proposal to intensify 
the IAEA’s efforts on nuclear safety.

We will continue to support the IAEA’s vital safeguards program 
which is so critical to nonproliferation efforts. This year the United 
States has contributed $5.1 million to this program; we call upon 
others to augment their support for it. We believe that nations should 
also design nuclear facilities for effective application of safeguards.
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Additional nations are adhering to the Nonproliferation Treaty 
(NPT), and we hope that full-scope safeguards will become a norm for 
international nuclear trade.4

We congratulate the IAEA for its role in the conclusion of the Con
vention on Physical Protection.5 The convention should help 
discourage diversion by terrorists or other subnational groups.

The agency’s technical assistance activities help developing na
tions to take advantage of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. Subject 
to appropriations by Congress, we will increase our voluntary 1980 
contribution over the 1979 level. We also plan to implement our 
special program of technical assistance outlined at the recent U.N. 
session on disarmament. We believe our record of cooperation in ac
cordance with Article IV of the NPT has been consistently good. We 
continue to look for new ways to be even more responsive to the 
needs of the developing countries. We endorse the agency’s study on 
spent fuel and are actively joining in its examination of whether an in
ternational plutonium regime can reinforce existing nonproliferation 
measures.

We appreciate the Secretariat’s contribution to insure the 
usefulness of INFCE. We expect the IAEA to have an important role 
in INFCE follow-on. Since INFCE apparently will not foreshadow ma
jor technical fixes, we should press for institutional measures to pro
vide both greater supply and nonproliferation assurance. Indeed such 
an evolution is contemplated by U.S. law and policy.

To sum up, the United States hopes to preserve and increase the 
essential role of nuclear power, but this will require greater public, 
governmental, and commercial confidence, as well as international 
cooperation.

With INFCE‘s conclusion, we need to resolve remaining dif
ferences and, building on past achievements, move toward a more 
assured nonproliferation framework.

Misuse of technology and equipment could severely damage pros
pects for nuclear power. This would be tragic, especially given the 
need of many countries to draw on this great source of power to 
enhance their energy security.

I began by underscoring our dependence on the development of 
nuclear energy. I would end on a note of optimism —that by dint of 
cooperation and discipline this great source of energy can be ours.

4 For text of the treaty, see ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
5 Adopted Mar. 3, 1980.
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News Conference Remarks by Soviet Foreign Minister 
Gromyko: European Nuclear Missiles, December 5, 
1979 1

Question: Why do the NATO countries refuse to agree to embark, 
without delay, as it is proposed by the Soviet Union, on negotiations 
in connection with their known plan to deploy in Western Europe 
new U.S. medium-range missile-nuclear weapons?

Answer: Their reluctance to agree to negotiations without delay 
can be explained only by one thing —the desire to achieve military 
superiority of the NATO bloc over the Warsaw Treaty countries. 
This position, however, has no prospect of success. The socialist coun
tries cannot permit an upsetting of the equality which at present ex
ists in the military field between the NATO states and the states of 
the Warsaw Treaty. The existence of such equality was reaffirmed 
tens of times by the top leaders of the Western countries, including 
U.S. President Carter during his meeting with Leonid Brezhnev in 
Vienna last June.

The decision which the leading circles of NATO are now in such a 
hurry to take in an attempt to destroy the equality would seriously 
exacerbate the situation in Europe. It would destroy the basis for 
negotiations on issues pertaining to the medium-range missile- 
nuclear weapons. The above circles are putting the whole question of 
negotiations upside down: They are talking about the possibility of 
negotiations but only after a decision is taken on the production and 
stationing in Western Europe of new U.S. missile-nuclear weapons.

The position of the Soviet Union and its allies is crystal clear. We 
stand for immediate negotiations in the situation as it stands at pres
ent, i.e. the said decision of NATO must not be taken. Each side will 
have the right and the possibility, to submit, at the table of the 
negotiations, for consideration such proposals which it deems in
dispensable.

What is so unacceptable about this proposal, one may ask. Why 
don’t the leaders of some of the NATO countries wish to have such 
negotiations? This question —that of negotiations without delay —is, 
literally speaking, knocking on the door of the house of every Euro
pean.

The governments of those NATO countries, which instead of im
mediate negotiations without preconditions would rather prefer to 
unleash a new round of the arms race with all the attendant 
dangerous consequences for Europe, would assume a grave respon
sibility before the peoples. There is still time to avoid such a turn in 
the development of events, but this time must not be wasted.

1 Tass in English, Dec. 5, 1979; FBIS, Daily Report, Dec. 6, 1979, vol. Ill, p. AA1.



General Assembly Resolution 34/68: Agreement 
Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and 
Other Celestial Bodies, December 5, 19791

The General Assem bly,Reaffirm ing the importance of international co-operation in the 
field of the exploration and peaceful uses of outer space, including the 
moon and other celestial bodies, and of promoting the rule of law in 
this field of human endeavour,Recalling its resolution 2779 (XXVI) of 29 November 1971,2 in 
which it requested the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space and its Legal Sub-Committee to consider the question of the 
elaboration of a draft international treaty concerning the moon, as 
well as its resolutions 2915 (XXVII) of 9 November 1972, 3182 (XX- 
VIII) of 18 December 1973, 3234 (XXIX) of 12 November 1974, 3388 
(XXX) of 18 November 1975, 31/8 of 8 November 1976, 32/196 A of 20 
December 1977 and 33/16 of 10 November 1978, in which it, inter alia, 
encouraged the elaboration of the draft treaty relating to the moon, Recalling, in particular, that in resolution 33/16 it endorsed the 
recommendation of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space that the Legal Sub-Committee at its eighteenth session should 
continue as a matter of priority its efforts to complete the draft trea
ty relating to the moon,Having considered the relevant section of the report of the Com
mittee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space on its twenty-second ses
sion,3 in particular paragraphs 62, 63 and 65,

N oting w ith satisfaction that the Committee on the Peaceful Uses 
of Outer Space, on the basis of the deliberations and recommenda
tions of the Legal Sub-Committee, has completed the text of the draft 
Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and 
Other Celestial Bodies,Having considered the text of the draft Agreement Governing the 
Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,

1. Commends the Agreement Governing the Activities of States 
on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, the text of which is annexed 
to the present resolution;
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1 A/RES/34/68, Dec. 14, 1979. Submitted by the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space as an appendix to its report to the G.A., the agreement was allocated by 
the G.A. to the Special Political Committee for consideration. In the SPC, the Chairman 
of the outer space committee (Austria) introduced the res. on the agreement on behalf of 
himself and the delegations of 36 other states members of the committee plus Finland. 
Both the SPC and the G.A. adopted by consensus the res. with the agreement appended 
to it.

2 The text of this res. has been reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 
785-786.

3 General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 20 (A/34/20), 
Sec. II.A.7.



2. Requests the Secretary-General to open the Agreement for 
signature and ratification at the earliest possible date;

3. Expresses its hope for the widest possible adherence to this 
Agreement.

ANNEX

A g r e e m e n t  G o v e r n in g  t h e  A c t iv it ie s  of  St a t e s  o n  t h e  M oon  

a n d  O t h e r  C e l e s t ia l  B o d ie s

The States Parties to this Agreem ent,Noting the achievements of States in the exploration and use of the 
moon and other celestial bodies,Recognizing that the moon, as a natural satellite of the earth, has 
an important role to play in the exploration of outer space,D eterm ined to promote on the basis of equality the further 
development of co-operation among States in the exploration and use 
of the moon and other celestial bodies,D esiring to prevent the moon from becoming an area of interna
tional conflict,Bearing in mind the benefits which may be derived from the ex
ploitation of the natural resources of the moon and other celestial 
bodies,Recalling the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of 
States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon 
and Other Celestial Bodies,4 the Agreement on the Rescue of Astro
nauts, the Return of Astronauts and the Return of Objects Launched 
into Outer Space,6 the Convention on International Liability for 
Damage Caused by Space Objects,6 and the Convention on Registra
tion of Objects Launched into Outer Space,7Taking into account the need to define and develop the provisions 
of these international instruments in relation to the moon and other 
celestial bodies, having regard to further progress in the exploration 
and use of outer space,Have agreed on the following:

ARTICLE 1

1. The provisions of this Agreement relating to the moon shall also 
apply to other celestial bodies within the solar system, other than the 
earth, except in so far as specific legal norms enter into force with 
respect to any of these celestial bodies.
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4 Printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
8 G.A. res. 2345 (XXII), annex.
• G.A. res. 2777 (XXVI), annex.
7 G.A. res. 3235 (XXIX), annex.
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2. For the purposes of this Agreement reference to the moon shall 
include orbits around or other trajectories to or around it.

3. This Agreement does not apply to extraterrestrial materials 
which reach the surface of the earth by natural means.

ARTICLE 2

All activities on the moon, including its exploration and use, shall 
be carried out in accordance with international law, in particular the 
Charter of the United Nations, and taking into account the Declara
tion on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Rela
tions and Co-operation among States in accordance with the Charter 
of the United Nations,8 adopted by the General Assembly on 24 Oc
tober 1970, in the interest of maintaining international peace and 
security and promoting international co-operation and mutual 
understanding, and with due regard to the corresponding interests of 
all other States Parties.

ARTICLE 3

1. The moon shall be used by all States Parties exclusively for 
peaceful purposes.

2. Any threat or use of force or any other hostile act or threat of 
hostile act on the moon is prohibited. It is likewise prohibited to use 
the moon in order to commit any such act or to engage in any such 
threat in relation to the earth, the moon, spacecraft, the personnel of 
spacecraft or man-made space objects.

3. States Parties shall not place in orbit around or other trajectory 
to or around the moon objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other 
kinds of weapons of mass destruction or place or use such weapons on 
or in the moon.

4. The establishment of military bases, installations and fortifica
tions, the testing of any type of weapons and the conduct of military 
manoeuvres on the moon shall be forbidden. The use of military per
sonnel for scientific research or for any other peaceful purposes shall 
not be prohibited. The use of any equipment or facility necessary for 
peaceful exploration and use of the moon shall also not be prohibited.

ARTICLE 4

1. The exploration and use of the moon shall be the province of all 
mankind and shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interests 
of all countries, irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific 
development. Due regard shall be paid to the interests of present and 
future generations as well as to the need to promote higher standards 
of living and conditions of economic and social progress and develop
ment in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations.

8 G.A. res. 2625 (XXV), annex.
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2. States Parties shall be guided by the principle of co-operation 
and mutual assistance in all their activities concerning the explora
tion and use of the moon. International co-operation in pursuance of 
this Agreement should be as wide as possible and may take place on a 
multilateral basis, on a bilateral basis or through international in
tergovernmental organizations.

ARTICLE 5

1. States Parties shall inform the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations as well as the public and the international scientific com
munity, to the greatest extent feasible and practicable, of their ac
tivities concerned with the exploration and use of the moon. Informa
tion on the time, purposes, locations, orbital parameters and duration 
shall be given in respect of each mission to the moon as soon as possi
ble after launching, while information on the results of each mission, 
including scientific results, shall be furnished upon completion of the 
mission. In the case of a mission lasting more than sixty days, infor
mation on conduct of the mission, including any scientific results, 
shall be given periodically, at thirty-day intervals. For missions 
lasting more than six months, only significant additions to such infor
mation need be reported thereafter.

2. If a State Party becomes aware that another State Party plans 
to operate simultaneously in the same area of or in the same orbit 
around or trajectory to or around the moon, it shall promptly inform 
the other State of the timing of and plans for its own operations.

3. In carrying out activities under this Agreement, States Parties 
shall promptly inform the Secretary-General, as well as the public 
and the international scientific community, of any phenomena they 
discover in outer space, including the moon, which could endanger 
human life or health, as well as of any indication of organic life.

ARTICLE 6

1. There shall be freedom of scientific investigation on the moon 
by all States Parties without discrimination of any kind, on the basis 
of equality and in accordance with international law.

2. In carrying out scientific investigations and in furtherance of 
the provisions of this Agreement, the States Parties shall have the 
right to collect on and remove from the moon samples of its mineral 
and other substances. Such samples shall remain at the disposal of 
those States Parties which caused them to be collected and may be 
used by them for scientific purposes. States Parties shall have regard 
to the desirability of making a portion of such samples available to 
other interested States Parties and the international scientific com
munity for scientific investigation. States Parties may in the course 
of scientific investigations also use mineral and other substances of 
the moon in quantities appropriate for the support of their missions.

3. States Parties agree on the desirability of exchanging scientific 
and other personnel on expeditions to or installations on the moon to 
the greatest extent feasible and practicable.
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ARTICLE 7

1. In exploring and using the moon, States Parties shall take meas
ures to prevent the disruption of the existing balance of its environ
ment, whether by introducing adverse changes in that environment, 
by its harmful contamination through the introduction of extra- 
environmental matter or otherwise. States Parties shall also take 
measures to avoid harmfully affecting the environment of the earth 
through the introduction of extraterrestrial matter or otherwise.

2. States Parties shall inform the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations of the measures being adopted by them in accordance with 
paragraph 1 of this article and shall also, to the maximum extent fea
sible, notify him in advance of all placements by them of radio-active 
materials on the moon and of the purposes of such placements.

3. States Parties shall report to other States Parties and to the 
Secretary-General concerning areas of the moon having special scien
tific interest in order that, without prejudice to the rights of other 
States Parties, consideration may be given to the designation of such 
areas as international scientific preserves for which special protec
tive arrangements are to be agreed upon in consultation with the 
competent bodies of the United Nations.

ARTICLE 8

1. States Parties may pursue their activities in the exploration and 
use of the moon anywhere on or below its surface, subject to the pro
visions of this Agreement.

2. For these purposes States Parties may, in particular:

(a) Land their space objects on the moon and launch them from the 
moon;

(b) Place their personnel, space vehicles, equipment, facilities, sta
tions and installations anywhere on or below the surface of the moon. 
Personnel, space vehicles, equipment, facilities, stations and installa
tions may move or be moved freely over or below the surface of the 
moon.

3. Activities of States Parties in accordance with paragraphs 1 and
2 of this article shall not interfere with the activities of other States 
Parties on the moon. Where such interference may occur, the States 
Parties concerned shall undertake consultations in accordance with 
article 15, paragraphs 2 and 3, of this Agreement.

ARTICLE 9

1. States Parties may establish manned and unmanned stations on 
the moon. A State Party establishing a station shall use only that 
area which is required for the needs of the station and shall immedi
ately inform the Secretary-General of the United Nations of the loca
tion and purposes of that station. Subsequently, at annual intervals 
that State shall likewise inform the Secretary-General whether the 
station continues in use and whether its purposes have changed.
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2. Stations shall be installed in such a manner that they do not im
pede the free access to all areas of the moon of personnel, vehicles 
and equipment of other States Parties conducting activities on the 
moon in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement or of arti
cle I of the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in 
the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and 
Other Celestial Bodies.

ARTICLE 10

1. States Parties shall adopt all practicable measures to safeguard 
the life and health of persons on the moon. For this purpose they shall 
regard any person on the moon as an astronaut within the meaning of 
article V of the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of 
States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon 
and Other Celestial Bodies and as part of the personnel of a space
craft within the meaning of the Agreement on the Rescue of Astro
nauts, the Return of Astronauts and the Return of Objects Launched 
into Outer Space.

2. States Parties shall offer shelter in their stations, installations, 
vehicles and other facilities to persons in distress on the moon.

ARTICLE 11

1. The moon and its natural resources are the common heritage of 
mankind, which finds its expression in the provisions of this Agree
ment, in particular in paragraph 5 of this article.

2. The moon is not subject to national appropriation by any claim 
of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means.

3. Neither the surface nor the subsurface of the moon, nor any part 
thereof or natural resources in place, shall become property of any 
State, international intergovernmental or non-governmental organi
zation, national organization or non-governmental entity or of any 
natural person. The placement of personnel, space vehicles, equip
ment, facilities, stations and installations on or below the surface of 
the moon, including structures connected with its surface or subsur
face, shall not create a right of ownership over the surface or the sub
surface of the moon or any areas thereof. The foregoing provisions 
are without prejudice to the international regime referred to in para
graph 5 of this article.

4. States Parties have the right to exploration and use of the moon 
without discrimination of any kind, on the basis of equality and in ac
cordance with international law and the provisions of this Agreement.

5. States Parties to this Agreement hereby undertake to establish 
an international regime, including appropriate procedures, to govern 
the exploitation of the natural resources of the moon as such exploita
tion is about to become feasible. This provision shall be implemented 
in accordance with article 18 of this Agreement.

6. In order to facilitate the establishment of the international 
regime referred to in paragraph 5 of this article, States Parties shall
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inform the Secretary-General of the United Nations as well as the 
public and the international scientific community, to the greatest 
extent feasible and practicable, of any natural resources they may 
discover on the moon.

7. The main purposes of the international regime to be established 
shall include:

(a) The orderly and safe development of the natural resources of 
the moon;

(b) The rational management of those resources;
(c) The expansion of opportunities in the use of those resources;
(d) An equitable sharing by all States Parties in the benefits de

rived from those resources, whereby the interests and needs of the 
developing countries, as well as the efforts of those countries which 
have contributed either directly or indirectly to the exploration of 
the moon, shall be given special consideration.

8. All the activities with respect to the natural resources of the 
moon shall be carried out in a manner compatible with the purposes 
specified in paragraph 7 of this article and the provisions of article 6, 
paragraph 2, of this Agreement.

ARTICLE 12

1. States Parties shall retain jurisdiction and control over their 
personnel, space vehicles, equipment, facilities, stations and installa
tions on the moon. The ownership of space vehicles, equipment, facili
ties, stations and installations shall not be affected by their presence 
on the moon.

2. Vehicles, installations and equipment or their component parts 
found in places other than their intended location shall be dealt with 
in accordance with article 5 of the Agreement on the Rescue of Astro
nauts, the Return of Astronauts and the Return of Objects Launched 
into Outer Space.

3. In the event of an emergency involving a threat to human life, 
States Parties may use the equipment, vehicles, installations, facili
ties or supplies of other States Parties on the moon. Prompt notifica
tion of such use shall be made to the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations or the State Party concerned.

ARTICLE 13

A State Party which learns of the crash landing, forced landing or 
other unintended landing on the moon of a space object, or its compo
nent parts, that were not launched by it, shall promptly inform the 
launching State Party and the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations.

ARTICLE 14

1. States Parties to this Agreement shall bear international 
responsibility for national activities on the moon, whether such activ
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ities are carried out by governmental agencies or by non-govern- 
mental entities, and for assuring that national activities are carried 
out in conformity with the provisions of this Agreement. States Par
ties shall ensure that non-governmental entities under their jurisdic
tion shall engage in activities on the moon only under the authority 
and continuing supervision of the appropriate State Party.

2. States Parties recognize that detailed arrangements concerning 
liability for damage caused on the moon, in addition to the provisions 
of the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the 
Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other 
Celestial Bodies and the Convention on International Liability for 
Damage Caused by Space Objects, may become necessary as a result 
of more extensive activities on the moon. Any such arrangements 
shall be elaborated in accordance with the procedure provided for in 
article 18 of this Agreement.

ARTICLE 15

1. Each State Party may assure itself that the activities of other 
States Parties in the exploration and use of the moon are compatible 
with the provisions of this Agreement. To this end, all space vehicles, 
equipment, facilities, stations and installations on the moon shall be 
open to other States Parties. Such States Parties shall give reason
able advance notice of a projected visit, in order that appropriate con
sultations may be held and that maximum precautions may be taken 
to assure safety and to avoid interference with normal operations in 
the facility to be visited. In pursuance of this article, any State Party 
may act on its own behalf or with the full or partial assistance of any 
other State Party or through appropriate international procedures 
within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with 
the Charter.

2. A State Party which has reason to believe that another State 
Party is not fulfilling the obligations incumbent upon it pursuant to 
this Agreement or that another State Party is interfering with the 
rights which the former State has under this Agreement may request 
consultations with that State Party. A State Party receiving such a 
request shall enter into such consultations without delay. Any other 
State Party which requests to do so shall be entitled to take part in 
the consultations. Each State Party participating in such consulta
tions shall seek a mutually acceptable resolution of any controversy 
and shall bear in mind the rights and interests of all States Parties. 
The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall be informed of the 
results of the consultations and shall transmit the information re
ceived to all States Parties concerned.

3. If the consultations do not lead to a mutually acceptable settle
ment which has due regard for the rights and interests of all States 
Parties, the parties concerned shall take all measures to settle the 
dispute by other peaceful means of their choice appropriate to the cir
cumstances and the nature of the dispute. If difficulties arise in con
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nexion with the opening of consultations or if consultations do not 
lead to a mutually acceptable settlement, any State Party may seek 
the assistance of the Secretary-General, without seeking the consent 
of any other State Party concerned, in order to resolve the contro
versy. A State Party which does not maintain diplomatic relations 
with another State Party concerned shall participate in such con
sultations, at its choice, either itself or through another State Party 
or the Secretary-General as intermediary.

ARTICLE 16

With the exception of articles 17 to 21, references in this Agree
ment to States shall be deemed to apply to any international inter
governmental organization which conducts space activities if the 
organization declares its acceptance of the rights and obligations pro
vided for in this Agreement and if a majority of the States members 
of the organization are States Parties to this Agreement and to the 
Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the 
Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other 
Celestial Bodies. States members of any such organization which are 
States Parties to this Agreement shall take all appropriate steps to 
ensure that the organization makes a declaration in accordance with 
the provisions of this article.

ARTICLE 17

Any State Party to this Agreement may propose amendments to 
the Agreement. Amendments shall enter into force for each State 
Party to the Agreement accepting the amendments upon their accept
ance by a majority of the States Parties to the Agreement and there
after for each remaining State Party to the Agreement on the date of 
acceptance by it.

ARTICLE 18

Ten years after the entry into force of this Agreement, the ques
tion of the review of the Agreement shall be included in the provi
sional agenda of the General Assembly of the United Nations in order 
to consider, in the light of past application of the Agreement, whether 
it requires revision. However, at any time after the Agreement has 
been in force for five years, the Secretary-General of the United Na
tions, as depository, shall, at the request of one third of the States 
Parties to the Agreement and with the concurrence of the majority of 
the States Parties, convene a conference of the States Parties to re
view this Agreement. A review conference shall also consider the 
question of the implementation of the provisions of article 11, para
graph 5, on the basis of the principle referred to in paragraph 1 of 
that article and taking into account in particular any relevant techno
logical developments.
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ARTICLE 19

1. This Agreement shall be open for signature by all States at 
United Nations Headquarters in New York.

2. This Agreement shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Any State which does not sign this Agreement before its 
entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this article may 
accede to it at any time. Instruments of ratification or accession shall 
be deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

3. This Agreement shall enter into force on the thirtieth day fol
lowing the date of deposit of the fifth instrument of ratification.

4. For each State depositing its instrument of ratification or acces
sion after the entry into force of this Agreement, it shall enter into 
force on the thirtieth day following the date of deposit of any such 
instrument.

5. The Secretary-General shall promptly inform all signatory and 
acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of 
each instrument of ratification or accession to this Agreement, the 
date of its entry into force and other notices.

ARTICLE 20

Any State Party to this Agreement may give notice of its with
drawal from the Agreement one year after its entry into force by 
written notification to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 
Such withdrawal shall take effect one year from the date of receipt of 
this notification.

ARTICLE 21

The original of this Agreement, of which the Arabic, Chinese, 
English, French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, 
shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
who shall send certified copies thereof to all signatory and acceding 
States.In W itness W hereof the undersigned, being duly authorized 
thereto by their respective Governments, have signed this Agree
ment, opened for signature at New York on . . .  .

Western European Union Resolution 64: SALT II and Its 
Implications for European Security, December 6, 
1979 1

The Assembly
(I) Conscious of its authority under the Brussels Treaty2 as the 

only European parliamentary assembly with statutory responsibility 
in matters of defense;

1 ACDA files.
2 Printed in American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 

968-971.
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(II) Having considered the SALT II texts,3 and the accompanying 
agreed statements and common understandings, and the evidence 
given by the United States administration to the Senate committees;

(III) Noting that the agreements cannot affect the British and 
French nuclear forces, both of which make a meaningful contribution 
to the Allied nuclear deterrent, and that the agreements imposed no 
restrictions on mutual assistance in the production of nuclear weapons 
between the United States and its allies;

(IV) Regretting that it has not proved possible in the framework of 
SALT II to agree on significant mutual reductions of strategic offen
sive arms of all types;

(V) Believing, however, that the broad parity in all categories of 
strategic offensive arms which SALT II seeks to bring about will in
crease the stability of mutual deterrence and cannot provide any uni
lateral advantage for the Soviet Union;

(VI) Concluding, therefore, that the SALT II agreements should 
enhance the security of Europe and the Atlantic Alliance and will not 
in any way diminish the credibility of the United States strategic 
deterrent;

(VII) Reserving for further consideration in a future report its 
position on SALT III;

Instructs its President to transmit the text of the present resolu
tion and the corresponding report of the Committee on Defense Ques
tions and Armaments to the President and all members of the United 
States Senate;

Expresses the hope that the Senate of the United States will 
approve the ratification without amendment of the Treaty on the 
Limitation of Offensive Arms signed in Vienna on 18th June 1979.

Warsaw Pact Communique, December 6, 19791

On December 5-6, 1979, a meeting of the Committee of Ministers 
of Foreign Affairs of the member states of the Warsaw Treaty on 
Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance was held in Berlin.

The meeting was attended by Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
People’s Republic of Bulgaria P. Mladenov, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of the Hungarian People’s Republic F. Puja, Minister of For
eign Affairs of the German Democratic Republic 0. Fischer, Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the Polish People’s Republic E. Wojtaszek, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Socialist Republic of Romania S. 
Andrei, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Czecho
slovak Socialist Republic B. Chnoupek.

The ministers exchanged opinions on the topical international 
problems. Special attention was given to the problem of military de

3 Printed above, June 18.
1 Tass in English, Dec. 6, 1979; FBIS, Daily Report, Dec. 6, 1979, vol. Ill, pp. 

BB1-BB7.
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tente and disarmament in Europe as a key area of struggle for consoli
dating European peace and security. Taking account of the important 
role and significance of the Madrid meeting of the representatives of 
the states participants of the Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe for a further improvement of the situation in the conti
nent, the ministers conducted a detailed exchange of opinions with 
regard to its preparation and ways of contributing to its success.

1. The ministers have reaffirmed the resolve and the will of their 
states to persistently work, together with other states and all peace 
forces, in the interests of deepening and consolidating detente, to 
make efforts to achieve implementation of proposals put forward in 
the declaration of the Warsaw Treaty member states adopted at the 
meeting of the Political Consultative Committee in Moscow on 
November 23, 1978.2

In connection with the task of consolidating detente, the ministers 
stressed the major importance of signing, in June of this year, of the 
treaty between the USSR and the USA on limiting the strategic 
offensive arms (SALT II).3 A general opinion was expressed that 
the entry of this treaty into force will contribute to consolidation of 
international security and create more favourable conditions for mov
ing forward in the field of ending the arms race and achieving dis
armament, including in the European Continent. The states repre
sented at the meeting advocate embarking, without delay, after the 
entry of the SALT II treaty into force, on negotiations on further 
limitation and substantial reduction of the strategic armaments 
(SALT III).

The ministers restated the urgency of the tasks of curbing the 
arms race and passing over to the implementation of practical meas
ures of disarmament, especially nuclear. The proposals put forward 
at the meeting of the states, bearing on these questions, retain their 
validity and await their rapid implementation.

2. In the exchange of opinions on the situation in Europe, the 
ministers unanimously declared, on behalf of their countries, that 
especially topical and urgent at present are becoming the questions 
of military detente on the European Continent. All the European 
peoples, all the peoples of the world are interested in the adoption of 
effective measures for their resolution. The prospect for a further 
development of the process of international detente is largely depen
dent on their resolution.

The states represented at the meeting are of the view that the new 
recent initiatives of the Soviet Union, taken by it following the con
sultations with the other members of the Warsaw Treaty and in full 
accord with the Moscow declaration of the Political Consultative 
Committee of November 23, 1978, with the interests and urgent re
quirements of the consolidation of security in Europe and the whole 
world, represent a major contribution to the solution of these prob-

2 The declaration may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 657-665.
3 The SALT II Treaty is printed above, June 18.
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lems. Constituting an expression of the profoundly peaceful policy of 
the socialist countries, these initiatives are called upon to contribute 
to a reduction in the level of military confrontation and cessation of 
the arms race in Europe, including in the field of medium-range 
missile-nuclear weapons, to provide a powerful impulse for the attain
ment of important agreements on military aspects of European 
security.

3. It is thus with even greater concern that the states represented 
at the meeting note that, within NATO, there continues —and is even 
stepped up —the elaboration of dangerous plans for a further intensi
fication of the arms race in Europe, above all —of plans to station in 
the territory of Western Europe new types of U.S. medium-range 
missile-nuclear weapons with a view to gaining military superiority 
over the socialist countries. Implementation of these plans would 
prejudice the interests of security of both the socialist and other 
countries of Europe, run counter to the aims and the raison d’etre of 
the policy of detente.

Proceeding from the vital interests of the European peoples, the in
terests of peace in the European Continent, the ministers, on behalf 
of their states, address the governments of the countries-members of 
the North Atlantic alliance with an appeal to consider once again —in 
the light of the constructive and peaceful steps of the states of the 
Warsaw Treaty —the situation now developing in Europe and to ab
stain from steps capable of complicating the situation in the continent.

In this case it will be possible to embark, without delay, on busi
nesslike negotiations on issues pertaining to the medium-range 
nuclear weapons in keeping with the proposals put forward in the 
speech of L.I. Brezhnev in Berlin on October 6 of this year.4 These 
proposals have attracted the attention of broad circles in Europe and 
far beyond it. And, in the profound conviction of the states of the 
Warsaw Treaty, the earlier the negotiations proposed by them are 
embarked upon, the better.

At the same time, the states represented at the meeting consider it 
important that no steps be taken capable of complicating the situa
tion and obstructing the negotiations.

In this connection, the participants of the meeting stated that the 
adoption of the decision on the production and stationing in Western 
Europe of new types of U.S. medium-range missile-nuclear weapons 
and implementation of such a decision would destroy the basis for 
negotiations. This would mean an attempt by NATO to engage in 
negotiations from positions of strength which is, as a matter of prin
ciple, unacceptable to the states of the Warsaw Treaty. The govern
ments of the NATO countries cannot be unaware of this.

The ministers express the hope that the NATO countries will give 
a positive response to the appeal of the socialist countries not to sta
tion more nuclear weapons in Europe, to their proposal to embark on 
negotiations. They reaffirm the conviction of their countries that the

4 Printed above.
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balance of forces in the European Continent can and must be main
tained not through building up armed forces and armaments, not 
through a further stepping up of the arms race, but rather through its 
cessation, reduction in the level of military confrontation, a resolute 
transition to concrete measures of disarmament, especially nuclear. 
A state or a government acting in an opposite direction would assume 
a heavy responsibility before mankind.

4. In considering the practical ways of coordinating measures of 
military detente, the ministers exchanged information on the con
tacts and consultations of their countries with other states partici
pants of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe about 
the proposal to convene an all-European conference on the political 
level, put forward by the countries of the Warsaw Treaty on May 15, 
1979, in Budapest.5

The ministers came to the conclusion that the interest in holding a 
conference to consider matters of military detente and disarmament 
in the European Continent is growing everywhere in Europe and that 
the proposal on such a conference, made by socialist countries, with 
the proposals by some other states, has become the subject of serious 
study. Wishing to promote an earliest reaching of common under
standing as to a range of questions which the conference could con
sider and solve to as [as received] a procedure of its preparation and 
work, the states represented at the meeting deem it expedient 
already at the present stage to set out their considerations on this 
score.

They hold that both measures to strengthen trust between states 
in Europe and measures aimed at lessening concentration and at 
reducing the armed forces and armaments in the continent could be 
the subject of discussion at the conference on military detente and 
disarmament.

It is advisable to consider relevant matters and to coordinate con
crete understandings on them stage by stage beginning from simpler 
measures and proceeding step by step to bigger and deeper ones. The 
work of the conference must be organized so as to ensure continuity 
from its one stage to another in achieving progress in the field of mea
sures to strengthen trust, to slacken military opposition, to diminish 
concentration and to reduce the armed forces and armaments, and in 
other measures of disarmament. In the process, headway in one field 
will create more possibilities for achieving successes in other fields.

At the first stage of the conference on military detente and dis
armament in Europe, work should be concentrated on measures of 
trust. As regards the development of such measures, which are 
already being implemented in accordance with the Final Act of the 
European conference,6 and supplementing them, the states repre
sented at the meeting are prepared to agree on the following:

6 Printed above.
.8 The arms control portions of the act may be found in Documents on Disarmament,

1975, pp. 304-308.
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To give notification about big military exercises held in the area 
defined by the Final Act from the level of 20,000 men and not from 
the level of 25,000 men, a month, and not three weeks in advance;

To give notification about movements of land troops in the same 
area from the level of 20,000 men;

To give notification about big air exercises in the area;
To give notification about big naval exercises to be held near the 

territorial waters of the other states participants in the European 
conference;

To limit the scope of military exercises to the level of 40-50 thou
sand men.

They are also prepared to consider other proposals on measures of 
trust.

They are also prepared to reach agreement with the other states 
participants in the European conference on a procedure and an order 
of priorities at appropriate stages of the conference in considering 
concrete proposals on measures to lessen military opposition and on 
disarmament measures, which have been or may be put forward by 
its participants, having it in mind to effectively attain the goals of the 
conference.

In the opinion of the states represented at the meeting, material 
measures of military detente and disarmament will be the more effec
tive and far reaching, the more definitely they will combine with 
political and contractual-legal steps to lessen the danger of outbreak 
of war, to strengthen guarantees of the security of states. This is true 
both on the global and European scale. The proposal by the Warsaw 
Treaty states that all the states participants in the European confer
ence conclude a treaty on not being the first to use both nuclear and 
conventional armaments against one another is directed towards this 
goal.7 They come out for the adoption and implementation of all activ
ities and accords aimed at strengthening political and legal founda
tion of the observance in Europe of the principle of non-use of force or 
a threat of force.

The participants of the meeting also expressed the view that the 
same goals would be served by the implementation of the socialist 
countries’ proposal that NATO states and the Warsaw Treaty states 
undertake not to expand the circle of participants of both alliances. 
They emphasized the invariable readiness of the states represented 
at the meeting to go to a simultaneous disbandment of the Warsaw 
Treaty Organization and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
and as the first steps —to the elimination of their military structures, 
beginning from a mutual reduction in military activities.

At a conference on military detente and disarmament, it is also ad
visable to discuss concrete proposals on political and contractual-

7 This proposal was presented in the communique of the Warsaw Pact foreign 
ministers meeting of May 15, printed above.
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legal steps to lessen the danger of outbreak of war —in the order and 
sequence which can be coordinated among its participants.

Proceeding from the principled aims of the Moscow declaration of 
the Political Consultative Committee, dated November 23, 1978, the 
participants in the meeting point out that a conference on military 
detente and disarmament in Europe, which they are suggesting, is 
called upon to become a substantial part and an important direction 
of the development of the all-European process started by the 
Helsinki conference. Its success would become a big contribution to 
the solution of the task put forward in the Final Act: to make detente 
both a continuous and increasingly viable process, universal in scope, 
and to promote stronger security and peace in Europe.

As for the practical preparation of a conference on military detente 
and disarmament in Europe, the participants in the meeting adhere 
to the view that such a preparation must be conducted in conjunction 
with other practical activities which are being carried out within the 
framework of the all-European process, the nearest of which will be 
the forthcoming Madrid meeting of representatives of the states — 
participants of the European conference. They hold that consulta
tions between all the states which participated in the European con
ference must play a substantial role in reaching a common consent to 
the convocation of the conference and its preparation. It is advisable, 
as experience of the preparation of the European conference shows, 
to subsequently switch such consultations, which are held on a bilat
eral basis, over to a multilateral basis. In the conviction of the partici
pants in the meeting, this should be done as soon as possible, and a 
multilateral preparatory working meeting should be held in the first 
half of 1980.

Recommendations on the main matters aimed at organizing the 
conference, including an agenda of its first stage, which are the result 
of preparatory work, could be considered at the Madrid meeting of 
the state participants of the European conference with a view to 
taking final decisions as to the convocation and procedure of the 
conference.

The states represented at the meeting are calling on the states- 
participants in the European conference to attentively study these 
considerations about the goals, contents, procedure of work of a con
ference on military detente and disarmament in Europe and on its 
preparation, and to respond to them positively so that coordination of 
these matters could be started. Thereby a new real step would be 
made towards strengthening mutual trust, security and peace in 
Europe.

5. The participants of the meeting reaffirmed the interest of their 
states in the success of the Vienna talks on reductions of armed forces 
and armaments in central Europe, the readiness to contribute to the 
achievement, through them, of agreements both on the concrete 
steps to reduce the armed forces and armaments and on the collateral 
measures.
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The initiatives put forward by the states members of the Warsaw 
Treaty at the Vienna talks, aimed at bringing closer together the 
positions of the parties on the substance of the questions under dis
cussion, have substantially broadened the possibilities for reaching 
an agreement. The decision of the Soviet Union to reduce unilaterally 
the number of Soviet troops and armaments in central Europe creates 
a new prerequisite for making progress at the Vienna talks. The 
achievement of such progress requires the display by the Western 
participants in the negotiations of political will and readiness to 
really contribute to the lessening of military tensions in central 
Europe and to the achievement of an agreement.

6. In exchanging opinions and information about the course of 
preparations for the Madrid meeting of representatives of the states 
participants of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, the ministers reaffirmed once again the significance their 
states attach to further development of the process, which was 
ushered in by the all-European conference, towards detente, consoli
dation of security and development of cooperation in the European 
continent. The meeting in Madrid is bound to promote enrichment of 
the all-European dialogue, to give a fresh stimulus to realisation of 
the Helsinki Final Act as a single whole.

The states, represented at the meeting, as is envisaged by the 
Moscow declaration of the Political Consultative Committee, will 
make efforts to enable the Madrid meeting to practically advance for
ward the cause of security and cooperation in Europe.

They believe that this meeting should promote attainment of 
accords on military aspects of European security, adoption of appro
priate effective measures and, in particular, convocation of a confer
ence on military detente and disarmament in Europe. It is also im
portant that the meeting should promote adoption of measures in 
accordance with the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act, aimed at 
developing broad and unhindered trade exchange, economic and 
scientific-technical cooperation between all states participants of the 
all-European conference. It is also essential that it should make a con
tribution to further expansion of cooperation also in the sphere of 
culture, science, education, art and in other humanitarian spheres.

The participants in the meeting stressed the need of intensified 
preparations for the Madrid meeting. They reaffirmed once again the 
readiness of their countries to continue conducting, for this purpose, 
bilateral and multilateral consultations with all states participants of 
the all-European conference. They hold that in the course of such con
sultations it would be important to reach, yet before the opening of 
the meeting, general understanding on what concrete issues of rele
vant sections of the Final Act further practical steps can be taken. 
These should be questions in the solutions of which all states partici
pants of the all-European conference, are interested, and the consid
eration of which promises to bring out new possibilities for expansion
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of cooperation and improvement of the political climate in the Euro
pean Continent.

The ministers expressed the opinion that in the course of the above- 
mentioned consultations general understanding can be reached also 
on the question of the level of representation of states at the Madrid 
meeting, considering its significance in the cause of consolidation of 
detente, in taking decision on convocation of a conference on military 
detente and disarmament in Europe, in improving the situation in the 
continent.

The participants in the meeting expressed the hope that thorough 
preparations for the Madrid meeting, the holding of the meeting in a 
businesslike and constructive atmosphere will enable to make [as 
received] at the meeting an appreciable step forward in putting into 
life the principles and provisions of the Helsinki Final Act.

7. The ministers expressed their states’ concern over the incessant 
and even mounting attempts of reactionary forces to oppose the proc
ess of deepening and broadening detente, to sow mistrust and enmity 
between peoples, to undermine cooperation and mutual understand
ing between states. The interests of development of mutual respect 
and friendship between the peoples demand that all the states should 
firmly undertake to prevent on their territory activities directed 
against other states, aimed at interference into their internal affairs, 
and to promote dissemination of truthful information about the life of 
peoples.

The ministers reaffirmed the unbending determination of their 
states to construct their relations with all the states, participants of 
the all-European conference, just as with all countries of the world, 
on the basis of the principles of interstate relations, proclaimed on a 
summit level in the Final Act. They call upon all the states to follow in 
their international relations this course which meets the interests of 
all peoples.

Held at the meeting of the Committee of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs was an exchange of opinions in connection with the approach
ing 25th anniversary of the Warsaw Treaty of Friendship, Coopera
tion and Mutual Assistance.

The ministers emphasized that this anniversary would be marked 
in the spirit of friendship, cooperation, unity and cohesion of their 
states, keynoted by the struggle for the deepening of the process of 
detente, for an end to the arms race and transition to disarmament, 
for consolidation of peace and strengthening of security in Europe, 
keynoted by vigorous and constructive activities of the Warsaw 
Treaty member states in solution of international problems, in the 
development of equitable and friendly relations between states for 
the good of all peoples.

In connection with the 25th anniversary of the Warsaw Treaty the 
meeting adopted recommendations which are to be reported to the 
governments of the treaty member states.

The meeting of the committee of foreign ministers was held in an 
atmosphere of comradely cooperation and fraternal friendship.
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General Assembly Resolution 34/71: Implementation of 
General Assembly Resolution 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), December 11, 
1979 1

The General Assem bly,Recalling its resolutions 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967, 3262
(XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 3473 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,32/76 of 
12 December 1977 and 33/58 of 14 December 1978 concerning the sig
nature and ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco),2Taking into account that certain territories lying within the zone of 
application of that Treaty which are not sovereign political entities 
are nevertheless in a position to receive the benefits deriving from 
the Treaty through its Additional Protocol I, to which the States that 
de jure or de facto are internationally responsible for those territories 
may become parties,Recalling w ith 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, 
and that the United States of America signed it in 1977,Noting also w ith satisfaction that Additional Protocol I was signed 
by France on 2 March 1979,

1. Invites France and the United States of America to take all 
necessary steps in order to secure the ratification of Additional Pro
tocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) at the earliest possible date;

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item entitled “Implementation of General Assembly reso
lution 34/71 concerning the signature and ratification of Additional 
Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)”.

1 A/RES/34/71, Dec. 26, 1979. The res. was introduced in the First Committee by 
Mexico on behalf of 23 states: Bahamas, Barbados, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Dominican Rep., Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, 
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Uruguay, and Venezuela. The G.A. adopted the res. by consensus. In the First Commit
tee, Brazil expressed its concern over the possibly detrimental effects on the treaty of 
unilateral declarations that accompanied several of the signatures or ratifications of the 
Protocol (Nov. 16, above).

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 620-621; ibid., 1974, pp. 809-811; ibid., 1975, 
pp. 784- 785; ibid, 1977, pp. 824-825; ibid, 1978, pp. 718-719. For the text of the treaty 
and its protocols, see ibid, 1967, pp. 66-83.
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General Assembly Resolution 34/72: Chemical and 
Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, December 11, 
1979 1

The General Assem bly,Reaffirm ing its resolutions 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 1968, 
2603 B (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 2662 (XXV) of 7 December 1970, 
2827 A (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, 2933 (XXVII) of 29 November 
1972, 3077 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973, 3256 (XXIX) of 9 December 
1974, 3465 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/65 of 10 December 1976, 
32/77 of 12 December 1977, S-10/2 of 30 June 1978 and 33/59 A of 14 
December 1978, relating to the complete prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and of their 
destruction,2Reaffirm ing also 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 Bacte
riological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,3 
and of the adherence by all States to the Convention on the Prohibi
tion of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriologi
cal (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction,4Having considered the report of the Committee on Disarmament,5

1. Expresses its regret that the agreement on the complete and 
effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of all chemical weapons and on their destruction has not yet been 
elaborated;

2. Urges the Committee on Disarmament to undertake, at the 
beginning of its 1980 session, negotiations on an agreement on the 
complete and effective prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruction, as a 
matter of high priority, taking into account all existing proposals and 
future initiatives;

3. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to report on the 
results of its negotiations to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth 
session.

1 A/RES/34/73, Dec. 26,1979. The res. was introduced by Canada in the First Commit
tee and sponsored also by 45 other states, including the following CD members: Argen
tina, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, France, FRG, GDR, 
Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Poland, Sweden, and Yugoslavia. Both the First Committee and the G.A. 
adopted it by consensus.

The U.S., USSR, and China explained their votes (in favor) in the First Committee. 
Their statements, made on Nov. 26, are printed above.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 793-795; ibid., 1969, pp. 717-719; ibid., 1970, 
pp. 683-685; ibid., 1971, pp. 890-892; ibid., 1972, pp. 840-841; ibid., 1973, pp. 847-848; 
ibid,, 197k, pp. 790-792; ibid., 1975, pp. 767-769; ibid., 1976, pp. 908-910; ibid., 1977, 
pp. 825-827; ibid., 1978, pp. 719-721.

3 Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
4Ib id , 1972, pp. 133-138.
5 General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27).



General Assembly Resolution 34/73: Implementation 
of General Assembly Resolution 33/60, December 
11, 1979 1

The General Assem bly,Reaffirm ing its conviction that the cessation of nuclear-weapon 
testing by all States in all environments would be in the interest of all 
mankind as a major step towards ending the qualitative improve
ment, development, and proliferation of nuclear weapons, as a means 
of relieving the deep apprehension concerning the harmful conse
quences of radioactive contamination for the health of present and 
future generations and as a contribution towards the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race,Recalling the determination of the parties to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water2 and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons3 
expressed in those Treaties to continue negotiations to achieve the 
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, Recalling its previous resolutions on the subject, in particular 
resolution 32/78 of 12 December 1977, paragraph 51 of resolution 
S-10/2 of 30 June 1978, resolution 33/60 of 14 December 1978 and sec
tion IV of resolution 33/71 H of 14 December 1978,4 Emphasizing the urgent need for all nuclear-weapon States to 
cease the testing of nuclear weapons,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 on a global network of stations for the ex
change of seismological data,Recognizing the indispensable role of the Committee on Disarma
ment in the negotiation of a comprehensive test-ban treaty,N oting w ith dissatisfaction that that part of the report of the Com
mittee on Disarmament5 relating to the question of a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty shows no progress in the consideration of this subject
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1 A/RES/34/73, Dec. 26, 1979. The res. was introduced in the First Committee by 
Australia on behalf of itself and 22 other states. It gained 11 additional sponsors after it 
was amended to specify, among other things, “vertical and horizontal’* proliferation and 
“nuclear weapons ’ test explosions. (Sponsors: Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Canada, 
Denmark, Ecuador, Finland, Ghana, Ireland, Japan, Kenya, Mali, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Samoa, Sudan, Sweden, 
Venezuela. Additional sponsors: Guinea, Indonesia, Malaysia, Mauritius, Morocco, 
Philippines, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, United Rep. of Cameroon, Uruguay.)

At the request of the Soviet Union (Nov. 26), the G.A. took a separate vote on oper. 
par. 4 and adopted it by 124 votes to 0, with 13 abstentions.

Abstaining: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, China, Czechoslovakia, France, GDR, 
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, U.K., U.S., USSR.

The amended res. as a whole was adopted by 137 votes to 0, with 2 abstentions (China, 
France).

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
3 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
*IbicL, 1977, pp. 827-829; ibid., 1978, p. 421; ibid., pp. 722-723; ibid., p. 754.
5 General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27).
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and that a full report on the status of the negotiations between the 
three nuclear-weapon States was not submitted,

1. R eiterates its grave concern that nuclear-weapon testing con
tinues unabated against the wishes of the overwhelming majority of 
Member States;

2. Reaffirm s its conviction that a treaty to achieve the prohibition 
of all nuclear test explosions by all States for all time is a matter of 
the highest priority;

3. Expresses its conviction that positive progress in the negotia
tions by the Committee on Disarmament on such a treaty is a vital 
element for the success of efforts to prevent both vertical and 
horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons and will contribute 
towards an end to the arms race and the achievement of nuclear 
disarmament;

4. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to initiate negotia
tions on such a treaty, as a matter of the highest priority;

5. Calls upon the three negotiating nuclear-weapon States to use 
their best endeavours to bring their negotiations to a positive conclu
sion in time for consideration during the next session of the Commit
tee on Disarmament;

6. Invites Governments of Member States to contribute to the 
further development of national and international co-operative meas
ures to detect seismic events aimed at setting up a global verification 
system of a comprehensive test-ban treaty and to cooperate with the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co
operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events for the ful
filment of its mandate;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item relating to the implementation of the present resolu
tion.

General Assembly Resolution 34/74: Implementation 
of General Assembly Resolution 33/61 Concerning 
the Signature and Ratification of Additional Pro
tocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), 
December 11, 1979 1

The General Assem bly,Recalling its resolutions 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967, 2456 B 
(XXIII) of 20 December 1968, 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970, 2830 
(XXVI) of 16 December 1971,2935 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,3079

1 A/RES/34/74, Dec. 26,1979. The res. was introduced in the First Committee by Mex
ico and sponsored also by the following: Bahamas, Barbados, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Haiti, Hon
duras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Uruguay, and Venezuela. It was adopted by consensus.
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(XXVIII) of 6 December 1973, 3258 (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 3467 
(XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/67 of 10 December 1976, 32/79 of 12 
December 1977 and 33/61 of 14 December 1978, all 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 Tlatelolco),2 Reaffirm ing its conviction, which now finds itself corroborated by 
international practice, 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,Welcomes the fact that Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco) has already been signed and ratified by the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of 
America, France, the People’s Republic of China and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, thus fulfilling an aspiration of the General 
Assembly.

General Assembly Resolution 34/75: Consideration of 
the Declaration of the 1980s as a Disarmament 
Decade, December 11, 1979 1

The General Assem bly,Recalling its resolution 33/62 of 14 December 1978,2 Bearing in mind that the Disarmament Decade, declared by its 
resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 19693 is coming to an end, Expressing its disappointm ent that the purposes and objectives of 
the Decade have not been realized,D eeply concerned that a substantial part of world resources, 
material as well as human, continues to be wasted on armaments with

2Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 620-621, ibid., 1968, p. 799; ibid., 1970, pp. 
689-691; ibid., 1971, pp. 898-899; ibid., 1972, pp. 847-848; ibid., 1973, pp. 852-853; 
ibid., 1974, pp. 793-795; ibid, 1975, pp. 773-774; ibid., 1976, pp. 912-913; ibidr. 1977. 
pp. 829-830; ibid, 1978, pp. 724-725.

The text of the treaty and its protocols may be found ibid, 1967, pp. 69-83.
1 A/RES/34/75, Jan. 8, 1980. The res. was introduced in the First Committee by 

Nigeria on behalf of 10 sponsors (Egypt, Jamaica, Kenya, Nigeria, Pakistan, Romania, 
Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Tunisia, Yugoslavia). It was revised twice and gained 12 addi
tional sponsors (Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Mauritius, Morocco, Peru, Philip
pines, Qatar, Senegal, United Rep. of Cameroon, Venezuela). At the request of the U.S., 
the First Committee took a separate vote on oper. par. 3, adopting it by an unrecorded 
vote of 120 to 0, with 3 abstentions (Fiji, U.K., U.S.). Both the First Committee and the 
G.A. adopted the res. as a whole by consensus.

The U.S. explained its abstention in the First Committee on Nov. 16, printed above. 
The USSR said that amending oper. par. 3 to change “target dates” to “targets” had 
made it possible for the USSR to vote in favor of the res. (A/C.1/34/PV.37, pp. 38-40).

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 725-726.
3 Ibid, 1969, pp. 713-715.
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detrimental effect on international security and on efforts to achieve 
the new international economic order,Bearing in mind the preparations for the international develop
ment strategy for the third United Nations development decade,Stressing again the close relationship between disarmament and 
development,Convinced that effective disarmament measures should release 
resources from the unproductive arms race for economic and social 
programmes, in particular for international economic co-operation,

1. Decides to declare the decade of the 1980s as the Second Disar
mament Decade;

2. D irects the Disarmament Commission, at its substantive session 
of 1980, to prepare elements of a draft resolution entitled “Declara
tion of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade” and submit 
them to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session for considera
tion and adoption;

3. D eterm ines that the draft resolution should embody, inter alia, 
an indication of targets during the Second Disarmament Decade for 
accomplishing the major objectives and goals of disarmament, as well 
as ways and means of mobilizing world public opinion in this regard;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to seek the views and sugges
tions of Member States and of relevant specialized agencies and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on possible elements in the 
declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade;

5. Calls upon the Secretary-General to give all necessary assis
tance, including the preparation of a working paper, to the Disarma
ment Commission in implementing the present resolution;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item entitled “Declaration of the 1980s as the Second 
Disarmament Decade”.

General Assembly Resolution 34/76: Implementation 
of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of 
Africa, December 11, 1979 1

A2

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DECLARATION 

The General Assem bly,Bearing in mind the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa3 
adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the

1 A/RES/34/76, Jan. 2, 1980.
2 Pt. A was introduced in the First Committee by Nigeria on behalf of itself and 32 

African and Arab states. The G.A. adopted it by 128 votes (China, USSR) to 0, with 11 
abstentions (Belgium, Canada, France, FRG, Greece, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, U.K., U.S.). The U.S. was among those who explained their votes in the 
First Committee (Nov. 21, above).

3Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 294-295.
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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, 32/81 of 
12 December 1977 and 33/63 of 14 December 1978, in which it called 
upon all States to consider and respect the continent of Africa, com
prising the continental African States, Madagascar and other islands 
surrounding Africa, as a nuclear-weapon-free zone,4 Recalling also that in its resolution 33/63 it vigorously condemned 
any attempt by South Africa to introduce in any way whatsoever 
nuclear weapons into the continent and demanded that South Africa 
should forthwith refrain from conducting any nuclear explosion on 
the continent of Africa or elsewhere,N oting w ith concern that South Africa has persistently refused to 
conclude adequate and comprehensive safeguards agreements with 
the International Atomic Energy Agency with a view to preventing 
the diversion of nuclear materials from peaceful uses to the manufac
ture of nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices, Alarm ed by the report that, having bluntly and persistently re
fused to renounce the acquisition of nuclear weapons, South Africa 
may have detonated a nuclear explosive device,Convinced that such a situation constitutes a grave danger to inter
national peace and security and a particularly dangerous threat to 
the security of African States,

Recalling 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,5 N oting w ith appreciation the report of the United Nations Seminar 
on Nuclear Collaboration with South Africa, held in London on 24 and 
25 February 1979,®Expressing its indignation that some Western countries and Israel 
have continued to collaborate with South Africa in the form, inter alia, of uranium extraction and processing, supply of nuclear equip
ment, transfer of technology, provision of training and exchange of 
scientists and external financial support for its nuclear programme, Noting w ith satisfaction resolution CM/Res.718 (XXXIII) adopted 
by the Council of Ministers of the Organization of African Unity at its
th ir ty - th ir d  n rH in n ry  rnffg inn, h o ld  n f  M rin r nv in  lYum ft Ml 90 .Tnly I £170"

by which the Council took further steps towards the implementation 
of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa,7

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;

4 Ibid., 1961, pp. 647-648; ibid., 1977, pp. 833-834; ibid., 1978, pp. 726-728.
5 Ibid., p. 423.
8 S/13157, Mar. 9, 1979.
7 See A/34/552, annex I.
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2. Vigorously condemns the reported explosion of a nuclear device 
by South Africa;

3. Reaffirm s that the nuclear programme of the racist regime of 
South Africa constitutes a very grave danger to international peace 
and security and a particularly dangerous threat to the security of 
African States, and increases the danger of the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons;

4. Condemns any nuclear collaboration by any State, corporation, 
institution or individual with the racist regime of South Africa since 
such collaboration frustrates, inter alia, the objective of the Organiza
tion of African Unity to keep Africa a nuclear-weapon-free zone;

5. Calls upon such States, corporations, institutions or individuals, 
therefore, to terminate forthwith such nuclear collaboration between 
them and the racist regime of South Africa;

6. Requests the Security Council to prohibit all forms of co
operation and collaboration with the racist regime of South Africa in 
the nuclear field;

7. Requests the Security Council to institute effective enforce
ment action, bearing in mind the recommendations of the United Na
tions Seminar on Nuclear Collaboration with South Africa, against 
the racist regime of South Africa, so as to prevent it from further en
dangering international peace and security through its acquisition of 
nuclear weapons;

8. Demands that South Africa submit all its nuclear installations to 
inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary 
assistance to the Organization of African Unity towards the realiza
tion of its solemn Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa;

10. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session the item entitled “Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa”.

B8

NUCLEAR CAPABILITY OF SOUTH AFRICA

The General Assem bly,Deeply alarmed at the report that South Africa may have 
detonated a nuclear explosive device in September 1979,Recalling its decision on this matter taken at its 47th plenary 
meeting, on 26 October 1979,9Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General,10

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for the ac
tion taken by him in pursuance of its decision of 26 October 1979;

8Pt. B was introduced in the First Committee by Nigeria and cosponsored by 27 
African and Arab States. Both the First Committee and the G.A. adopted it by consen
sus.

9 A/34/PV.47, p. 11.
10 A/34/674 and Add. 1.
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2. Appeals to all Member States in a position to do so to provide all 
relevant information at their disposal to the Secretary-General;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to follow the situation closely 
and in the light of further relevant information to be submitted by 
Member States;

4. Further requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the 
assistance of appropriate experts, a comprehensive report on South 
Africa’s plan and capability in the nuclear field and to submit the 
report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.

General Assembly Resolution 34/77: Establishment of 
a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Region of the 
Middle East, December l l f 1979 1

The General Assem bly,Recalling its resolution 3263 (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, in which 
it overwhelmingly commended the idea of the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,2 Recalling also its resolution 3474 (XXX) 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,3Bearing in 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,4

Considering its resolution 32/82 of 12 December 1977, in which it 
expressed the conviction that the development of nuclear capability 
would further complicate the situation and immensely damage the ef
forts to create an atmosphere of confidence in the Middle East,5 Guided by its relevant recommendations in the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, dealing with the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle 
East,6Recalling also its resolution 33/64 of 14 December 1978,7 Recognizing that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the Middle East would greatly enhance international peace and

1. Urges all partieTinrecltv roiuwi nod seriously to consider taking 
the practical and urgent steps required forTKeTnTPlrinriil iil iiin of the

1 A/RES/34/77, Jan. 2,1980. Introduced in the First Committee by Egypt, this res. was 
adopted by 136 votes to 0, with 1 abstention (Israel). China voted in favor. Brazil and In
dia stated that they would have abstained if a separate vote had been taken on oper. par. 
1. India also said that it would have abstained on a separate vote on oper. par. 3 
(A/C.1/34/PV.41, pp. 46-51). Israel explained its abstention in the First Committee (Nov. 
23, printed above).

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 811-813.
3 Ibid., 1975, pp. 786-788.
4 Ibid., 1976, pp. 918-920.
5 Ibid,, 1977, pp. 834-836.
6 The complete text of the Final Document may be found ibid, 1978, pp. 411-439.
7 Ibid, pp. 729-731.
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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;8

2. Invites those countries, pending the establishment of such a zone 
in the Middle East and during the process of its establishment, to 
declare 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. Calls upon those 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 those countries, pending the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East and during the process 
of its establishment, to declare their support for establishing such a 
zone in the region consistent with paragraphs 60 to 63, in particular 
63 (d), of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session and to de
posit those declarations with the Security Council for consideration 
as appropriate;

5. Reaffirm s again its recommendation to the nuclear-weapon 
States to refrain from any action contrary to the spirit and purpose of 
the present resolution and the objective of establishing in the region 
of the Middle East a nuclear-weapon-free zone under an effective sys
tem 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 
explore the possibilities of making progress towards the establish
ment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session the item entitled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in the region of the Middle East”.

General Assembly Resolution 34/78: Establish
ment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in South Asia, 
December l l ff 1979 1

The General Assem bly,Recalling its resolutions 3265 B (XXIX) of 9 December 1974,3476 B
(XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/73 of 10 December 1976, 32/83 of 12

8 The treaty may be found ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
1 A/RES/34/78, Jan. 2, 1980. The res. was introduced by Pakistan in the First Com

mittee and adopted by the G.A. by 96 votes (China) to 2 (Bhutan, India), with 40 absten
tions.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Denmark, Ethiopia, Fiji, France, GDR, Greece, Hungary, Indonesia, Israel, Italy, Lao 
People’s Democratic Rep., Maldives, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Norway, Poland, 
Sao Tome and Principe, Seychelles, Sweden, Ukrainian SSR, U.K., USSR, Viet Nam, 
Yugoslavia.

India and the U.S. were among those who explained their votes in the First Commit
tee (Nov. 21, printed above).
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December 1977 and 33/65 of 14 December 1978 concerning the estab
lishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia,2R eiterating its conviction that the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in various regions of the world is one of the mea
sures which can contribute most effectively to the objectives of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons and general and complete disarma
ment,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 weap
ons,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 programmes 
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 mean time, from any action contrary to this objective,Further recalling that, in its resolutions 3265 B (XXIX), 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 
establishment 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 of the General Assembly3 
regarding the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, including 
in the region of South Asia,N oting the report of the Secretary-General on the establishment of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia,4

1. Reaffirms 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 mean time, from any action contrary 
to this objective;

3. Calls 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

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 817-819; ibid,, 1975, pp. 790-791; ibid.,
1976, pp. 930-932; ibid,, 1977, pp. 837-838; ibid., 1978, pp. 732-733.

3 The text of the Final Document may be found ibid., pp. 411-439.
4 A/34/527.
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nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia and to report on the subject 
to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session;

5. Decides to consider this item at its thirty-fifth session.

General Assembly Resolution 34/79: Prohibition 
of the Development and Manufacture of New Types 
of Weapons of Mass Destruction and New Systems of 
Such Weapons, December 11, 1979 1

The General Assem bly,Recalling its resolutions 3479 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/74 of 
10 December 1976, 32/84 A of 12 December 1977 and 33/66 B of 14 
December 1978 on the prohibition of new types of weapons of*mass 
destruction,2Bearing in mind the provision contained in paragraph 39 of the 
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General As
sembly3 to the effect that qualitative and quantitative disarmament 
measures are both important for halting the arms race and that ef
forts to that end must include negotiations on the limitation and ces
sation of the qualitative improvement of armaments, especially 
weapons of mass destruction and the development of new means of 
warfare,Recalling the decision contained in paragraph 77 of the Final Docu
ment 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 destruction based on new scientific principles and achieve
ments, and that efforts should be appropriately pursued aiming at 
the prohibition of such new types and new systems of weapons of 
mass destruction,Expressing its firm  belief in the light of the decisions adopted at 
its tenth special session, in the importance of concluding an agree
ment or agreements to prevent the use of scientific and technological 
progress for the development of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction and new systems of such weapons,

Noting w ith satisfaction the submission on 9 July 1979, for con
sideration by the Committee on Disarmament, of the joint proposal

1 A/RES/34/79, Jan. 8, 1980. The res. was introduced by the Byelorussian SSR and 
sponsored by the following states: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, GDR, Hungary, Lao 
People’s Democratic Rep., Mongolia, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Viet Nam. It was adopted 
by the G.A. by 117 votes to 0, with 24 abstentions.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, FRG, Greece, 
Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, U.K., U.S. China took no part in the voting.

The U.S. was among those who explained their votes in the First Committee (Nov. 23, 
printed above).

2Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 798-803; ibid., 1976, pp. 932-933; ibid.,
1977, pp. 838-840; ibid., 1978, pp. 735-736.

3 The text of the Final Document appears ibid., pp. 411-439.
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by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America on major elements of a treaty prohibiting the development, 
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons,4 agreed upon 
during the negotiations between the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America,

N oting that in the course of the session of the Committee on Disar
mament in 1979 a discussion took place on the agenda item entitled 
“New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons; radiological weapons”,Taking into consideration the section of the report of the Commit
tee on Disarmament relating to this question,5

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 preparing a draft 
comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the development and 
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new 
systems of such weapons and, where necessary, specific agreements 
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-fifth 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. R equests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee 
on Disarmament all documents relating to the consideration of this 
item by the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
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 34/80: Implementation 
of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of 

.December 11, 1979 1

The General Assem bly,Recalling the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, 
contained in its resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, and re

4 Printed above.
5 General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27), 

vol. I, pars. 55-57.
1 A/RES/34/80, Jan. 14, 1980. Both pts. A and B were submitted by the Ad Hoc Com

mittee on the Indian Ocean in its report to the 34th G.A. and introduced in the First 
Committee by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, the representative of Sri Lanka 
(Fernando), on Nov. 12 (A/C.1/34/PV.33, pp. 2-15).

2 Pt. A was adopted by the G.A. by 117 votes (China) to 0, with 23 abstentions.
Abstaining: Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
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calling also its resolutions 2992 (XXVII) of 15 December 1972, 3080 
(XXVIII) of 6 December 1973, 3259 A (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 
3468 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/88 of 14 December 1976, 32/86 of 
12 December 1977, S-10/2 of 30 June 1978 and 33/68 of 14 December 
1978,3Encouraged by the continued support extended to the Declaration 
by the Sixth Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non- 
Aligned Countries, held at Havana from 3 to 9 September 1979,4 Reaffirm ing 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 concerned at the intensification of great-Power military 
presence, conceived in the context of great-Power rivalry, leading to 
an increase of tension in the area,Considering that the continued military presence of the great Powers 
in the Indian Ocean, conceived in the context of great-Power rivalry, 
with the danger of a compptitive escalation of such a military pres
ence, 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 con
ditions 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 
disarmament, it noted the proposal for establishing the Indian Ocean 
as a zone of peace, taking into account its deliberations and its rele
vant resolutions, as well as the need to ensure the maintenance of 
peace and security in the region,5 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,R egretting , however, that the talks remain suspended, Encouraged by the holding of the Meeting of the Littoral and 
Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, which provided an opportunity

France, FRG, GDR, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, 
Norway, Poland, Portugal, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, U.S., USSR.

Both the USSR and the U.S. explained their votes in the First Committee (Nov. 30, 
printed above). In its explanation, the U.S. referred to its statement at the Meeting of 
the Littoral and Hinterland States (July 2, printed above).

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903; ibid., 1972, pp. 861-862; ibid., 
1973, pp. 854-855; ibid., 197k, pp. 795-797; ibid., 1975, pp. 774-776; ibid., 1976, pp. 
939-940; ibid, 1977, pp. 843-845; ibid, 1978, pp. 738-740.

4 Dated Sept. 9, printed above.
5 The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session may be found in Documents on 

Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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for the further harmonization of the positions of the littoral and 
hinterland States,

1. Takes note of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean6 and the report of the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean;7

2. Takes note w ith satisfaction of the issues on which the Meeting 
of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean succeeded 
in harmonizing a common position;

3. Expresses its hope for the early implementation of the Declara
tion of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace as contained in its resolu
tion 2832 (XXVI);

4. Urges that the talks between the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America regarding their military 
presence in the Indian Ocean should be resumed without delay and 
that the parties should refrain from any activity prejudicial to the im
plementation of resolution 2832 (XXVI);

5. Renews the general mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee as de
fined in the relevant resolutions;

6. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to submit to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-fifth session a full report on its work;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render all neces
sary assistance to the Ad Hoc Committee.

B8

The General Assem bly,Recalling the recommendations contained in paragraphs 34 and 35 
of the report of the Meeting of Littoral and Hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean,

1. Decides to enlarge the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean 
by the addition of new members to be appointed by the President of 
the General Assembly on the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Commit
tee;

2. Invites the permanent members of the Security Council and ma
jor maritime users of the Indian Ocean referred to in paragraph 12 (c) 
of the report of the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of 
the Indian Ocean that have not vet don° irk COTMrnAa tioc Committee;

3. Decides to convene a conference on the Indian Ocean during
1981 at Colombo for the implementation of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace as contained in its resolution 2832
(XXVI);

4. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to undertake the preparatory 
work for the convening of the conference, including consideration of

6 General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. NO. 29 (A/34/29).
7 Ibid., No. 45 (A/34/45).
8 Pt. B was adopted by 126 votes (China, USSR) to 0, with 14 abstentions.
Abstaining: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, FRG, Ireland, Israel,

Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, U.K., U.S.
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appropriate arrangements for any international agreement that may 
ultimately be reached for the maintenance of the Indian Ocean as a 
zone of peace, as referred to in paragraph 3 of resolution 2832 (XXVI), 
and to hold its preparatory sessions at the United Nations Head
quarters and at least two sessions, including the final one, in Mauritius;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to make the necessary provi
sion for the conference, including the essential background informa
tion, relevant documentation and summary records, and to render all 
necessary assistance to the expanded Ad Hoc Committee, including 
interpretation in the languages of the General Assembly, as required.

General Assembly Resolution 34/81: World 
Disarmament Conference, December 11, 19791

The General Assem bly,Recalling its resolutions 2833 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, 2930
(XXVII) of 29 November 1972, 3183 (XXVIII) of 18 December 1973, 
3260 (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 3469 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 
31/190 of 21 December 1976, 32/89 of 12 December 1977 and 33/69 of 
14 December 1978,2R eiterating its conviction that all peoples of the world have a vital 
interest in the success of disarmament negotiations and that all 
States should be in a position to contribute to the adoption of 
measures for the achivement of this goal,Stressing anew its belief that a world disarmament conference, 
adequately 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 the Ad Hoc Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference,3Recalling that, in paragraph 122 of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly,4 it decided that, at 
the earliest appropriate time, a world disarmament conference 
should be convened with universal participation and with adequate 
preparation,

1. Notes w ith satisfaction that in its report to the General Assem
bly the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference 
stated the following:

1 A/RES/34/81, Jan. 3, 1980. The res. was sponsored by Burundi, Mongolia, Peru, 
Poland, Spain, Sri Lanka, and Viet Nam. It was introduced in the First Committee by 
the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on World Disarmament, the representative 
of Sri Lanka (Fernando). Both the First Committee and the G.A. adopted it by 
consensus.

2Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910; ibid., 1972, pp. 835-836; ibid.,
1978, pp. 899-901; ibid., 1974, pp. 797-798; ibid, 1975, p. 775; ibid, 1976, pp. 950-951; 
ibid, 1977, pp. 858-859; ibid, 1978, pp. 740-741.

3 General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 28 (A/34/28).
4 For the text of the Final Document, see Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 

411-439.
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Having regard for the important requirements of a world dis
armament conference to be convened at the earliest appropriate 
time, with universal participation and with adequate prepara
tion, the General Assembly may wish to decide that, after its 
second special session devoted to disarmament, a world disarma
ment conference would take place as soon as the necessary con
sensus on its convening has been reached;

2. Renews the mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee;
3. 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 possible relevant proposals and 
observations which might be made to the Committee, especially hav
ing in mind paragraph 122 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly;

4. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to submit a report to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session the item entitled “World Disarmament Conference”.

General Assembly Resolution 34/82: United Nations 
Conference on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of 
Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be 
Deemed To Be Excessively Injurious or To Have In
discriminate Effects, December 11, 1979 1

The General Assem bly,Recalling its resolution 33/70 of 14 December 1978, in which it ex
pressed its conviction that the suffering of civilian populations and of 
combatants could be significantly reduced if general agreement could 
be reached 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,2

Reaffirm ing its belief that positive results as regards the non-use 
or restriction of use for humanitarian reasons of specific conventional 
^weapons would serve, in addition, as encouragement in the broader 
field of disarmament, "Also recalling its resolutions 32/152 of 19 December 19773 and 
33/70, in which it decided to convene in 1979 the United Nations Con-

1 A/RES/34/82, Jan. 14, 1980. The res. was introduced in the First Committee by the 
President of the Conference on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Certain Conven
tional Weapons, the representative of Nigeria (Adeniji). It was subsequently revised by 
the addition of a new oper. par. 4 and sponsored by 24 states. (Sponsors: Argentina, 
Austria, Bangladesh, Cyprus, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, France, FRG, Guinea-Bissau, 
India, Ireland, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, 
Romania, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sweden, Uruguay, Yugoslavia.) It was adopted by con
sensus by both the First Committee and the G.A.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 741-743.
3 Ibid,, 1977, pp. 870-872.
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ference on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Certain Conven
tional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious 
or to Have Indiscriminate Effects and established the mandate of the 
Conference,

1. Takes note of the report of 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 Indis
criminate Effects on its session held at Geneva from 10 to 
28 September 1979;4

2. Notes w ith appreciation that the Conference reached agree
ment with regard to a draft proposal concerning non-detectable 
fragments;

3. Notes also that the report indicates a wide measure of agree
ment in respect of landmines and booby traps, and that there was a 
further convergence of views in relation to the prohibition or restric
tion of use of incendiary weapons;

4. Takes note of the progress made by the Conference Working 
Group on a General Treaty entrusted with the preparation of the text 
of a convention to which optional protocols or clauses embodying pro
hibitions or restrictions of use of certain conventional weapons, 
deemed to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects, 
would be attached;

5. Takes note also of the resolution of the Conference concerning 
the development of small calibre weapon systems, in which, inter alia, 
the Conference stressed the need to exercise the utmost care in their 
development so as to avoid an unnecessary escalation of the injurious 
effects of such systems;

6. Endorses the recommendation of the Conference to hold 
another session at Geneva for a period of up to four weeks, starting 
on 15 September 1980, with a view to completing negotiations in con
formity with General Assembly resolutions 32/152 and 33/70;

7. Takes note of the understanding of the Conference that issues 
on which agreement has already been achieved should not be 
reopened at the forthcoming session, so that all efforts may be con
centrated on working out agreement on outstanding issues;

8. Invites States to continue to participate actively in the Con
ference and to be represented, in so far as possible, by the required 
legal, military and medical expertise;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to provide necessary assistance 
to the Conference;

10. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session the item entitled “United Nations Conference on Prohibitions 
or Restrictions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May 
Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate 
Effects: report of the Conference”.

4 A/CONF. 95/8.
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General Assembly Resolution 34/83: Review of the 
Implementation of the Recommendations and Deci
sions Adopted by the General Assembly at Its Tenth 
Special Session, December l l f 1979 1

A2

DISARMAMENT AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 

The General Assem bly,Reaffirm ing the responsibility of the United Nations, under the 
Charter for the maintenance of international peace and security, Reaffirm ing also that the United Nations has a central role and 
primary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament,Recognizing that genuine and lasting peace can only be created 
through the effective implementation of the security system pro
vided for in the Charter of the United Nations and through the 
speedy and substantial reduction of arms and armed forces by inter
national agreement and mutual example, leading ultimately to 
general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control,

Convinced that disarmament, relaxation of international tension, 
respect for the right to self-determination and national independence, 
the peaceful settlement of disputes in accordance with the Charter 
and the strengthening of international peace and security are 
directly related to each other,

Recalling its resolutions 32/87 C of 12 December 1977, S-10/2 of 30 
June 1978 and 33/91 I of 16 December 1978,3

1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General entitled 
“Study on the relationship between disarmament and international 
security”;4

2. Considers that the halting of the arms race, particularly the 
nuclear arms race, should be the first step in the implementation of 
the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly;5

3. Calls upon all States to eliminate tensions and conflicts in their 
4^1ationsand proceed towards effective collective measures under the 
Charter'oT'tlTe^^ for a system of international order, 
security and peace/^conHnTen^u^ithefforts at disarmament 
measures; "-----

1 A/RES/34/83, Jan. 17, 1980.
2 Pt. A, which was introduced by Cyprus in the First Committee on Oct. 31 

(A/C.1/34/PV.24, pp. 58 ff.) and revised twice, was adopted by both the First Committee 
and the G.A. by consensus. It was sponsored by 14 states: Algeria, Argentina, Cyprus, 
Denmark, Ecuador, India, Ireland, Mauritius, Nigeria, Peru, Romania, Sri Lanka, 
Uruguay, Yugoslavia.

3 Documents on Disarmament, 1977, pp. 848-849; ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439, 775-776.
4 A/34/465 and Corr. 1.
5 G.A. res. S —10/2; reprinted in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.



4. Calls upon all States also to pursue policies to strengthen inter
national peace and security and to build confidence among States;

5. Requests the organs of the United Nations to initiate or accel
erate work on developing and strengthening institutions for main
taining peace and security, in accordance with the purposes and prin
ciples of the Charter.

B6

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT

The General Assem bly,Expressing its satisfaction over the establishment, in accordance 
with the agreement reached at its tenth special session, of the Com
mittee on Disarmament and the fact that the Committee held its first 
session in the course of 1979,Noting w ith appreciation the valuable results of the work of the 
Committee on Disarmament concerning its organization and 
procedures,

Deploring that negotiations on priority tasks in the field of dis
armament have not yielded any concrete results so far, in spite of the 
repeated appeals of the General Assembly,Convinced that the Committee on Disarmament, as the single 
multilateral negotiating body on disarmament, should become 
urgently and most directly involved in substantive negotiations on 
priority disarmament questions and play the central role in the imple
mentation of the Programme of Action set forth in section III of the 
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly,Stressing that negotiations on specific disarmament issues con
ducted outside the Committee on Disarmament should not in any way 
constitute an impediment to the negotiations on such questions in the 
Committee,Having considered the first report of the Committee on 
Disarmament,7

1. Urges the Committee on Disarmament to proceed, without any 
further delay, to substantive negotiations on the priority questions of 
disarmament on its agenda, in accordance with the provisions of the

GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 34/83, DECEMBER 11 773

6 Pt. B was submitted on Nov. 8 to the First Committee by 20 states members of the 
CD, as follows: Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Sri Lanka, Sweden, 
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire. It was introduced on Nov. 9 by Yugoslavia 
(A/C.1/34/PV.32, p. 31) and subsequently cosponsored by 9 additional states: Bangladesh, 
France*, Ghana, Italy*, Kenya*, Mauritius, Romania*, United Republic of Cameroon, 
Uruguay (asterisks indicate CD members).

The G.A. adopted pt. B by 130 votes (China, U.K.) to 0, with 11 abstentions.
Abstaining: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, GDR, 

Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, U.S., USSR.
The U.S., USSR, and Burma explained their votes in the First Committee 

(A/C.1/34/PV.38, pp. 61-65).
7 General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27 

and Corr. 1).



Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly and the other relevant resolutions of the Assembly on 
these subjects;

2. Invites the members of the Committee on Disarmament 
involved in separate negotiations on specific priority questions of dis
armament to make every effort to achieve a positive conclusion of 
these negotiations without further delay for submission to the Com
mittee and, failing this, to submit to the Committee a full report on 
the status of their separate negotiations and results achieved so far 
in order to contribute most directly to the negotiations in the Com
mittee in accordance with paragraph 1 above;

3. R equests the Committee on Disarmament to initiate negotia
tions at its next session on the comprehensive programme of disarma
ment, with a view to completing its elaboration before the second 
special session of the General Assembly on disarmament and, in 
doing so, to take as a basis the recommendations adopted by the Dis
armament Commission;

4. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to submit a report on 
its work to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session the item entitled “Report of the Committee on 
Disarmament”.

C8

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS AND DECISIONS 

OF THE TENTH SPECIAL SESSION

The General Assem bly,Having review ed the implementation of the recommendations and 
decisions adopted at its tenth special session,

Recalling that disarmament has become an imperative and most 
urgent task facing the international community and that all the 
peoples of the world have a vital interest in the success of disarma
ment negotiations,Calling attention to the measures qualified in the Programme of 
Action set forth in section III of the Final Document of the Tenth 
S îficial^Session of the General Assembly as being most urgent and 
feasiMe^wTttrnr-^^ time and to the task of bringing
about effective agreements]

Expressing its satisfaction over the fact thatTKe'TeT^H^speciaLse  ̂
sion greatly stimulated the involvement of all countries and set in mo
tion a number of new initiatives in the field of disarmament,

“Introduced in the First Committee by Yugoslavia on Nov. 15 (A/C.1/34/PV.35, pp. 
12-16), pt. C was revised twice and sponsored ultimately by 36 states. Sponsors: 
Algeria*, Angola, Argentina*, Bangladesh, Bulgaria*, Cuba*, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia*, 
Egypt*, Ethiopia*, GDR*, Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary*, India*, Indonesia*, 
Jamaica, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Madagascar, Mauritius, Mongolia*, Mozam
bique, Niger, Nigeria*, Peru*, Romania*, Senegal, Sri Lanka*, United Rep. of Cameroon, 
Uruguay, USSR*, Venezuela*, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia*, Zaire* (asterisks indicate CD 
members). Both the First Committee and the G.A. adopted the revised res. without a 
vote (by consensus).
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Noting with satisfaction that some initial results in the implemen
tation of the recommendations and decisions of the tenth special ses
sion have been achieved, primarily in the field of active involvement 
of the United Nations and in a considerable revitalization of the 
multilateral disarmament machinery,Deeply concerned about the continued arms race and the alarming 
increase in expenditures on armaments,Considering that it is necessay to make sustained progress in all 
negotiations dealing with disarmament and arms limitation issues,Noting with concern that most negotiations on priority tasks in the 
field of disarmament have not yielded concrete results so far, in spite 
of the repeated appeals of the General Assembly,Bearing in mind that negotiations have not, as yet, started on a 
number of issues which are contained in the Programme of Action,Determined to encourage the adoption of urgent measures in order 
to secure the implementation of the recommendations and decisions 
endorsed by Member States in the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly and aimed at halting and 
reversing the arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race, and to 
proceed to disarmament,

1. Expresses its deep concern over the continued arms race, 
nuclear as well as conventional, and over constantly growing military 
budgets which bear negative consequences and pose a growing threat 
to international peace and security and also for the unhampered 
development of countries, particularly developing countries;

2. Urgently calls upon all States, in particular nuclear-weapon 
States and other major military Powers, immediately to undertake 
steps leading to effective halting and reversing of the arms race and 
to disarmament and, to this end;

(а) To make every effort to bring to a successful end the negotia
tions which are currently going on in the Committee on Disarmament 
and in a limited or regional framework on effective international 
agreements according to the priorities of the Programme of Action 
set forth in section III of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly;

(б) To resume or undertake as soon as possible negotiations on a 
bilateral, regional or multilateral basis on measures which have been 
agreed upon by consensus at the tenth special session, taking into 
consideration all relevant proposals;

3. Invites all States which are engaged in bilateral, regional or 
multilateral disarmament or arms limitation negotiations outside the 
United Nations framework to keep the General Assembly informed 
of the results of such negotiations in conformity with the relevant 
provisions of the Final Document of the tenth special session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth
session the item entitled “Implementation of the recommendations
and decisions of the tenth special session”.



D9

UNITED NATIONS PROGRAMME OF FELLOW SHIPS ON DISARMAMENT

The General Assembly,Recalling its decision at the tenth special session to establish a pro
gramme of fellowships on disarmament,Recalling also its resolution 33/71 E of 14 December 1978, by which 
it approved the guidelines prepared by the Secretary-General for the 
programme,10Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the 
implementation of the United Nations programme of fellowships on 
disarmament for 1979,11

1. Takes note with satisfaction of the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations programme of fellowships on 
disarmament;

2. Decides to continue the programme;
3. Requests the Secretary-General to make adequate arrange

ments regarding the programme for 1980 in accordance with the 
guidelines approved by the General Assembly at its thirty-third 
session;

4. Also requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General 
Assembly as its thirty-fifth session a report on the implementation of 
the programme.

E12

MONITORING OF DISARMAMENT AGREEMENTS AND  
STRENGTHENING OF INTERNATIONAL SECURITY

The General Assembly,Recalling its resolution 33/71 J of 14 December 1978, in which it re
quested the Secretary-General to undertake, 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,
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9 Pt. D, which was also adopted by consensus, was introduced in the First Commit
tee on Nov. 14 by Nigeria (A/C.1/34/PV.34, p. 16). It was also sponsored by f fnllnwin^
1 «  c t a t o c  R t i n p l f i H n n h  P i i h n  TH jj j | il TP.I I l l l l j l lU I n r t m  I n r l n n ^ c i a  - T a m a i p g  T f o n y g

Mali, Mauritius, Nigeria, Philippines, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., United Rep. of 
Cameroon, Venezuela, Yugoslavia.

10 For the entire text of res. 33/71 (A -N ), see Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1978, 
pp. 743-759 .

11 A/34/640.
12 Pt. E, which was introduced by France on Nov. 19 (A/C.1/34/PV.37, p. 21), had 42 

sponsors: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, 
Central African Rep., Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Egypt, France, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, 
Haiti, India, Indonesia, Italy, Liberia, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Togo, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Rep. of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia, Zaire. 
Pt. E was adopted by the G.A. by 124 votes (China, France, U.K.) to 0, with 11 
abstentions.

A bstaining: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Mongolia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, U.S., USSR, Viet Nam.
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Reaffirming the essential role to be played by appropriate monitor
ing measures, satisfactory to all interested parties, in establishing 
and implementing disarmament agreements, and in strengthening 
international security and confidence,Considering the important contribution which earth observation 
satellite technology can make in this field,Noting the views expressed by Member States, as compiled by the 
Secretary-General, on the proposal to establish an international 
satellite monitoring agency, in accordance with General Assembly 
resolution 33/71 J ,13Taking into consideration the report of the Secretary-General,14 to 
which are annexed the preliminary conclusions of the study that he 
has undertaken, with the assistance of qualified governmental 
experts, of the technical, legal and financial implications of 
establishing such an agency,Considering it necessary, in the light of the recommendations 
made by the Group of Governmental Experts on the Question of the 
Establishment of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency in its 
preliminary conclusions, that the study should be continued in depth,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to carry out such an in-depth 
study with the assistance of the Group of Governmental Experts on 
the Question of the Establishment of an International Satellite 
Monitoring Agency previously constituted;

2. Also requests the Secretary-General to submit a comprehensive 
report on the subject in time for the General Assembly to take a deci
sion at its special session devoted to disarmament in 1982;

3. Draws the attention of the Secretary-General to the fact that, in 
pursuance of paragraph 2 above, the study should be submitted no 
later than June 1981 to the preparatory committee for the second 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

F 15

FREEZING AND REDUCTION OF MILITARY BUDGETS 

The General Assembly,Recalling the provisions of paragraph 89 of the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly according to 
which 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 
significant States, would be a measure that would contribute to curb
ing the arms race and would increase the possibilities of reallocation 
of resources now being used for military purposes to economic and

13 A/34/374. U.S. views on the subject of the res. were forwarded to the Secretary- 
General on Apr. 12, 1979, printed above.

14 A/34/540. The Group of Governmental Experts assigned to do the study for
warded its progress report to the Secretary-General on Sept. 14, 1979, printed above.

15 Pt. F was sponsored by Romania, which introduced it on Nov. 15 (A/C.1/34/PV.35, 
pp. 2 -3 ) , and 11 other states, as follows: Austria, Indonesia, Ireland, Mauritius, Niger,

Footnote continued on following page.
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social development, particularly for the benefit of the developing 
countries,Recalling also its decision, inscribed in the Final Document, to con
tinue to consider what concrete steps should be taken to facilitate the 
reduction of military budgets,Reaffirming that it is possible to achieve reductions in military 
budgets without affecting the military balance to the detriment of 
the national security of any State,Recognizing the need for the availability of a satisfactory instru
ment for standardized reporting on the military expenditures of 
Member States, such as the one currently being tested within the 
framework of the United Nations,

Aware of the proposals submitted to date by States and of the ac
tivities carried out thus far within the framework of the United 
Nations in the field of the reduction of military budgets,Taking into account that world military expenditures continue to 
grow at an alarming rate, in stark contrast with the acute develop
ment needs of States, in particular those of developing countries,

1. Considers that, in the light of the above-mentioned provisions of 
the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly, a new impetus should be given to endeavours to achieve 
agreements to freeze, reduce or otherwise restrain, in a balanced 
manner, military expenditures, including adequate measures of veri
fication satisfactory to all parties concerned;

2. Requests, to this end, the Disarmament Commission to under
take during 1980 to examine and identify effective ways and means of 
achieving such agreements;

3. Appeals to all States, in particular the most heavily armed 
States, pending the conclusion of agreements on the reduction of 
military expenditures, to exercise self-restraint in their military 
expenditures with a view to reallocating the funds thus saved to eco
nomic and social development, particularly for the benefit of develop
ing countries;

Footnoti ™r^innpH frnm preceding page.

Nigeria, Peru, R w a m i a ,  . ^ n ^ i  H i m  ■ i n n ,  T T r ^ i a y  O n  M n v  21, Romania, on behalf of 
the sponsors, orally revised oper. par. 3 frr>rn "u,J ..^aiim .!■■** in wnrHinp-
(A/C.1/34/PV.38, p. 71). At the request of the USSR, the F irst Committee neld a s^pai attj- 
vote (unrecorded) on preambular par. 4 and oper. par. 1, taken together, adopting 
them by 109 votes to 0, with 14 abstentions (USSR and ic» allies) Tt. adopted the draft 
res. as a whole by a recorded vote of 123 (France, U.K., U.S., USSR) to 0, witn 1 absten
tion (India). The G.A. held separate, recorded votes on preambular par. 4 and oper. par. 
2, but it adopted the res. as a whole without a vote. Preambular par. 4 was adopted by 
127 votes (France, U.K., U.S.) to 0, with 10 abstentions.

A bstaining: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Mongolia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Yugoslavia.

Oper. par. 2 was adopted by 127 votes (France, U.K., U.S, Yugoslavia) to 0, with 9 
abstentions (as for preambular par. 4, minus Yugoslavia). China took no part in the 
voting.

The USSR and U.S. were among those who explained their votes in the First Commit
tee (Nov. 21, printed above).



4. Decides to consider at its thirty-fifth session, under the item en
titled “Reduction of military budgets” to be included in its provi
sional agenda in pursuance of its resolution 33/67 of 14 December 
1978, the most effective ways and means of adopting practical 
measures in this field.
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NON-USE OF NUCLEAR W EAPONS AND PREVENTION OF NUCLEAR WAR

The General Assembly,Recalling its resolution 33/71 B of 14 December 1978, in which, inter alia, it called for prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, pend
ing nuclear disarmament,Taking into account proposals submitted by States concerning the 
non-use of nuclear weapons, avoidance of nuclear war and related 
m atters,17

1. Decides to transm it to the Committee on Disarmament the 
views of States concerning the non-use of nuclear weapons, avoidance 
of nuclear war and related matters;

2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to take those views 
into appropriate consideration and to report thereon to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.

The General Assembly,Having considered the report of the Disarmament Commission,19Emphasizing again the importance of an effective follow-up of the 
relevant recommendations and decisions adopted at its tenth special 
session,Welcoming the recommendations of the Disarmament Commission 
adopted by consensus concerning the elements of a comprehensive 
programme on disarmament,

16 Pt. G was sponsored by 12 states: Argentina, Cyprus, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Nigeria, Qatar, Sri Lanka, Uruguay, Yugoslavia. It was introduced in 
the F irst Committee by India (A/C.1/34/PV.36, Nov. 16, pp. 31-35), which subsequently 
slightly revised oper. par. 2 (A/C.1/34/PV.42, Nov. 26, p. 36). The G.A. adopted pt. G by 
112 votes (China) to 16, with 14 abstentions.

Against: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, FRG, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Luxem
bourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Turkey, U.K., U.S.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, GDR, 
Hungary, Israel, Japan, Mongolia, Poland, Spain, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

The Soviet Union explained its vote in the First Committee on Nov. 26, printed above.
17 A/34/456, Sept. 28, 1979 and Add. 1.
18 Pt. H was submitted by 16 states on Nov. 16 and subsequently revised by (1) dele

tion from oper. par. 1 of a call for continued consideration by the DC of item s referred to 
in par. 19 of its report and (2) the addition of the date to oper. par. 2. The revised draft 
res. was cosponsored by one additional state (Uruguay) and introduced in the First Com
m ittee by Yugoslavia on Nov. 21 (A/C.1/34/PV.39, pp. 33-36). Original sponsors: Argen
tina, Bangladesh, Cyprus, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan,

"  Jugoslavia, Zaire. Both the First Commit-

ty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 42 (A/34/42).

Glfl

H18
REPORT OF THE DISARMAMENT COMMISSION
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Considering the important role that the Disarmament Commission 
can play and the important contribution it can make in examining and 
making recommendations on various problems in the field of disarma
ment and in the promotion of the implementation of the relevant deci
sions of the tenth special session,Recalling section II of its resolution 33/71 H of 14 December 1978,

1. Endorses the report of the Disarmament Commission and the 
recommendations contained therein on the elements of a comprehen
sive programme on disarmament;

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 of the General 
Assembly, and, to that end, to meet for a period not exceeding four 
weeks during 1980, beginning on 12 May 1980;

3. Further requests the Disarmament Commission to continue the 
consideration of the agenda items contained in section II of resolution 
33/71 H, with the aim of elaborating, within the framework and in 
accordance with the priorities established at the tenth special ses
sion, a general approach to negotiations on nuclear and conventional 
disarmament;

4. Requests the Disarmament Commission to submit a report on 
its work and its recommendations on paragraph 2 above to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Disarma
ment Commission the report of the Committee on Disarmament,20 
together with all the official records of the thirty-fourth session of the 
General Assembly on disarmament matters, and to render all the 
necessary assistance that it may require for implementing the pre
sent resolution;

6. Further requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Com
mittee on Disarmament the report and the recommendations of the 
Disarmament Commission on the elements of a comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session the item entitled “Report of the Disarmament Commission”.

_______ _____________________ I!!-----------------------------

DISARMAMENT WEEK

The General Assembly,Gravely concerned over the continuing arms race,

20 Ibid., Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27 and Corr. 1).
21 Pt. I, which was ultimately sponsored by 19 states, was introduced in the First Com

m ittee by Mongolia on Nov. 21 (A/C. 1/34/PV.39, pp. 22-32). Sponsors: Afghanistan, 
Burundi, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, GDR, Guinea, India, Japan, Jordan, Lao Peo
ple’s Democratic Rep., Mauritius, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nigeria, Syrian 
Arab Rep., Venezuela, Zambia). On Nov. 23 the sponsors accepted an oral amendment 
(addition of “within their areas of com petence”) for the last preambular par. 
(A/C.1/34/PV.40, pp. 46-47). The res., as orally amended, was adopted by both the First 
Committee and the G.A. without a vote.
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Emphasizing 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,Noting with satisfaction the broad and active support of Govern
ments, international and national organizations for the decision taken 
by the General Assembly at its tenth special session regarding the 
proclamation of the week starting 24 October, the day of the founding 
of the United Nations, a week devoted to fostering the objectives of 
disarmament,

Recalling its resolutions 33/71 D and G of 14 December 1978,Recognizing the need for active involvement of the relevant 
specialized agencies and the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
within their areas of competence, in promoting the cause of disarma
ment and, in particular, in holding Disarmament Week,

1. Takes note with satisfaction of the reports of the Secretary- 
General on measures taken by governmental and non-governmental 
organizations to foster the objectives of disarmament and elements 
of a model programme for Disarmament Week;22

2. Invites all States that so desire, in carrying out appropriate 
measures at the local level on the occasion of Disarmament Week, to 
take into account the elements of the model programme prepared by 
the Secretary-General;

3. Invites the relevant specialized agencies and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency to intensify activities, within their areas of 
competence, to disseminate information on the consequences of the 
arms race and request them to inform the Secretary-General 
accordingly;

4. Invites Governments, in accordance with its resolution 33/71 D, 
to inform the Secretary-General of activities undertaken to promote 
the objectives of Disarmament Week;

5. Invites international non-governmental organizations to take an 
active part in holding Disarmament Week and to inform the 
Secretary-General of the activities undertaken;

6. Requests the Secretary-General, in accordance with paragraph 
4 of resolution 33/71 D, to submit to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-fifth session a report containing the information referred to in 
paragraphs 3 and 4 above.

J 23

NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN ALL ASPECTS

The General Assembly,Reaffirming that nuclear weapons pose the most serious threat to 
mankind and its survival and that it is therefore essential to pro

22 A/34/436; A/34/457 and Adds. 1 and 2.
23 Pt. J. was submitted to the First Committee on Nov. 16 and introduced by the

Footnote continued on following page.
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ceed with nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of 
nuclear weapons,Reaffirming also that all 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,Stressing again that priority in disarmament negotiations should 
be given to nuclear weapons, and referring to paragraphs 49 and 
54 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly,Recalling its resolution 33/71 H of 14 December 1978,

Noting with satisfaction that in 1979 the Committee on Disarma
ment started to consider the substance of the item of its agenda en
titled “Nuclear weapons in all aspects”,

Noting also the proposals and statements made in the Committee 
on Disarmament on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear disarmament,24Convinced that the Committee on Disarmament is the most 
suitable forum for the preparation and conduct of the negotiations on 
nuclear disarmament,

1. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue, at the 
beginning of its 1980 session, consideration of the item entitled 
“Nuclear weapons in all aspects” and to undertake preparatory con
sultations on the negotiations referred to in paragraph 2 below;

2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to initiate, as a mat
ter of high priority, negotiations, with the participation of all nuclear- 
weapon States, on the question of the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and nuclear disarmament, in accordance with the provisions 
of paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 
the General Assembly;

3. Further requests the Committee on Disarmament to report on 
the results of those negotiations to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-fifth session.

votes to 2 (France, U.S.), with 19 abstentions.
Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, FRG, Greece, Iceland, 

Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, 
Turkey, U.K. (Subsequently, the U.K. advised the Secretariat that it had intended to 
vote against.)

China, which did not participate in the voting, explained its nonparticipation in the 
First Committee on Nov. 27. Other states explaining their votes included India, Nigeria, 
USSR, France, U.K., and FRG. The explanations of the USSR, China, France, and the 
U.K. are printed above, Nov. 27.

24 See General Assem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 
(A/34/27 and Corr. 1), pars. 4 1 -4 3 .

Footnote continued from preceding page.



K25

STUDY ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETW EEN DISARMAMENT  
AND DEVELOPMENT

The General Assembly,Recalling the provisions contained in paragraphs 94 and 95 of the 
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly concerning the relationship between disarmament and 
development,Recalling further its resolution 33/71 M of 14 December 1978, in 
which it took note of the organizational report of the Group of 
Governmental Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament 
and Development appointed by the Secretary-General to assist him 
with the study on the relationship between disarmament and 
development,26 and its resolution 33/71 I of the same date in which 
it requested the Secretary-General to transmit to the Group of 
Governmental Experts, for its consideration, the proposal to 
establish an international disarmament fund for development,Re-emphasizing that one of the principal aims of this study should 
be to produce results that could effectively guide the formulation of 
practical measures,

1. Takes note of the interim report of the Secretary-General with 
respect to the above-mentioned study;27

2. Requests the Secretary-General to take appropriate action to 
provide the resources and expertise necessary to complete suc
cessfully the study in accordance with paragraph 23 of the interim 
report;

3. Appeals to Governments to make available data and information 
relevant to a meaningful completion of the above-mentioned study;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-sixth 
session an item entitled “Study on the relationship between disarma
ment and development: report of the Secretary-General”.

L28

COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT

The General Assembly,Recalling paragraph 120 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly,

26 Pt. K was sponsored by 23 states, 19 of whom had experts participating in the 
study to which the res. refers. The sponsors were as follows: Brazil*, Canada*, 
Denmark, Egypt*, Finland, France*, FRG*, India*, Ireland, Jamaica*, Japan*, Mexico*, 
Netherlands*, Norway*, Pakistan*, Philippines*, Romania*, Senegal*, Sri Lanka*, 
Sweden*, Uruguay, Venezuela*, Yugoslavia* (asterisks indicate states whose experts 
participated in the Group of Governmental Experts). Introduced in the First Committee 
by Sweden; pt. K was adopted by both that body and the G.A. by consensus.

The U.K. and the USSR explained their votes in the First Committee on Nov. 26. The 
Soviet explanation is printed above.

26 A/33/317, annex.
27 A/34/534.
28 Pt. L was introduced by Burma and adopted by consensus by both the First Com

m ittee and the G.A.
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Having considered the report of the Committee on Disarmament,Stressing once again that considerable and urgent work remains to 
be accomplished by the Committee on Disarmament,Noting that the Committee on Disarmament adopted its rules of 
procedure, which contain detailed arrangements on all aspects 
relating to its work,Noting also that rule 17 of the rules of procedure of the Committee 
on Disarmament states that the Secretary-General will be requested 
to provide the staff as well as the necessary assistance and services 
needed by the Committee and any subsidiary bodies which it may 
establish,Requests, accordingly, the Secretary-General to provide the staff 
as well as the necessary assistance and services needed by the Com
mittee on Disarmament and any subsidiary bodies which it may 
establish in accordance with the arrangements contained in its rules 
of procedure.

M29

PROGRAMME OF RESEARCH AND STUDIES ON DISARMAMENT

The General Assembly,Referring to its resolution 33/71 K of 14 December 1978, in which it 
requested the Secretary-General to report to it 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,

1. Notes the information relevant to the m atter contained in the 
report of the Secretary-General on the programme of research and 
studies on disarmament;90

2. Welcomes the recommendations concerning the United Nations 
institute for disarmament research submitted by the Advisory Board 
on Disarmament Studies and set forth in the report of the Secretary- 
General;

3. Notes that, under those recommendations, the United Nations 
institute for disarmament research would be set up within the frame
work of the United Nations Institute for Training and Research as an 
interim arrangement, for the period until the_sei^md-seMial-eessimr 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to hold consultations with the 
United Nations Institute on Training and Research regarding the 
establishment of the United Nations institute for disarmament 
research;

29 Sponsored by 31 states, pt. M was introduced in the First Committee by France. 
Sponsors: Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Chile, Colombia, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, 
France, FRG, Greece, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Liberia, Mexico, N ether
lands, Pakistan, Philippines, Portugal, Romania, Senegal, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, U.K., 
Uruguay, Yugoslavia, Zambia. The First Committee adopted pt. M by an unrecorded 
vote of 106 to 0, with 10 abstentions (USSR and its allies); the G.A. adopted it without a 
vote.

80 A/34/589.
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5. Expresses the hope that appropriate steps will be taken as soon 
as possible with a view to implementing the recommendations set 
forth in the report of the Secretary-General;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.

General Assembly Resolution 34/84: Conclusion of 
an International Convention on the Strengthening of 
Guarantees of the Security of Non-Nudear-Weapon 
States, December 11, 1979 1

The General Assembly,Convinced of the need to take effective measures for the strength
ening of the security of States and prompted by the desire shared by 
all nations to eliminate war and prevent a nuclear holocaust,Taking into account the principle of the non-use of force or threat 
of force enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations and reaf
firmed 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 te r
ritories, including through the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at among the 
States of the region concerned, and being anxious to contribute to 
this objective,Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a 
universal basis, it is imperative for the international community to 
develop, as appropriate, effective measures to ensure the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons from any quarter,Recognizing that effective measures to assure the non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
can constitute a positive contribution to the prevention of the spread 
of nuclear weapons,

1 A/RES/34/84, Jan. 17, 1980. The draft res. was introduced by Bulgaria on Nov. 12 
(A/C.1/34/PV.33, pp. 21-25), under the same agenda item (44) as the draft res. that was 
adopted as res. 34/85. It was subsequently revised by a minor change (A/C.1/34/PV.44, 
p. 2). It was sponsored by 19 states, as follows: Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, Byelorus
sian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, GDR, Guinea, Hungary, Lao 
People’s Democratic Rep., Liberia, Mali, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, 
USSR, Viet Nam.

The G.A. adopted the revised res. by a recorded vote of 114 to 1 (Albania), with 25 
abstentions:

A bstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, France, 
FRG, Greece, Iceland, India, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, U.K., U.S. The United States was 
among those who explained their votes in the First Committee (Nov. 27, printed above). 
China took no part in the voting.
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Mindful of the statements and observations made by various 
States on the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States,

Desirous of promoting the implementation of paragraph 59 of the 
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly, in which it urged the nuclear-weapon States 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,2Recalling its resolution 33/72 of 14 December 1978,3Welcoming the in-depth consideration of the item entitled “Effec
tive international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons’* by the Commit
tee on Disarmament and the establishment of an ad hoc working 
group open to all States members of the Committee to conduct 
negotiations on the subject,4Noting with satisfaction that, pursuant to this item, drafts of an 
international convention were submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament,

Taking note of the report of the Committee on Disarmament, 
including the report of the ad hoc Working Group,Noting with satisfaction that the idea of a convention has gained 
broad international support,Desirous of promoting an early and successful completion of the 
negotiations on the elaboration of the convention,

1. Welcomes the conclusion of the Committee on Disarmament 
that it is urgent to reach agreement on effective international 
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons;

2. Notes with satisfaction that in the Committee on Disarmament 
there is no objection, in principle, to the idea of such an international 
convention;

3. Commends the decision of the Committee on Disarmament to 
continue the negotiations on this subject at the beginning of its 1980 
session;

4. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue the 
TIT i.il ionn on t his subject, o n  a priority basis during its 1980 session 
with a view to thrir mrly rnnrhi ilim n iili the rlnfroration of a conven
tion to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or lineal of 
use of nuclear weapons;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item entitled “Conclusion of an international convention on 
the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”.

2 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1978, p. 422.
3 Ibid., pp. 760-762 .
4 General A ssem b ly  Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27 

and Corr. 1), pars. 4 4 -5 1 .
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General Assembly Resolution 34/85: Conclusion of 
an International Convention To Assure the Non* 
Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of 
Use of Nuclear Weapons, December 11, 1979 1

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 man
kind and to the survival of civilization,Deeply concerned at the continuation of the arms race, in par
ticular 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 
sovereignty 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 
universal basis, it is imperative for the international community to 
develop, as appropriate, effective measures to ensure the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons from any quarter,

Recognizing that effective measures to assure the non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
can constitute a positive contribution to the prevention of the spread 
of nuclear weapons,Recalling its resolution 3261 G (XXIX) of 9 December 1974,2Further recalling its resolution 31/189 C of 21 December 1976,3Bearing in mind paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly,4 in which it requested the 
nuclear-weapon States urgently to conclude, as appropriate, effective

1 A/RES/34/85, Jan. 14,1980. Originally submitted by Pakistan in the F irst Committee 
on Oct. 26 under the same agenda item (44) as res. 34/84, revised and resubm itted on 
Nov. 19 with Mali as cosponsor, this res. is a slightly revised 3d version submitted on 
Nov. 26. It was adopted by the G.A. by 120 votes (China, USSR) to 0, with 22 
abstentions.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bhutan, Denmark, France, FRG, Greece, 
Iceland, India, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Portugal, Sweden, U.K., U.S.

The U.S. explained its vote on this res. and res. 34/84 on Nov. 27, printed above, as did 
Canada, Sweden, and Japan.

2 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1974, p. 809.
3Ibid., 1976, pp. 948-949 .
4 Ibid., 1978, p. 422.
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arrangements to assure 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,Recalling its resolution 33/72 of 14 December 1978,5 Welcoming the in-depth consideration of the item entitled “Effec
tive international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons” by the Commit
tee on Disarmament and the establishment of an ad hoc working 
group under the aegis of the Committee to conduct negotiations on 
the subject,6Noting the drafts of an international convention submitted on this 
item in the Committee on Disarmament,7Further noting the report of the Committee on Disarmament, in
cluding the report of the ad hoc Working Group,8 Noting the decision of the Sixth Conference of the Heads of State 
or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Havana from 3 to 9 
September 1979, calling on the Committee on Disarmament to 
elaborate the international convention to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons during its 
next session in 1980,9 Also noting similar recommendations made in the relevant resolu
tion of the Tenth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers,10 held at 
Fez from 8 to 12 May 1979,Further noting the general support expressed during its thirty- 
fourth session for the elaboration of an international convention to 
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons,

1. Affirms the conclusion of the Committee on Disarmament that 
there is wide recognition of the urgent need to reach agreement on 
effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons;

2. Notes with satisfaction that in the Committee on Disarmament 
there is no objection, in principle, to the idea of an international con
vention to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons;

3. Endorses the decision of the Committee nn Disarmament lu LUir~ 
linuc nuguliallOns on this subject at the beginning of its 1980 session;

4. Recommends that the Committee on Disarmament should con
clude effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
during its 1980 session, taking into account the widespread support

5 Ibid,, pp. 760-762 .
6 General A ssem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27 

and Corr. 1), pars. 4 4 -5 1 .
7 See Mar. 27 and June 21, above.
8 General A ssem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27 

and Corr. 1), appendix II.
9 See the Political Declaration of Sept. 9, 1979, printed above.
10 See res. 15/10- P  of May 12, 1979, printed above.
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for the conclusion of an international convention and giving con
sideration to any other proposals designed to secure the same 
objective;

5. Decides to consider at its thirty-fifth session the question en
titled “Conclusion of an international convention to assure non- 
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons”.

General Assembly Resolution 34/86: Strengthening of 
the Security of Non-Nudear-Weapon States Against 
the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, 
December l l v 1979 11

The General Assembly,Convinced of the need to promote international peace and security, Recognizing the legitimate security concerns of all States, Convinced of the importance of effective efforts to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons,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,Bearing in mind paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly,12 in which the Assembly 
called upon the nuclear-weapon States to pursue, as appropriate, ef
fective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,Noting that the five nuclear-weapon States have recognized the 
significance of action to meet the concerns of the great majority of 
States, which have not sought to acquire or develop, alone or with 
others, any nuclear explosive devices,Recalling that each of the five nuclear Powers has stated its 
willingness to take action to affirm its support for and to conclude, as 
appropriate, effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,Taking note of the various proposals and suggestions made in this 
regard,

1. Notes the statements that the nuclear-weapon States have

11 A/RES/34/86, Jan. 17, 1980. The res. was introduced in the First Committee by the 
U.S. and adopted by the G.A. without change. The vote was 110 (China) to 1 (Albania), 
with 29 abstentions.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria, 
Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 
Ethiopia, GDR, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, India, Madagascar, Mongolia, Mozam
bique, Niger, Poland, S2o Tom§ and Principe, Syrian Arab Rep., Ukrainian SSR, USSR, 
Viet Nam.

India and Pakistan were among those who explained their votes in the First Committee 
(Nov. 27, printed above).

12 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1978, p. 422.
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made on assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States with respect to the 
use of nuclear weapons;

2. Welcomes the report of the Committee on Disarmament,13 in 
which it reported on the initial consideration of and negotiation on ef
fective international arrangements further to strengthen the security 
of the non-nuclear-weapon States;

3. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue its efforts 
at its next session with a view to reaching agreement on such arrange
ments and to report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee 
on Disarmament all documents relating to the discussion in the 
General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session of the items entitled 
“Strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States” and “Strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item entitled “Strengthening of the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States”.

General Assembly Resolution 34/87: General and 
Complete Disarmament, December 11, 19791

A2

CONCLUSION OF AN INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION PROHIBITING  
THE DEVELOPMENT, PRODUCTION, STOCKPILING AND USE OF 

RADIOLOGICAL W EAPONS

The General Assembly,Recalling the resolution of the Commission for Conventional Ar
maments of 12 August 1948, which defined weapons of mass destruc
tion to include atomic explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, 
lethal chemical and biological weapons and any weapons developed in 
the future which have characteristics comparable in destructive ef
fect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned above,3Recalling its resolution 2602 C (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,4 --Jl&Galling paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
SessionoTflre~6^ft«»L&ssembly, jn which the Assembly stated that

18 General Assem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, StiJifTNn M (A/.'H/^V 
and Corr. 1).

1 A/RES/34/87, Jan. 17, 1980.
2 The original version of pt. A was introduced in the First Committee by the U.S.

and USSR on Nov. 6, at which time the Netherlands suggested amending oper. par. 2 by
substituting “negotiate” for “achieve”. On Nov. 15, the sponsors submitted a revised
draft res. in which “through negotiation” had been added to “to achieve agreem ent” in
oper. par. 2. Both the First Committee and the G.A. adopted pt. A without a vote (by
consensus).

8 The definition may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 
176.

4 Ibid., 1969, p. 712.
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a convention should be concluded prohibiting the development, pro
duction, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons,5Convinced that such a convention would serve to spare mankind 
the potential dangers of the use of radioactive materials to cause de
struction, damage or injury by means of the radiation produced by 
the decay of such material and thereby contribute to strengthening 
peace and averting the threat of war,

1. Welcomes the report of the Committee on Disarmament8 with 
regard to radiological weapons and, particularly, its stated intention 
to continue consideration of proposals for a convention banning these 
weapons at its next session;

2. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to proceed as soon as 
possible to achieve agreement, through negotiation, on the text of 
such a convention and to report to the General Assembly on the 
results achieved for consideration by the Assembly at its thirty-fifth 
session;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee 
on Disarmament all documents relating to the discussion by the Gen
eral Assembly at its thirty-fourth session of the prohibition of the 
development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item entitled “Prohibition of the development, production, 
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons”.

B7

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES

The General Assembly,Recalling its resolution 33/91 B of 16 December 1978 on confidence- 
building measures,8

5 For the text of the Final Document, see ibid., 1978, pp. 411-439.
6 General A ssem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 (A/34/27 

and Corr. 1).
7 Pt. B was submitted by 23 states on Nov. 12 and introduced in the First Committee 

by the FRG on Nov. 14 (A/C.1/34/PV.34, pp. 2 -1 0 ). It was revised by the deletion of “on a 
regional basis” from oper. par. 1 (between “consider” and “arrangements”), and was 
sponsored by 3 additional states. The revised version was submitted on Nov. 21. Spon
sors: Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Canada, Denmark, Ecuador, Finland, France, FRG, 
Ghana, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Philippines, Romania, Spain, 
Sweden, Turkey, U.K., U.S., Zaire. Additional sponsors: Chile, Mauritius, Uruguay. 
Subsequently, the revised draft res. was further orally revised by the FRG by the addi
tion to the end of oper. par. 2 of the words “and relevant statem ents made at the thirty- 
fourth session of the General Assem bly.” A t the request of the USSR (Nov. 23, printed 
above), oper. pars. 2, 3, 4 and 5, taken together, were voted on separately in both the 
First Committee and the G.A. The vote in the G.A. was 126 in favor (China) and 0 
against, with 12 abstentions.

Abstaining: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, 
Mongolia, Mozambique, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Viet Nam.

The res. as a whole was adopted by both the First Committee and the G.A. by consen
sus.

8 The complete text of G.A. res. 33/91 may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 
1978, pp. 765 ff.
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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 again the importance of the statement contained in para
graph 93 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly that it is necessary, in order to facilitate the proc
ess 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,Recognizing the need and urgency of first steps to diminish the 
danger of armed conflicts resulting from misunderstandings or from 
misinterpretations of military activities,Reaffirming its conviction that commitment to confidence-building 
measures could contribute to strengthening the security of States,Aware that there are situations peculiar to specific regions which 
have a bearing on the nature of confidence-building measures feasible 
in those regions,Convinced that the United Nations, in accordance with the Char
ter, can play an important role in creating conditions which are con
ducive to the consideration of confidence-building measures,Recognizing that a minimum of trust among States in a region 
would facilitate the development of confidence-building measures,Taking note of the views and experiences of Member States sub
mitted to the Secretary-General in accordance with paragraph 2 of 
resolution 33/91 B,

1. Recommends that all States should continue to consider arrange
ments for specific confidence-building measures, taking into account 
the specific conditions and requirements of each region;

2. Decides to undertake a comprehensive study on confidence- 
building measures, taking into account the answers received by the 
Secretary-General9 and relevant statements made at the thirty- 
fourth session of the General Assembly;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to carry out the study with the 
assistance of a group of qualified governmental experts appointed by 
him on an equitable geographical basis and to submit it to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-sixth session;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a progress report on 
the work of the group of governmental experts to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-fifth session;--------------------------------------------

5. Invites States which have not yet done so to respond to the re
quest of the Secretary-General in accordance with paragraph 2 of 
resolution 33/91 B and to acquaint the group of experts with their 
views and experiences through the Secretary-General;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session the item entitled “Confidence-building measures”.

9 A/34/416 and Adds. 1 and 2.
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C10

NON-STATIONING OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON THE TERRITORIES OF STATES 
WHERE THERE ARE NO SUCH WEAPONS AT PRESENT

The General Assembly,Conscious that a nuclear war would have devastating consequences 
for the whole of mankind,Recalling its resolution 33/91 F of 16 December 1978, in which it 
called upon all nuclear-weapon States to refrain from stationing 
nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there are no such 
weapons at present, and on all non-nuclear-weapon States which do 
not have nuclear weapons on their territories to refrain from any 
steps which would directly or indirectly result in the stationing of 
such weapons on their territories,Bearing in mind the clearly expressed intention of many States to 
prevent the stationing of nuclear weapons on their territories,

Considering that the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the te r
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, thus contributing to the prevention of the spread of nuclear 
weapons, leading eventually to the total elimination of nuclear 
weapons,

1. Believes it necessary to examine possibilities for an interna
tional agreement on the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the te r
ritories of States where there are no such weapons at present;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to this end to call upon all 
States to transmit to him their opinions and observations regarding 
the possibility of concluding the agreement mentioned in paragraph 1 
above and to submit a report on this question to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fifth session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item entitled “Non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the 
territories of States where there are no such weapons at present”.

10 Pt. C was introduced by the Soviet Union in the First Committee on Nov. 19 
(A/C.1/34/PV.37, pp. 17-21) and cosponsored by 14 states (Afghanistan, Bulgaria, 
Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, GDR, Hungary, Lao 
People’s Democratic Rep., Mongolia, Poland, Romania, Ukrainian SSR, Viet Nam). The 
phrase “leading eventually to the total elimination of nuclear weapons” at the end of the 
4th preambular par. was added when the sponsors accepted an oral amendment sub
mitted by Egypt (A/C.1/34/PV.42, pp. 2 1 -2 2 ,2 8 -3 0 ) . The G.A. adopted the revised res. 
by 99 votes to 18, with 19 abstentions.

A gainst: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, FRG, Greece, Iceland, Italy, 
Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Turkey, U.K., U.S.

A bstaining: Algeria, Angola, Austria, Benin, Brazil, Burma, Coneo, Cuba, Ghana, 
Ireland, Israel, Malawi, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, Yugoslavia, Zaire, 
Zambia.

China took no part in the voting.
Explanations of votes were made by Brazil, Japan, Yugoslavia, Nigeria, Finland, 

Bangladesh, and Ghana (A/C.1/34/PV.42, pp. 21-35).
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D11

PROHIBITION OF THE PRODUCTION OF FISSIONABLE MATERIAL FOR 
WEAPONS PURPOSES

The General Assembly,Recalling its resolution 33/91 H of 16 December 1978 in which it re
quested the Committee on Disarmament, at an appropriate stage of 
its implementation of the proposals contained in the Programme of 
Action set forth in section III of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly, to consider urgently the 
question of adequately verified cessation and prohibition of the pro
duction of fissionable material for nuclear weapons and other nuclear 
explosive devices and to keep the Assembly informed of the progress 
of that consideration,Noting that the agenda adopted by the Committee on Disarma
ment includes the item entitled “Nuclear weapons in all aspects” and 
that the agenda for 1979 included the item entitled “Cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament”,12 Recalling the proposals and statements made in the Committee on 
Disarmament on these items,Considering that the cessation of production of fissionable material 
for weapons purposes and the progressive conversion and transfer of 
stocks to peaceful uses would be a significant step towards halting 
and reversing the nuclear arms race,Considering that the prohibition of the production of fissionable 
material for nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices 
would also be an important measure in facilitating the prevention of 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive 
devices,Requests the Committee on Disarmament, at an appropriate stage 
of its work on the item entitled “Nuclear weapons in all aspects”, to 
pursue its consideration of the question of adequately verified cessa
tion 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.

11 Pt. D was introduced in the First Committee by Canada and cosponsored by 13 
states (Australia, Austria, Denmark, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, Netherlands, New  
Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Romania, Sweden, Uruguay). The G.A. adopted it by 118 
votes (U.K., U.S.) to 9, with 12 abstentions.

Against: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Mongolia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bhutan, Brazil, Congo, Cuba, 
France, India, Mozambique, Viet Nam.

China took no part in the voting.
12 See General Assem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. 27 

(A/34/27), vol. I, pp. 5 -6 .
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E13

STUDY OF THE INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEM ENTS RELATING TO THE 
PROCESS OF DISARMAMENT

The General Assembly,Reaffirming that the United Nations has a central role and primary 
responsibility in the field of disarmament,Recalling with satisfaction the measures undertaken as a result of 
its tenth special session in order to revitalize existing disarmament 
machinery and appropriately to constitute forums for disarmament 
deliberations and negotiations with a better representative character, 

Noting that the growing disarmament agenda, and the complexity 
of the issues involved, as well as the more active participation of a 
large number of Member States, create increasing demands on 
United Nations management of disarmament affairs for purposes 
such as the promotion, substantive preparation, implementation and 
control of the process of disarmament,Recalling the recommendation of the Disarmament Commission, 
adopted on 8 June 1979, that the requirements of an institutional and 
procedural nature should be examined in order to facilitate the disar
mament process and to ensure implementation of disarmament agree
ments, including the relevant proposals referred to in paragraph 125 
of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly or made elsewhere,14Convinced that a comprehensive study of the institutional arrange
ments relating to the process of disarmament would be desirable in 
providing for carefully considered decisions regarding the organiza
tion, functions and structure required to meet present and future 
needs in the disarmament process,

1. Requests the Secretary-General, with the assistance of qualified 
governmental experts, to carry out a comprehensive study assessing 
present institutional requirements and future estimated needs in the 
United Nations management of disarmament affairs and outlining 
possible functions, structure and institutional framework that could 
meet those requirements and needs, including legal and financial im
plications, and formulating recommendations for possible later deci
sions on the matter;

13 Pt. E was introduced in the First Committee by Sweden and cosponsored by 13 
states (Austria, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, 
Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Tunisia, Uruguay, Yugoslavia). The G.A. adopted it by 121 votes 
(China, France, U.K., U.S.) to 9, with 9 abstentions.

Against: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Mongolia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Angola, Brazil, Congo, Cuba, Ivory Coast, Niger, Sierra 
Leone, Viet Nam.

Both the USSR and the U.S. were among those who explained their votes in the First 
Committee (A/C.1/34/PV.44, pp. 3 6 -3 7 , 46).

14 General A ssem bly Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Supp. No. k2 
(A/34/42), sec. IV, par. 19. The text of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session  
may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 411-439.
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2. Recommends that the Secretary-General, in carrying out this 
study, should seek the views of Member States, for the benefit of the 
experts, on some key issues, such as desirable functions and struc
ture as well as the institutional framework of United Nations manage
ment of disarmament affairs;

3. Invites all Governments to co-operate with the Secretary- 
General so that the objectives of the study may be achieved;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a final report to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-sixth session.

The General Assembly,Recalling its resolutions 2602 A (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 2932 
B (XXVII) of 29 November 1972, 3184 A and C (XXVIII) of 18 
December 1973, 3261 C (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 3484 C (XXX) of 
12 December 1975, 31/189 A of 21 December 1976 and 32/87 G of 12 
December 1977,16Reaffirming its resolution 33/91 C of 16 December 1978,17 in 
which, inter alia, it:

(a) Reiterated its satisfaction with the solemn declarations made in 
1977 by the heads of State of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States of America in which they stated that they were 
ready to endeavour to reach agreements which would permit starting 
the gradual reduction of existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons and 
moving towards their complete, total destruction, with a view to a 
world truly free of nuclear weapons,18(b) Recalled that one of the disarmament measures deserving the 
highest priority, included in the Programme of Action set forth in 
section III of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, was the conclusion of the bilateral agreement

15 Pt. F was sponsored by Argentina, Australia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Peru, Sweden, and Uruguay. In introducing the draft res. in the First Commit
tee, the representative of Mexico (Garcfa Robles) revealed that, as a result of informal 
consultations with the “two superpowers,” the sponsors had agreed to replace

In both the First Committee and the G.A., separate votes were taken on oper. par. 2 
at the request of the USSR. The G.A. adopted oper. par. 2 by 128 votes (China, France, 
U.K.) to 0, with 12 abstentions.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, GDR, 
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.S.

The G.A. adopted the res. as a whole by consensus.
The Soviet Union explained its vote in the First Committee (Nov. 26, printed above). 
16Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711; ibid, 1972, pp. 839-840; ibid., 

1973, pp. 901-902 , 903-904; ibid., 197k, pp. 801-803; ibid., 1975, pp. 809-810; ibid.,

p i 5

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION TALKS
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known as SALT II, which should be followed promptly by further 
strategic arms limitation negotiations between the two parties, leading 
to agreed significant reductions of and qualitative limitations on 
strategic arms,

(c) Stressed that in the Programme of Action it was established 
that, in the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, all 
nuclear-weapon States, in particular those among them which pos
sess the most important nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibili
ty,

Noting that the SALT II agreement —which bears the official title 
of “Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms” —was finally signed on 18 June 1979 and that its text, together 
with the texts of a protocol and a joint statement, both signed on the 
same date as the Treaty, and a joint communique issued also on 18 
June 1979, are reproduced in a document dated 27 June 1979 of the 
Committee on Disarmament,19

1. Shares the conviction expressed by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America in the “Joint statement 
of principles and basic guidelines for subsequent negotiations on the 
limitation of strategic arms” that early agreement on the further 
limitation and further reduction of strategic arms would serve to 
strengthen international peace and security and to reduce the risk of 
outbreak of nuclear war;

2. Notes that it has not been possible for the Treaty on the Limita
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT II) to go beyond certain 
limitations which, taken together, permit considerable increments, 
both quantitatively and qualitatively, in relation to the levels of the 
nuclear arsenals existing at present;

3. Welcomes the agreement reached by both parties with a view to:
(a) Continuing to pursue negotiations, in accordance with the prin

ciple of equality and equal security, on measures for the further 
limitation and reduction in the number of strategic arms, as well as 
for their further qualitative limitation;(b) Endeavouring in such negotiations to achieve, inter alia, the 
following objectives:

(i) Significant and substantial reductions in the numbers of 
strategic offensive arms,
(ii) Qualitative limitations on strategic offensive arms, including 
restrictions on the development, testing and deployment of new 
types of strategic offensive arms and on the modernization of ex
isting strategic offensive arms;

4. Trusts that:
(a) The Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 

(SALT II) will enter into force at an early date in accordance with the
19 The SALT II Treaty and accompanying texts are printed above, June 18.
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provisions of its article XIX, inasmuch as it constitutes a vital ele
ment for the continuation and progress of the negotiations between 
the two States possessing the most important arsenals of nuclear 
weapons;

(6) Such negotiations, intended to achieve, as soon as possible, 
agreement on further measures for the limitation and reduction of 
strategic arms, will begin promptly after the entry into force of the 
Treaty, as provided for in its article XIV, with the objective of con
cluding well in advance of 1985 the new agreement, which will replace 
the Treaty and which is usually referred to as SALT III;

5. Trusts also that the two contracting States will implement all 
the above-mentioned agreements and provisions and do their utmost 
in order that the SALT III agreement may constitute an important 
step towards the final goal described by their respective heads of 
State as that of achieving the complete and total destruction of ex
isting stockpiles of nuclear weapons and ensuring the establishment 
of a world free of such weapons;

6. Invites the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States of America to keep the General Assembly ap
propriately informed of the results of their negotiations, in conformi
ty with the provisions of paragraphs 27 and 114 of the Final Document 
of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session an item entitled “Strategic arms limitation talks”.

General Assembly Resolution 34/88: Declaration on 
In ternational Cooperation for Disarm am ent, 
December 11, 1979 1

The General Assembly,Recalling once again the affirmation in the Charter of the United 
Nations of the determination of the peoples of the United Nations to 
save succeeding generations from the scourge of war and to this end 
to unite their strength to maintain international peace and security,
—Six&zsinq again the importance of the recommendations and deci
sions a H n p f ^ r n v y ^ h - r  P. n i i^ r a ]  A s s p r n h ly  at its tenth special session,

1 A/RES/34/88, Jan. 17, 1980. Introduced in the Fii I ( n m ii i l l l i  i1 liji Chim l io s lp vakia 
this res. was subsequently revised by two minor editorial changes (A/C.1/3W V.41, p7 
52). It was sponsored by the following 26 states: Afghanistan, Angola, Benin, Cuba, 
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, GDR, Grenada, Guinea, Guyana, 
Hungary, Indonesia, Jordan, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Madagascar, Mongolia, 
Mozambique, Poland, Qatar, Sudan, Syrian Arab Rep., Ukrainian SSR, Viet Nam, 
Yemen.

The G.A. adopted the res. by 116 votes to 0, with 27 abstentions. A bstaining: 
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, FRG, Greece, Iceland, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, U.K., U.S., Zaire. China did not participate 
in the voting.

The U.S. and the USSR were among those who explained their votes on Nov. 23 
(A/C.1/34/PV.41, pp. 52-70).
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devoted to disarmament, and recalling the principles proclaimed in 
the Final Document of that session,2

Convinced that there is an urgent need for active and combined ef
forts further to intensify the comprehensive implementation of the 
recommendations and decisions unanimously adopted at its tenth 
special session and that, to this end, a continuing and sustained effort 
by all States, in a more co-ordinated manner and on the basis of 
world wide co-operation in the interests of security and peace, is es
sential,Recalling the Declaration of Principles of International Law con
cerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in accord
ance with the Charter of the United Nations, in which the General 
Assembly proclaimed the duty of all States to pursue in good faith 
negotiations for the early conclusion of a universal treaty on general 
and complete disarmament and to strive to adopt appropriate meas
ures to reduce international tensions and strengthen confidence 
among States,

Stressing the inalienable right of every nation and every human 
being to live in peace, free from the threat of war, in freedom and in
dependence, as was solemnly reaffirmed by the General Assembly in 
the Declaration on the Preparation of Societies for Life in Peace, the 
strict observance of which is in the highest interests of mankind and 
is an essential prerequisite for its full development,Conscious that a dynamic development of detente in all spheres of 
international relations throughout the world would contribute to the 
achievement of the aims of disarmament,Deeply disturbed by the fact that international peace and security 
of peoples continue to be threatened by the arms race, particularly in 
the nuclear field, and the accumulation of stockpiles of highly destruc
tive weapons and that, at the same time, the continuation of the arms 
race conflicts with the interest of the economic development and the 
social and spiritual progress of mankind,Noting, in particular, that the arms race is incompatible with and 
contrary to the efforts directed towards the establishment of the new 
international economic order,Stressing the fact that the Governments of all countries, particu
larly of nuclear-weapon States, bear a historic responsibility for elimi
nating war from human life, primarily through the adoption of effec
tive and decisive disarmament measures aimed at the achievement of 
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective interna
tional control,Noting that special responsibility for achieving general and com
plete disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament, and for avert
ing nuclear war rests with all States possessing nuclear weapons 
and other militarily significant States,Proceeding from the principle that the effective, constructive and 
continuing co-operation among all States based on mutual confidence

2 The Final Document may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp.
411-439.
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and political will, irrespective of their social system and level of 
economic development, is essential for the achievement of disarma
ment and the attainment of its goals,Convinced that such co-operation must be demonstrated, 
developed and intensified in mutual contacts and in any forum where 
States conduct negotiations on disarmament, particularly in the Com
mittee on Disarmament, in order that the aims of the negotiations 
may be achieved as speedily as possible,Convinced also that such co-operation must express a common de
termination by States to bring about a decisive shift in disarmament 
negotiations and, at the same time, must be sustained by the creation 
of a favourable atmosphere of trust in relations among States,Bearing in mind the central role and primary responsibility of the 
United Nations in promoting the uniting of efforts and the establish
ment of co-operation among States aimed at the solution of disarma
ment problems,

I

Solemnly calls upon all States actively to promote the development, 
strengthening and intensification of international co-operation de
signed to achieve the goals of disarmament, as defined by the General 
Assembly at its tenth special session, and to that end, in particular:

(a) To take initiatives aimed at eliminating the threat of nuclear 
war and adopting effective new measures to halt and reverse the 
arms race and pave the way for the ultimate objective of the efforts 
in the disarmament process, that is, general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control;

(b) To exercise actively their inalienable right to take part in 
disarmament negotiations, as confirmed by the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly;

(c) To participate actively, as appropriate, in measures taken in the 
field of disarmament, bearing in mind the interests of maintaining 
both international and national security in conformity with the 
Charter of the United Nations, and actively to promote such 
measures; ______(d) To conduct disarmament n p p r n t i n t i n n r  i n  flnml fjil.h o n  all p r i o r i ^  
iy items Concurrently, including appropriate confidence-building 
measures, with a view to ensuring that such negotiations will comple
ment one another and will be conducive to the early achievement of a 
decisive break-through in the sphere of disarmament;(e) To make every effort to secure continuous and accelerated 
progress in the negotiations on halting the arms race and achieving 
disarmament and, to these ends, to refrain from impeding such nego
tiations, in particular with issues unrelated to disarmament;(f) To strive in the course of disarmament negotiations to ensure 
that they will outstrip the qualitative development and stockpiling of 
weapons to which the negotiations relate and, wherever possible, to
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prevent the emergence of new types of weapons and weapon 
systems, particularly weapons of mass destruction;

((jr) To ensure that multilateral, regional and bilateral negotiations 
on disarmament questions will be consistently conducted in accor
dance with the respective provisions of the Final Document, bearing 
in mind that the United Nations has a central role and primary re
sponsibility in the sphere of disarmament;(h) To develop joint efforts in achieving concrete disarmament 
measures whose implementation would progressively enable a signif
icant portion of the resources made available through such measures 
to be used for social and economic needs, thus contributing to the 
bridging of the economic gap between developed and developing 
countries, taking into account the close relationship between disar
mament and development;

II
Urges all States, with a view to improving further the interna

tional climate required for the full implementation of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly and accel
erating the progress of the appropriate disarmament negotiations, in 
particular:

(a) To exert determined efforts to expedite measures and pursue 
policies to strengthen international peace and security and to build 
confidence among States with a view to reducing the danger of the 
outbreak of military conflicts and facilitating decisive advance of the 
process of disarmament, including the creation of a favourable inter
national atmosphere which would be conducive to the strengthening 
of international peace and security;(b) To take effective measures for setting in motion the security 
system provided for in the Charter of the United Nations and to 
strengthen it by eliminating tensions and settling disputes by peace
ful means and, to these ends, in particular, to refrain from seeking 
military superiority and from any other steps which might adversely 
affect efforts in the field of disarmament, and accordingly to refrain 
from using their military potential for aggressive purposes, notably 
the threat or use of force against the sovereignty, territorial integrity 
or political independence of any State or against peoples under colo
nial or foreign domination which are striving to exercise their right 
to self-determination and the achievement of independence, or for in
terference in the internal affairs of other States;

(c) To strive consistently for the repudiation of all concepts which 
are based on military intimidation and policies of acting from a posi
tion of strength and which lead to the intensification or perpetuation 
of the arms race and the further accumulation of armaments;(d) To affirm, wherever possible, in their constitutional norms or 
by any other appropriate means, their political will and determina
tion to promote with all their strength the cause of peace and interna
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tional security and the achievement of progress in the field of disar
mament;(e) To intensify steps, both through the United Nations system and 
individually, to promote a better understanding by world opinion of 
the danger of the arms race and the need for disarmament, and to en
sure that world opinion will exert a positive influence on the efforts 
of Governments to resolve disarmament issues, utilizing to this end 
the educational systems, the mass media and all other appropriate in
stitutions;

(f) On the basis of the principles of the Charter, to take all appro
priate measures, including legislative ones, to prevent and prohibit 
propaganda for war and the arms race and the dissemination of views 
asserting their necessity or usefulness on political, economic or other 
grounds;

(g) To take vigorous measures, individually or collectively, to 
disseminate the ideals of peace, disarmament, co-operation and 
friendly relations between peoples;

III
Urges all States, in implementing the common political will ex

pressed in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, to strive to achieve concrete measures of disarma
ment and, in that connexion:

(a) To be guided, in all disarmament negotiations, by the generally 
recognized principles of international law, as well as by their adher
ence to the principles of peaceful coexistence;(b) To ensure that the problems of disarmament will be solved in 
the spirit of the Final Document in such a manner that, as a result of 
the measures adopted, no individual State or group of States may ob
tain advantages over others at any stage and both the security of the 
States participating in the negotiations and the security of the entire 
international community will be strengthened and that the principle 
of undiminished security of each party will not be impaired;

(c) To consult with one another on disarmament matters at all 
levels, including the highest level, in order that, in a spirit of goodwill 
andjnjinendeavour to harmonize their positions, they may establish
the H iT T T ^ ir  ................. fin the solution of those problems, and
also, in the interests of disarnia!nTOtH>a~malLe maximum use of all op
portunities for co-operation created by StatesTfToflTTTr their 
relations with one another;

(d) To consider in a fully responsible manner and in a spirit of co
operation all proposals and initiatives aimed at promoting the achieve
ment of mutually acceptable concrete measures of disarmament and 
helping to accelerate progress in disarmament negotiations;

IV
1. Declares that the provisions of the present Declaration are inter

related in their interpretation and implementation and that each of
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them is a component of a joint approach by States in their determina
tion fully to respect and apply all the principles of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly and to 
develop broad international co-operation for achieving the objectives 
of real disarmament as defined by the Assembly at its tenth special 
session;

2. Declares further that no provision of this Declaration may be in
terpreted as contradicting the purposes and principles of the Charter 
or superseding the Final Document and that no provision of the Dec
laration may interfere with the immediate realization of the right of 
every State to individual or collective self-defence or its legitimate 
right to defend its territorial integrity, to liberate its occupied te r
ritories in accordance with the Charter, or with the right of colonial 
or displaced peoples to struggle by every possible means for their na
tional freedom, independence and self-determination.

General Assembly Resolution 34/89: Israeli Nuclear 
Armament, December 11, 19791

The General Assembly,Alarmed by the increasing information and evidence regarding 
Israel’s activities aiming at the acquisition and development of 
nuclear weapons,Recalling its resolution 33/71 A of 14 December 1978 concerning 
military and nuclear collaboration with Israel,2Recalling its repeated condemnation of the military and nuclear 
collaboration between Israel and South Africa,Reaffirming its resolutions 3263 (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 3474 
(XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/71 of 10 December 1976, 32/82 of 12 
December 1977 and 33/64 of 14 December 1978 on the establishment 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,3

1 A/RES/34/89, Jan. 17,1980. Iraq introduced this draft res. in the First Committee. A 
revised version with a new oper. par. 7 had 39 sponsors: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, 
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Cuba, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Guinea-Bissau, In
donesia, Iraq, Iran, Jordan, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Libya, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Oman, Qatar, Sad Tom6 and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian 
Arab Rep., Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

The G.A. adopted the res. by 97 votes (China, USSR) to 10, with 38 abstentions, as 
follows:

A g a in s t  Belgium, Denmark, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, Israel, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Norway, U.S.

Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bolivia, Burma, Canada, Central African 
Rep., Chile, Costa Rica, Dominican Rep., Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Greece, Haiti, Ire
land, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Liberia, Malawi, Nepal, New Zealand, Panama, 
Paraguay, Philippines, Portugal, Samoa, Singapore, Spain, Suriname, Swaziland, 
Sweden, Thailand, U.K., Upper Volta, Uruguay.

States explaining their votes in the First Committee included the U.S. (Nov. 23, 
printed above), Pakistan, Egypt, France, Finland, and Sweden (A/C.1/34/PV.41, pp. 
12-37).

2 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1978, pp. 743-745.
3Ibid., 1974, pp. 811-813; ibid., 1975, pp. 786-788; ibid., 1976, pp. 918-920; ibid..
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Convinced that the development of nuclear capability by Israel 
would further aggravate the already dangerous situation in the 
region and further threaten international peace and security,

1. Appeals to all States to put an end to any co-operation with 
Israel which may assist it in acquiring and developing nuclear 
weapons and also to dissuade corporations, institutions and individ
uals within their jurisdiction from any co-operation that may result in 
providing Israel with nuclear weapons;

2. Calls upon all States to take all necessary measures to prevent 
the transfer to Israel of fissionable material and nuclear technology 
which could be used for nuclear arms;

3. Calls upon Israel to submit all its nuclear facilities to inspection 
by the International Atomic Energy Agency;

4. Strongly condemns any attempt by Israel to manufacture, ac
quire, store or test nuclear weapons or introduce them into the Mid
dle East;

5. Requests the Security Council to adopt appropriate measures to 
ensure the implementation of the relevant resolutions concerning 
Israeli nuclear armament;

6. Requests the Secretary-General, with the assistance of qualified 
experts, to prepare a study on Israeli nuclear armament and to report 
to the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth session;

7. Further requests the Secretary-General to submit a progress 
report on the work of the group of experts to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-fifth session;

8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-fifth 
session the item entitled “Israeli nuclear armament”.

General Assembly Decision 34/422: Study on the 
Question off a Comprehensive Nuclear-Test Ban, 
December 11, 1979 1

At its 97th plenary meeting, on 11 December 1979, the General 
Assembly, on the recommendation of the First Committee,2 requested 
the Secretary-General to prepare the study on the question of a com- 
pl'eiteftsiyejiuclear-test ban recommended by the Advisory Board on 
DisarmamervTSlinJtes-fHidJay^theSecretary-General himself and that 
the study should include the^K apters^M ^ctionsdescribed in para
graph 14 of the report of the Secretary-GeneraI?sTiotrtdH^e-^uiiEjeted

1 General A ssem b ly  Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session Supp. No. 46 (A/34/46), p. 
267. The draft decision was introduced in the First Committee by Mexico and cospon
sored by Argentina and the Philippines. It was adopted by the G.A. by 126 votes to 9, 
with 4 abstentions.

A gainst: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Mongolia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

A bstaining: France, Portugal, U.K., U.S.
In the First Committee, both the U.S. and the USSR explained their votes (Nov. 21, 

printed above).
2 A/34/752, agenda item 42, par. 39.
3 A/34/588.
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in time to be transmitted to the Committee on Disarmament in the 
spring of 1980, as indicated in the same paragraph, and should be 
carried out in accordance with the procedure described in paragraph 
16 of the Secretary-General’s report.

Statement by Secretary of State Vance: Nuclear 
Arms in Europe, December 12, 19791

The Foreign and Defense Ministers of NATO have just concluded a 
successful meeting of extraordinary importance. We have decided to 
proceed with a plan to deploy 108 Pershing II ballistic missiles and 
464 ground-launched cruise missiles in Europe. At the same time, we 
have decided to pursue vigorously with the Soviets a meaningful and 
equitable arms control agreement on long-range theater nuclear 
forces.

The far-reaching decisions we have made here attest to the deter
mination and common purpose of NATO’s member states. The 2 
years of intensive consultations which led up to these decisions give 
evidence of the mutual trust that prevails in the alliance.

Before Secretary Brown discusses the details of the steps taken 
here to strengthen NATO’s defense posture, I would like to sketch 
for you the political context of these decisions.

The Atlantic alliance is committed to a reduction of tensions be
tween East and West. But our pursuit of detente, including balanced 
arms control agreements, must rest on a firm foundation of military 
security. Relaxation of tensions is possible only when each side has 
confidence in its own strength. Serious negotiations can only proceed 
when neither side doubts the will and capacities of the other. Steps to 
consolidate and strengthen NATO’s collective defense thus are cen
tral not only to a secure deterrence of military threats; they also pro
vide a basis for broader efforts to find a relaxation of tensions.

In a political as well as military sense, defense modernization and 
the pursuit of detente are twin paths along the road of security. In re
cent years, the Soviet Union has improved significantly its nuclear 
forces in Europe. The Soviet deployment of modern MIRVed SS-20s, 
and the Backfire bomber, threatens to provide the Soviets with 
nuclear preponderance in the European theater. In response, the 
alliance has developed parallel programs of modernization and arms 
control.

In deciding to deploy new long-range nuclear forces in Europe and 
to support the United States in its pursuit of a serious arms control 
agreement involving theater nuclear forces, the alliance is giving 
new meaning and force to its policy of deterrence, defense, and 
detente. Our deployment decision gives evidence of the continued 
vitality and cohesiveness of the alliance. This decision has strength

1 Dept, of State, Current P olicy  No. 122. The statem ent was made at the conclusion of 
the joint m eeting of NATO Foreign and Defense M inisters in Brussels.
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ened our spirit as well as our forces, and it has conveyed the clear 
message that we define detente as a search for mutual and balanced, 
rather than unilateral, advantage.

In this context, we are prepared to enter into serious negotiations 
on long-range theater nuclear forces, within the framework of SALT 
III. Any agreement reached must —like SALT II —be balanced and 
adequately verifiable. We will not entertain any notion of a freeze 
which would confirm a Soviet preponderance in long-range nuclear 
forces in this theater. But we are prepared to negotiate an equitable 
agreement on U.S. and Soviet deployments of these systems at re
duced levels. This would mean a reduction of the Soviet threat and a 
reduction in NATO’s deployment program.

The modernization decision that we have made here also makes it 
possible for us to withdraw 1,000 nuclear warheads from Europe. In 
addition to this reduction, for each of these weapons we deploy, we will 
withdraw one existing weapon from Europe. Thus, far from increasing 
NATO’s reliance on nuclear weapons, our decisions will result in a 
significant reduction in the size of NATO’s overall nuclear stockpile 
in Europe.

Our willingness to enter into negotiations on theater nuclear forces 
in the SALT framework is but one of a comprehensive set of arms 
control initiatives which the alliance is now developing. Mutual and 
balanced force reductions and the Conference on Security and Coop
eration in Europe are other negotiations which the alliance members 
are pursuing with equal vigor.

The political effects of the decisions taken here today are con
siderable. Faced with a real challenge to the security of Western 
Europe, the alliance has reacted decisively, prudently, and in a way 
that invites the pursuit of arms control initiatives. I believe that our 
governments can be proud of this memorable achievement, and that 
the free peoples of the alliance will show overwhelming support for 
the decisions made here today.

Statement by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Colbert) Before a 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs: Use of f hftm^f1 WAfffmiT *11 ln,iftrh>ni57 
December 12, 1979 1

Many members of the Hmong (Meo) hilltribes minority arriving in 
Thailand as refugees from Laos have reported chemical attacks by 
Lao-Vietnamese forces in Laos. In some cases, they have stated that 
they were the actual victims of such attacks. The attacks, directed 
against both civilian and military targets, are reported to have oc
curred from 1974 to as recently as May 1979. As we have already

1D epartm en t of S ta te  Bulletin, Mar. 1980, pp. 4 3 -4 5 . The statem ent was made 
before the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs.



COLBERT STATEM ENT, DECEMBER 12 807

heard, we do not have absolute proof of these charges; however, the 
result of U.S. Government investigations support the conclusion that 
some chemical agent or agents were being used in Laos during the 
period in question, as part of the Lao Government’s effort to bring 
the Hmong under its control.

Hmong Resistance
The years of enmity between the Hmong and the lowland Lao and 

Vietnamese have left bitterness on both sides. During the Indochina 
wars, one faction of the Hmong worked with the Lao and Vietnamese 
Communists. However, the majority of the Hmong supported French 
and later American efforts to forestall a Vietnamese Communist vic
tory in Laos. With their unmatched skills as guerrilla fighters, the 
Hmong played an important military role for both the United States 
and France.

When the communists came to power in Vientiane in 1975, a few 
Hmong settled under Lao-Vietnamese control semivoluntarily. How
ever, many of the Hmong who had been allied with the French and 
the United States continued their guerrilla resistance in remote 
upland areas, threatening land communications and attacking 
isolated Lao and Vietnamese units. Other Hmong retreated deeper 
into the mountains of northern Laos or fled to Thailand.

Those who continued their resistance did so without any U.S. 
assistance, then or now, drawing instead largely upon cached weapons 
and ammunition and inspired by their perennial fears of control by 
the dominant lowland Lao and the Vietnamese. Most Hmong have 
seen their actions as defensive and that of the Vietnamese and Lao 
Government forces as an attempt to eradicate Hmong tribes, at least 
those who are former followers of General Vang Pao and their 
families in Phu Bia and Phu Ma Thao.

Lao-Vietnamese Resettlement Campaign
The Lao Government, with strong Vietnamese assistance, is wag

ing a military campaign against the 300,000 Hmong. This campaign is 
aimed ultimately at resettling them, primarily in the lowlands and 
plains where they can be more easily controlled. The government 
contends that such resettlement is essential to its security. It fears 
foreign support of the Hmong insurgency if the Hmong are left in 
remote areas. It is also the Lao Government’s policy to put an end to 
the Hmong traditional practice of slash and burn agriculture which 
results each year in the destruction of valuable timber —one of Laos’ 
few natural resources.

The practical effect of this campaign has been to create great hard
ship for many Hmong, resulting in the flight to Thailand of approxi
mately one-fifth of the Laos Hmong population. Beginning in 1974, 
and gradually increasing in frequency in 1976 and 1977, there were 
reports of use of poison gas by Lao and Vietnamese troops against in
surgent Hmong tribes. All of the reports on this subject referred to
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air delivery of a chemical agent —or agents —causing illness or death. 
Descriptions given by refugees of color and other characteristics of 
the agents and the symptoms of the illnesses caused vary widely. 
Several reports told of repeated chemical attacks on Hmong villages 
under control of the Lao Government.

I should emphasize that as we have heard, it has been very difficult 
to obtain physical evidence of poison gas. Some of the symptoms 
described could possibly result from materials other than lethal 
poison gas, e.g., defoliants, riot control agents, phosphorous shells, 
etc. The physical evidence of most toxic agents normally dissipates 
very rapidly. In addition, persons severely affected by toxic agents 
would be unable to survive the long journey to Thai refugee camps 
and this, in effect, has ruled out the possibility of physical examina
tion.

Nevertheless, as we can see in the materials released today, we 
believe that the reports are numerous enough to warrant our atten
tion and concern. In 1977 we had begun a dialogue with U.S. agencies 
and other governments as well as with Lao officials in which we 
sought to focus concern on the welfare of Hmong caught up in Lao- 
Vietnamese resettlem ent schemes. The chairman has already men
tioned our diplomatic efforts in this regard. In early October 1978, we 
specifically raised our concern about the reports of gas use in Laos 
with the Lao charge d’affaires in Washington. Later in October Assis
tant Secretary [for East Asian and Pacific Affairs]2 Richard 
Holbrooke, in Vientiane, reiterated to the Lao leaders our concern 
over Hmong human rights and other issues relating to them.

Still later in 1978, the State Department directed U.S. diplomatic 
missions in the area to seek further information on the possible use of 
poison gas against the Hmong.

In January 1979, the Department again informed the Lao Embassy 
of its concern about reports of poison gas use in Laos, coupling this 
with a similar demarche in Vientiane. The Lao denied the reports. At 
the same time we also notified the International Committee of the 
Red Cross (ICRC) of our concern.

In March the U.S. Representative to the 35th session of the U.N. 
Human Rights Commission [Jerome J. Shestack] expressed U.S. con- 
r r r n l f t T m r h f h n  plight of t h r  Hmon^, specifically raising the issue of 
reported use of pfrisorTgaTTTrTTir^ n gainst this tribal minority.

In May a State Department h |h  cm1 nl ,il ivrwTTiT m i rfnj'iu t 
in Thailand to interview Hmong claiming to be eyewitnesses and/or 
victims of poison gas attacks in Laos. The State Department repre
sentative also visited Vientiane where he discussed the problem with 
various diplomatic missions and the senior U.N. representative in 
Laos. He raised the problem directly with the Lao Foreign Ministry, 
noting that he had been assigned to seek evidence of gas use from 
among Hmong refugees in Thailand. Working with another officer

2 Brackets throughout this document are in the original.
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from the American Consulate in Udorn, Thailand, he completed a 
report in June based on over 20 interviews with Hmong who claimed 
to be eyewitnesses and/or victims. The report concluded that based 
on these interviews, there was reason to believe that some chemical 
agent was being employed in Laos.

Also, during this mission, the two State Department represen
tatives received from Hmong refugees two samples of material that 
the Hmong claimed to be poison gas residue collected at the sites of 
two attacks in Laos. We have already heard from the medical people 
about the difficulties here.

We have provided these reports and our conclusions from these in
vestigations to the Lao Government to substantiate and underscore 
our concern. We have also made demarches to the Vietnamese and 
the Soviets and provided them with these June interview reports, 
urging that the Soviets use their influence with both Hanoi and Vien
tiane to raise the matter with their allies. The Vietnamese and the Lao 
have categorically rejected reports of the use of such gas. The 
Soviets have stood behind these assertions. We have also provided in
formation developed in these reports to other governments, asking 
each to share with us any available information they may have. Thus 
far, none have come forward with additional evidence.

In late September of this year, an Army medical team was dis
patched to Thailand to interview Hmong who claimed to have knowl
edge of gas attacks in Laos. The team interviewed over 40 eyewit
nesses and produced a report which reinforced the findings of the 
June investigation and elaborated in greater detail the symptomology 
of the alleged victims. Dr. [Charles W.] Lewis has discussed his find
ings in detail. I can assure you that we will very strongly raise Dr. 
Lewis’ findings with various governments in a manner similar to our 
demarches based on the June report.

As recently as October 4, Assistant Secretary Holbrooke met with 
Lao Acting Foreign Minister Khamphay Boupha in New York and 
expressed deep U.S. concern about reports that poison gas was being 
used in Laos. The Lao, as in the past, rejected the allegations.

As Chairman [Lester] Wolff has noted, we have received no reports 
of the use of poison gas in Laos later than May 1979, providing some 
hope that whatever may have been taking place before that time has 
since ceased. However, there have been a few reports recently from 
Khmer refugees and from Khmer resistance groups that Vietnamese 
forces seeking to consolidate control in Kampuchea are using lethal 
chemical agents.

In late 1978, we had noted isolated allegations by the Pol Pot gov
ernment, at that time still in control of the country, that Vietnamese 
troops were using poison gas delivered by artillery fire in eastern 
Kampuchea. Following the Vietnamese invasion and occupation of 
Kampuchea, these allegations began to multiply as did refugee 
reports of apparent gas attacks that were in some instances lethal. 
While we obviously cannot accept Pol Pot allegations at face value, 
we are concerned by and investigating refugee reports.
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We do not have the volume of reporting from Kampuchea at this 
time that we have seen from Laos. We are, however, monitoring 
developments related to reports of gas use in Kampuchea very close
ly. We note that in Kampuchea, Vietnamese forces and their allies face 
a guerrilla resistance, often based in rugged and relatively inaccessible 
terrain, much as they do in Laos. In our demarches to the Vietnamese 
and Soviets, we made it clear that our concern about these reports 
related to all of Indochina.

In sum, on the basis of very sketchy reports of gas use in Laos, over 
a year ago, we acted to expand our knowledge on the question. Oper
ating on the basis that the mounting numbers of reports give them 
collective weight, and on our conviction that given their subject mat
te r warranted our deep concern, we have also, for over a year, used 
diplomatic channels to draw them to the attention of those with in
fluence in Hanoi and Vientiane. In the case of Laos, we expressed our 
concern well in advance of the availability of significant evidence. We 
note the absense of any gas reports by refugees from Laos in over 6 
months. We will, of course, continue to monitor the situation very 
closely.

In Kampuchea, while we do not have the weight of refugee testi
mony that we have had in the case of Laos, the similarity of the te r
rain and the nature of the fighting suggests that Vietnamese might 
possibly choose to rely on lethal chemical agents, if they have not 
already begun to do so, as some reports indicate.

We will continue to scrutinize developments in Kampuchea and are 
prepared to use diplomatic and public pressure on the Vietnamese 
should we develop additional information pointing to possible gas 
use in Kampuchea.

Statement by the ACDA Assistant Director for Multi
lateral Affairs (Davies) Before a Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs: Use of Chemi
cal Weapons in Indochina, December 12, 1979 1

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, of course, has taken 
a particular interest in the reports from Laos and Kampuchea that 
chemical agents have been used. We have been working closely with 
the Depai Lllimil of Stato and the Department of Defense in trying to 
obtain more definitive information. ~

It is a well-established principle that chemical weapons must not be 
used in war. This principle is embodied in the Geneva Protocol of 
1925, which in effect bans the first use of chemical and biological 
weapons in war. The United States and some 114 other countries are 
parties to the agreement.2

1 Use of Chemical A gen ts in Southeast A sia  Since the Vietnam War: H earing Before 
the Subcom m ittee on A sian and Pacific A ffairs of the C om m ittee on Foreign A ffairs, 
House of R epresen ta tives, N inety-six th  Congress, F irst Session, pp. 4 7 -4 9 .

2 The protocol may be found in Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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Unfortunately, this does not include Laos, Vietnam, and Kampu
chea. They are not parties to the Geneva Protocol.

It should be noted that in the U.N. General Assembly there was a 
resolution on chemical and biological weapons adopted in December 
of 1978 in which the necessity of strict observance by all states of the 
principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol was reaffirmed, and 
we expect a similar resolution to be approved in this year’s Assembly 
on chemical and biological weapons.3

In adhering to the Protocol a number of parties have reserved the 
right to retaliate in kind if attacked with chemicals. Consequently, 
stockpiles of chemical weapons continue to exist in a number of coun
tries, in spite of the 1925 protocol. Elimination of these stockpiles as 
part of a comprehensive prohibition would give all countries a much 
greater degree of security against some sort of outbreak of chemical 
warfare.

ADMINISTRATION EFFORTS

The Carter administration has intensified U.S. efforts to achieve a 
complete, effective and verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons, in
cluding the elimination of existing stockpiles and production facili
ties. Exploratory United States-Soviet discussions on prohibiting 
chemical weapons were begun in August of 1976. In March of 1977, 
during Secretary Vance’s visit to Moscow, the United States and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics agreed to establish a bilateral 
working group to facilitate these discussions.

In June of 1977, for the first time, a detailed U.S. negotiating posi
tion was established, and we proceeded to try to negotiate a joint 
U.S.-U.S.S.R. proposal which would be submitted to the 40-nation 
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva.

Both sides have now agreed on the objective of a general, complete, 
and verifiable prohibition. Agreement in principle has emerged on 
most, although not all, points relating to the scope of the prohibition. 
In addition, the two sides have agreed that provisions for verification 
should be based on a combination of national and international ar
rangements. As anticipated, however, specific verification provisions 
have proven to be the most difficult issues.

At the June 1979 Vienna summit, President Carter and President 
Brezhnev again affirmed the importance of a general, complete and 
verifiable prohibition. They agreed that both countries should inten
sify their efforts to achieve this.

Concurrently with these bilateral negotiations, multilateral dis
cussions on a chemical weapons prohibition are underway. The prin
cipal forum for these discussions which began in the late 1960’s is 
also the Committee on Disarmament. The United States is par
ticipating actively in these discussions.

3The 1978 res. is printed ibid., 1978, pp. 719-722; the 1979 res., 34/72, is printed 
above, Dec. 11.
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At this point I would like to comment briefly on several aspects of 
the resolution that you mentioned earlier, H. Res. 501.4 We believe it 
would be helpful for the Congress to put on record its concern about 
the reports that poison gas is being used.

With regard to subparagraph (c) of the resolution —and this may 
relate to H. Res. 451, I am not sure about H. Res. 501, we should 
check this in any event —there is the suggestion that we raise the 
issue in the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. We would have 
no difficulty with pointing to the reports of the use of gas in South
east Asia as providing more evidence of the need to prohibit chemical 
weapons.

However, we do not believe it would be productive to bring a formal 
complaint in this negotiating body. Raising the issue in that way 
might tend to divert the committee from its objective of negotiating 
of a convention to prohibit chemical weapons.

We can agree with subparagraphs (d) and (e), and we would wel
come congressional support for intensification of the bilateral 
chemical weapons negotiations, and would be happy to report to you 
in 6 months the steps that have been taken.

In concluding, I want to emphasize the concern of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency about these reports that you have just 
been listening to here. We strongly support the efforts underway to 
obtain more definitive information, and to communicate U.S. con
cerns to other governments. At the same time we are working hard to 
negotiate a convention which would ban chemical weapons complete
ly. In our view, such a prohibition is the most effective way to insure 
that chemical warfare does not recur.

Central Intelligence Agency Paper: Chemical Warfare 
in Laos, December 12, 1979 1

Key judgments
Strong circumstantial evidence suggests that chemical warfare 

(CW) agents have been used in Laos by Laotian and Vietnamese 
f^rppft2 against dissident Meo tribesmen. The agents evidently were 
dH ivrrrdhT" .m i Hill limnhfi or rprkets.

The characteristics Of the a m i  l | l h y i u i i l  i jimpt^mQ siipr-
gest that at least two types of CW agents have been used; a lung irri
tant such as chlorine or phosgene and a blister agent such as mustard,

4 H. Res. 501, a revision of H. Res. 451, became H. Res. 512, which was passed by 
the House on Dec. 20 and is printed below.

1 Use of Chemical A gen ts in Southeast A sia  Since the Vietnam War: H earing Before 
the Subcom m ittee on A sian and Pacific A ffairs of the C om m ittee on Foreign A ffairs, 
House of R epresen ta tives, N inety-six th  Congress, F irst Session, pp. 4 -5 .

2 A footnote in the original stated that neither Laos nor Vietnam had signed the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibiting the use of chemical and biological agents in war. 
Subsequently, on Sept. 23, 1980, Vietnam adhered to the protocol, though with reser
vations and a declaration. The protocol may be found in Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 
1969, pp. 764-765 .
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Discussion
Since late 1978 several Asian newspaper articles have cited 

numerous refugee reports that alleged the use of chemical warfare 
agents by Laotian and Vietnamese forces against the Meo tribesmen. 
The first alleged use of CW was in 1976, and attacks reportedly in
creased in frequency in early 1978 and continued throughout the 
year. Although the newspaper accounts probably exaggerated the 
casualty figures, several thousand people reportedly have died as a 
result of these attacks, which the Meo describe as “medicine from the 
sky.”

The attacks have covered a large area of northern Laos, but the 
most concentrated effort has been against the Meo stronghold 
around Phou Bia mountain south of the Plain of Jars. The attacks ap
parently have consisted of both isolated incidents and large-scale 
operations. In the worst case reported, a village blockaded inside a 
Laotian troop cordon received 20 CW attacks over a 15-day period.

The refugees consistently have stated that the chemical agent or 
agents were delivered by aircraft, predominantly L -1 9 ’s, using 
rockets or bombs. Most of the refugees have described the agent(s) as 
green, red, or white vapor or smoke, although, pink, yellow, and blue 
colors also have been reported. Because of the large number of colors 
seen, we believe that the colors simply indicate that smoke was used 
or that dye was added to the agent(s) so that areas covered could be 
observed. In some cases the agent was described as a dust-like gas 
that burned through leaves of trees and poisoned water.

Various physical symptoms and agent characteristics have been 
reported as a result of contact with the agents. Symptoms range from 
skin pallor, puffy eyes and face, bloodshot eyes, headaches, and poor 
coordination to severe coughing, uncontrollable vomiting, hemor
rhaging from the nose and mouth, blindness, convulsions, and death. 
The time to death reportedly ranges from instantaneous to over a 
period of days or weeks. A nonlethal dose reportedly produces a pro
longed period of suffering. In the case of the dust-like gas, the symp
toms were essentially the same. Victims reportedly died usually 
within 30 minutes to an hour after the appearance of symptoms, 
which began almost immediately after drinking contaminated water. 
One refugee examined claimed that he had been in an air attack about 
10 days earlier. His skin showed pallor and was puffy, especially 
around the eyes and face; his eyes were bloodshot and yellowed, his 
appetite was diminished, and he had lost weight. He stated that he 
had been blinded for several days and that he had trouble with coor
dination of physical movements.

Foreign medical personnel reportedly have treated refugees for 
skin burns or lesions that may have been caused by chemical attacks. 
Without a medical examination by specialists, however, the exact 
causes of these burns or lesions cannot be determined. A doctor in a 
refugee camp reportedly has treated a number of refugees for what he 
believed to be “gas burns” and some signs of chemical poisoning.
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Another doctor has described injuries he treated as superficial burns 
and said that many patients showed allergic symptoms such as 
coughing and mucous membrane ailments. A third doctor believes 
that the burns/lesions could be attributed to causes other than a 
chemical agent.

Medical diagnosis is made more difficult by the fact that most of 
the refugees seen in Thailand were those least affected by the a t
tacks. Those that were heavily exposed would have had severe 
respiratory problems and blistering. Since the trip to Thailand takes 
about two weeks over rough terrain, it is likely that those severely af
fected could not complete the trip. Those that were not severely af
fected, especially with agents such as chlorine or phosgene, probably 
would have recovered to the point where there were no observable 
symptoms and would require a comprehensive medical examination 
to determine lung damage. The passage of two weeks, however, 
would not lessen the effects of a blister agent. By that time, the 
blisters would have formed and become weeping sores. (These sores 
would be difficult to distinguish from burns, but the refugees have 
not stated that they were victims of napalm attacks.)

Based on the reports of physical symptoms and characteristics of 
the agents, at least two types of CW agents probably have been used: 
a nonpersistent agent such as chlorine or phosgene and a blister 
agent, presumably a mustard type. Chlorine or phosgene would pro
duce most of the symptoms described and could result in death via 
necrosis of the mucous membrane in the respiratory tract. Both 
chlorine and phosgene are nonpersistent gases, however, and their 
known effects are not the same as some of those reported. These 
agents would not produce skin burns. Skin burns or blisters are char
acteristic of blister agents, which, however, are primarily casualty 
agents.

Chlorine and phosgene are basic industrial chemicals and could be 
easily obtained from domestic industry. They also could be supplied 
by any country that has a chemical production capability. A blister 
agent such as mustard, on the other hand, has no industrial use and 
would be prepared specifically for CW use.

q Special Meeting of Foreign and 
Defense M inlitnn of NATO. HiiMilor Nnrlpar Forcoi 
[Extract], December 12, 1979 1

6. Ministers noted that these recent developments require con
crete actions on the part of the Alliance if NATO’s strategy of flexible 
response is to remain credible. After intensive considerations, includ
ing the merits of alternative approaches, and after taking note of the

1 Dept, of State, Current P olicy  No. 122; D epartm en t of S ta te  Bulletin, Feb. 1980, 
p. 16. The m eeting took place in Brussels, Dec. 12.
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positions of certain members, Ministers concluded that the overall 
interest of the Alliance would best be served by pursuing two parallel 
and complementary approaches of TNF modernization and arms 
control.

7. Accordingly Ministers have decided to modernize NATO’s 
LRTNF by the deployment in Europe of US ground-launched systems 
comprising 108 Pershing II launchers, which would replace existing 
US Pershing I-A , and 464 GLCM [ground-launched cruise missiles],2 
all with single warheads. All the nations currently participating in 
the integrated defense structure will participate in the program: the 
missiles will be stationed in selected countries, and certain support 
costs will be met through NATO’s existing common funding arrange
ments. The program will not increase NATO’s reliance upon nuclear 
weapons. In this connection, Ministers agreed that as an integral part 
of TNF modernization, 1,000 US nuclear warheads will be withdrawn 
from Europe as soon as feasible. Further, Ministers decided that the 
572 LFTNF warheads should be accommodated within that reduced 
level, which necessarily implies a numerical shift of emphasis away 
from warheads for delivery systems of other types and shorter 
ranges. In addition they noted with satisfaction that the Nuclear 
Planning Group [NPG] is undertaking an examination of the precise 
nature, scope, and basis of the adjustments resulting from the 
LRTNF deployment and their possible implications for the balance of 
roles and systems in NATO’s nuclear armor as a whole. This examina
tion will form the basis of a substantive report to NPG Ministers in 
the Autumn of 1980.

8. Ministers attach great importance to the role of arms control in 
contributing to a more stable military relationship between East and 
West and in advancing the process of detente. This is reflected in a 
broad set of initiatives being examined within the Alliance to further 
the course of arms control and detente in the 1980’s. They regard 
arms control as an integral part of the Alliance’s efforts to assure the 
undiminished security of its member states and to make the strategic 
situation between East and West more stable, more predictable, and 
more manageable at lower levels of armaments on both sides. In this 
regard they welcome the contribution which the SALT II treaty 
makes towards achieving these objectives.3

9. Ministers consider that, building on this accomplishment and 
taking account of the expansion of Soviet LRTNF capabilities of con
cern to NATO, arms control efforts to achieve a more stable overall 
nuclear balance at lower levels of nuclear weapons on both sides 
should therefore now include certain US and Soviet long-range 
theater nuclear systems. This would reflect previous Western sug
gestions to include such Soviet and US systems in arms control nego
tiations and more recent expressions by Soviet President Brezhnev 
of willingness to do so. Ministers fully support the decision taken by 
the United States following consultations within the Alliance to nego

2 Brackets throughout this document are in original.
3 The SALT II Treaty was signed on June 18; see above.
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tiate arms limitations on LRTNF and to propose to the USSR to 
begin negotiations as soon as possible along the following lines which 
have been elaborated in intensive consultations within the Alliance:

A. Any future limitations on US systems principally designed for 
theater missions should be accompanied by appropriate limitations 
on Soviet theater systems.

B. Limitations on US and Soviet long-range theater nuclear 
systems should be negotiated bilaterally in the SALT III framework 
in a step-by-step approach.

C. The immediate objective of these negotiations should be the 
establishment of agreed limitations on US and Soviet land-based 
long-range theater nuclear missile systems.

D. Any agreed limitations on these systems must be consistent 
with the principle of equality between the sides. Therefore, the limi
tations should take the form of de jure equality both in ceilings and in 
rights.

E. Any agreed limitations must be adequately verifiable.
10. Given the special importance of these negotiations for the over

all security of the Alliance, a special consultative body at a high level 
will be constituted within the Alliance to support the US negotiating 
effort. This body will follow the negotiations on a continuous basis 
and report to the Foreign and Defense Ministers who will examine 
developments in these negotiations at their semi-annual meetings.

11. The Ministers have decided to pursue these two parallel and 
complementary approaches in order to avert an arms race in Europe 
caused by the Soviet TNF build-up, yet preserve the viability of 
NATO’s strategy of deterrence and defense and thus maintain the 
security of its member states. A modernization decision, including a 
commitment to deployments, is necessary to meet NATO’s deter
rence and defense needs, to provide a credible response to unilateral 
Soviet TNF deployments, and to provide the foundation for the pur
suit of serious negotiations on TNF. Success of arms control in con
straining the Soviet build-up can enhance Alliance security, modify 
the scale of NATO’s TNF modernization requirements, and promote 
stability and detente in Europe in consonance with NATO’s basic 
policy of deterrence, defense and detente as enunciated in the 
Harm elJlepQrt/NATO’s TNF requirements will be examined in the 
light of concreteT;e3trit3H?fcadi£d^ negotiations.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary^of State  
Vance: Negotiations on Theater Nuclear Forces 
[Extract], December 14r 1979 1

Q. Did you say that the negotiations about the reduction of the 
long-range theater nuclear forces will take place in the framework of

4 The report is printed in Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1967\ pp. 679-681.
1D epartm en t of S ta te  Bulletin, Feb. 1980, p. 23. The Secretary was speaking in 

Brussels.
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SALT III? Does that mean that nothing can be started until SALT II 
is ratified by the U.S. Senate?A. What it means is that we will s tart consultations with our allies 
in January in the consultative group which I referred to earlier, and 
there will be constant consultations with them on a regular and 
periodic basis. I would say that they would occur at least at a quar
terly basis and my guess is more frequently.

In addition to that, I intend to communicate to the Soviet Union in 
a few days —probably next Monday —the proposal which resulted 
from our deliberations here. I think it is possible to have preliminary 
discussions, but insofar as actual negotiations are concerned they 
would await the start of the SALT III negotiations.

Q. Does the United States now contemplate, either in SALT or in 
these theater nuclear force negotiations, adding our forward base 
systems to the mix in exchange perhaps for the Backfire?A . Insofar as the Backfire is concerned, as I indicated yesterday, 
Backfire is one of the issues which must be taken care of in the 
SALT III negotiations, and it is a key and important issue. On the 
question of forward base systems, they were excluded from the prior 
negotiations. We will have to wait and see what the Soviet position is 
in the SALT III negotiations.

Q. Some U.S. officials in recent weeks have characterized the 
NATO arms control package as the most comprehensive arms control 
proposal ever made concerning Europe. Would you agree with that 
characterization?

A. That what we arrived at today is the most comprehensive? Yes, 
I think it is because it’s a comprehensive proposal that cuts across the 
entire spectrum. And when you see that, also coupled with the fact 
that insofar as central systems are concerned —we will be discussing 
central systems as well —it is indeed the most comprehensive tha t’s 
ever been put forward.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extracts], 
December 14ff 1979 1

6. Ministers recalled that the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty 
(SALT II) signed by the United States and the Soviet Union on 
18th June2 reflected their desire for genuine arms control measures 
which should contribute to the stability of East-West relations. 
Ministers observed that the Treaty makes it possible to maintain a 
strong US strategic nuclear deterrent, which remains vital to the

1 D epartm en t of S ta te  Bulletin, Feb. 1980, pp. 2 0 -2 2 . The Council met in Ministerial 
session in Brussels, Dec. 13 -14 .

2 Printed above.
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defence of the Alliance. Thus this Treaty, which will have the effect 
of curbing the build-up of strategic nuclear weapons in the world, im
proves the prospects for detente without jeopardizing the security 
interests of the members of the Alliance. Ministers expressed the 
hope that the Treaty would soon come into force. They looked for
ward to the early continuation of the SALT process, on the basis of 
further close consultations within the Alliance, leading to additional 
United States and Soviet reductions and qualitative limitations in the 
nuclear field. They also expressed the belief that ratification of the 
Treaty would contribute to other possibilities of progress in the field 
of arms control.

9. The Ministers of countries participating in the negotiations on 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions reemphasized their determi
nation to work for a successful outcome which would enhance stabil
ity, peace and security in Europe. They noted, however, their concern 
that despite representations made at the highest level by Western 
leaders to the Eastern participants, the East has made no effort to 
resolve the data question. These Ministers noted that agreement on 
the starting size of forces to be reduced is not only an essential pre
requisite to any reductions, but can also serve to build confidence that 
a reduction agreement is being observed and that mutual security is 
being enhanced.

In order to advance the negotiations toward an early result, these 
Ministers approved a proposal for an interim Phase I agreement con
sistent with the objectives of their governments in the negotiations, 
in particular the establishment of parity in the form of a common col
lective ceiling on ground force manpower and agreement on a com
bined common collective ceiling on air and ground force manpower of 
each side in the area of reductions. Their new initiative aims at sim
plifying existing proposals for a Phase I agreement by focussing on 
US and Soviet manpower withdrawals and limitations, based on 
agreed US-Soviet data, and on associated measures applied on a 
multilateral basis. This interim Phase I agreement would open the 
way for a subsequent Phise II agreement, based on agreed overall 
daia^j^roviding for a common collective ceiling on ground force man- 
powerfor^a?rtr^kle-al-a££roximately 700,000 and for agreement on a 
combined common collectmT7*£tinTg--ett--ai^^ force man
power for each side at approximately 900,0001 --------

These Ministers called attention to the package of associated meas
ures which forms an integral part of their proposal for an interim 
Phase I agreement. This package of measures is designed to promote 
military stability and confidence, to ensure adequate verification of 
an MBFR agreement and to help safeguard undiminished security for 
flank countries.

These Ministers urged Eastern participants to give prompt and 
serious consideration to their initiative, which takes account of nego
tiating proposals of both sides and which is in accordance with the
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agreed aim of the negotiations to contribute to the creation of a more 
stable relationship and to the strengthening of peace and security in 
Europe. They view this new Western initiative as an integral part of 
the arms control initiatives agreed upon during this Ministerial 
meeting.

10. Turning to the question of negotiations on disarmament and 
arms limitation in other fora, Ministers reaffirmed the importance 
which they attached to the adoption of effective, balanced and verifi
able measures. They welcomed as positive elements the discussions 
during the first session of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva 
and the deliberations of the Disarmament Commission in New York. 
They attached importance to the frequent and active consultations on 
these questions within the permanent machinery of the Alliance.

18. The Ministers who participated in the special meeting of 
Foreign and Defence Ministers on 12th December, 1979 noted with 
satisfaction that the decisions taken today by the North Atlantic 
Council in their opinion complemented those adopted at that 
meeting.3 Taken together, along with continuing activities flowing 
from decisions reached at the London and Washington meetings, they 
constitute a comprehensive programme of action. This programme 
comprises measures to reduce the military imbalance through con
crete improvement and modernization of long-range theatre nuclear 
and conventional forces, and the following wide range of initiatives 
particularly in the fields of confidence building and arms control 
designed to improve mutual security and co-operation in Europe:

• An offer to negotiate for substantial reductions in the level of 
long-range theatre nuclear forces as well as intercontinental s trate
gic forces within the framework of SALT III;

• Unilateral withdrawal of one thousand US nuclear warheads 
from Europe as part of the 12th December decision;

• A proposal for an interim Phase I agreement for mutual and bal
anced force reductions, designed to give fresh impetus to the MBFR 
negotiations;

• A proposal for a package of associated measures in MBFR 
designed to ensure compliance with the agreement and to make mili
tary activities more transparent, thereby improving mutual 
confidence;

• In furtherance of the CSCE process, readiness to examine pro
posals concerning confidence building measures and a conference on 
disarmament in Europe.

3 An excerpt of the communique of the Dec. 12 meeting appears above.
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White House Statement Following the Visit of British 
Prime Minister Thatcher: Theater Nuclear Forces and 
Strateg ic Arms Lim itation Treaty [Extract], 
December 18, 19794

In security m atters directly affecting their two countries, the 
President and the Prime Minister: (1) applauded the decision taken 
last week by NATO governments to proceed with effective moderni
zation and deployment of theater nuclear forces and with arms con
trol proposals designed to reduce, on a basis of equality, nuclear 
weapons of both NATO and the Warsaw Pact;5 (2) agreed that the 
earliest possible ratification of the SALT II treaty would signifi
cantly contribute to a safer and more stable international security 
environment.6

House Resolution 512: Use of Chemical Agents 
in Indochina, December 20, 1979 1

Whereas there is substantial, reliable evidence that lethal chemical 
agents have been used against the Hmong tribespeople in Laos;

Whereas there are indications that thousands have died in these 
attacks;

Whereas reports now indicate the use of chemical agents in 
Kampuchea (Cambodia);

Whereas the Hague Convention of 1899 prohibits the use of poison 
or poisoned arms in warfare;2

Whereas 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 June 17, 1925) prohibits 
“the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all 
analogous liquids, materials or devices”;3

Whereas in the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
• E r n H n r t i n n .  a n d  Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxic 
Weapons and T hnr TVstnirtifrn fsicnHl oil ft [nil 10, 107fltftafh signn 
tory “affirms the recognized objective of effective prohibition of

4 D epartm en t of S ta te  Bulletin, Feb. 1980, p. 24. Prime Minister Thatcher met with 
President Carter in Washington, Dec. 1 6 -17 .

5 Printed above, Dec. 12, 14.
6 The SALT II Treaty and related documents are printed above, June 18.
1 H. Res. 512, 96th Cong., 1st sess.; Congressional R ecord  (daily), vol. 125, no. 184 

(Dec. 20, 1979), pp. H12385-H12391. The vote was 378 in favor, 1 against, with 54 
abstaining.

2 TS 403.
3Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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chemical weapons and, to this end, undertakes to continue negotia
tions”;4 and

Whereas the United States and Soviet Union delegations to the 
United Nations Committee on Disarmament are currently negotiat
ing an agreement intended to form the basis for achieving the gen
eral, complete, and verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons: Now, 
therefore, be it

Resolved, That (a) the House of Representatives condemns the use 
of lethal chemical agents against the Hmong tribespeople in Laos and 
any such use in Kampuchea (Cambodia), as violating the spirit of 
international law and morality.

(b) It is the sense of the House of Representatives that the Presi
dent should take urgent diplomatic action to bring about the immedi
ate cessation of chemical agent use in Indochina.

(c) It is the sense of the House of Representatives that the Presi
dent should direct the United States delegation to the United Nations 
Committee on Disarmament to express strong concern over the use 
of chemical agents in Indochina.

(d) It is the sense of the House of Representatives that the Presi
dent should direct the United States delegation to the United Nations 
Committee on Disarmament to intensify its efforts to reach agree
ment with the delegation of the Soviet Union on a general, complete, 
and verifiable prohibition of chemical warfare.

(e) It is the sense of the House of Representatives that the Presi
dent should report to the Congress, within six months after the date 
of adoption of this resolution, on steps the United States has taken in 
pursuit of the foregoing objectives.

News Conference Statement by the Netherlands 
Representative (de Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions Talks, December 20f 1979 1

Western participants are convinced that it is essential to advance 
the Vienna talks towards an agreement which will reduce tension and 
enhance stability in Central Europe. They are, moreover, convinced 
that it is now possible to break through the difficulties which have for 
so long stood in the way of a first agreement.

For these reasons, Western participants in the Plenary Session 
this morning put forward important new proposals in two parts:

— First, a comprehensive proposal for an interim Phase I agree
ment, which would include ground force manpower reductions 
by the United States and the Soviet Union; provisions regarding 
Phase II negotiations and for protecting flank security.

4 Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
1 NATO Review , Feb. 1980, pp. 29-30.
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— Second, as an integral part of an interim agreement, a package of 
specific associated measures, which would be a necessary 
requirement for this Phase I agreement.

These proposals were authorized by the meeting of the North 
Atlantic Council of Foreign Ministers in Brussels last week (13 and 
14 December, 1979)2 as a part of the broad programme of arms control 
measures approved at that time. They take account of negotiating 
proposals of both sides and are in accordance with the agreed aim of 
the negotiations to contribute to the creation of a more stable rela
tionship and to the strengthening of peace and security in Europe. 
The new proposals thus demonstrate the commitment of the Western 
participants to achieving an early positive outcome in these negotia
tions. Without going into detail, I would like to explain briefly the sig
nificance of these proposals.

First, in their new proposals for a simplified Phase I agreement, 
Western participants are now calling for Phase I manpower reduc
tions by the Soviet Union and the United States which are almost 
identical in size with the Phase I manpower reductions proposed by 
the East itself in its proposals of June 8, 1978. These Phase I man
power reductions by the United States and the Soviet Union would 
be considerably smaller than those proposed by the West in its origi
nal programme. Thus, the West has taken a significant step toward 
the Eastern position on this issue. These reductions would of course 
have to be based on agreement on data covering US and Soviet 
ground force manpower in the area.

Second, Western participants are proposing to further simplify 
and accelerate the Phase I negotiations by setting aside the difficult 
and complicated question of armaments reductions and limitations. 
Each side has announced unilateral armament reductions outside the 
framework of these negotiations. The issue of armament reductions 
and limitations might, if judged desirable, be discussed in Phase II.

Third, Western participants are proposing that the Phase I agree
ment should be for a fixed period of time, rather than an indefinite 
period. This should make it easier to enter into commitments on 
Phase I reductions and limitations given uncertainties regarding the 
timing of the conclusion of Phase II negotiations. 
~ W r str rffj[>artiripants also envisage that in the context of a Phase I 
agreement t h r r r  wonlff THHrTnrnt rioclnratjon outlining the agreed 
objectives for the second phase negotiations. Among utlier itom y 
these objectives would include the establishment of common collec
tive ceilings on ground and combined ground and air force manpower 
of the parties in the area, and the resolution of the data dispute on 
other elements of Eastern forces not covered in the Phase I 
agreement.

Moreover, in the context of an interim Phase I agreement, Western 
participants would be prepared to renew their offer that all non-US 
Western direct participants with major formations in the area would

2 See above, Dec. 14.
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be prepared to take a significant share of the reductions necessary to 
reach the common collective ceiling levels in Phase II.

The package of proposals which Western participants have ad
vanced this morning on associated measures is also intended to be an 
integral part of the Phase I agreement. Western participants believe 
that an agreement on reductions and limitations would not be ade
quate to protect the security of all parties unless specific provision 
was made for verification, for reducing the risk of miscalculation, in
creasing predictability, and enhancing mutual understanding of the 
military activities of the other side. The associated measures pro
posals which Western participants have advanced are a balanced 
package. All of the elements are important to the general goal of 
reducing tensions and enhancing security.

The major proposals which Western participants have advanced 
cannot, by themselves, resolve the remaining difficulties standing in 
the way of a Phase I agreement. Eastern participants must also make 
their contribution, especially to solving the data problem.

If Eastern participants are now prepared to cooperate construc
tively in the data discussion, so as to resolve the discrepancy with re
gard to the level of Soviet ground forces in the area, and if the East is 
prepared to work seriously toward a Phase I agreement along the 
lines outlined in the Western proposals, then it should be possible to 
achieve an early result in these negotiations. Western participants 
consider that these proposals represent a major new opportunity for 
the countries of the Warsaw Pact to translate into action the interest 
they have signalled in improving the situation in Europe.

News Conference Statement by the GDR Representa
tive (Wieland) to the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions Talks, December 20, 1979 1

At their recent meeting in Berlin, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
of the Warsaw Treaty member states reaffirmed the interest of their 
states in the success of the Vienna negotiations as well as their readi
ness to contribute to the achievement of agreements both on concrete 
steps to reduce the armed forces and armaments and on associated 
measures in Central Europe.2

It was this fundamental position that determined the Socialist 
states’ approach in the course of the just concluded 19th round of the 
Vienna negotiations. Here, as well as in other disarmament negotia
tions, they act according to their conviction, that the balance of forces 
on the European continent can and has to be maintained not by in
creasing armed forces and armaments, but by lessening the military 
confrontation and guaranteeing the security of the states, with less 
soldiers, weapons and material expenditures.

1 ACDA files.
2 See the Warsaw pact communique of Dec. 6, above.



824 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1979

True to this maxim of their policy, Socialist states give the Vienna 
negotiations constantly new impulses and strive consequently and 
consistently for overcoming the stagnation in the negotiations. The 
launched unilateral withdrawal of Soviet forces from the German 
Democratic Republic as well as the compromise proposals submitted 
by the Socialist states in Vienna demonstrate the correspondence of 
words and actions in their peace policy. Everybody, who wants to 
understand it, must realize that these steps have significantly ex
panded the possibilities for agreements. It is necessary to use these 
possibilities in the interest of increasing the security of all states in 
Europe, in the interest of strengthening and continuing the process 
of detente.

The NATO states bear the political responsibility for missing this 
chance, so that we have to state also at the end of the 19th round that 
the participants did not come closer to an agreement on the mutual 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. And 
even more, against all warnings, NATO countries took decisions in 
Brussels last week which start a new round of the arms race. Such 
decisions and the lack of constructive proposals in disarmament nego
tiations go hand in hand. The reason for this is the endeavor of the 
NATO to get unilateral advantages and military superiority over the 
Warsaw Treaty states. This cannot and will not be accepted by the 
Socialist states. If the NATO maintains this position, the chance of 
coming to agreements which will benefit all peoples will be gambled 
away.

The NATO decision on the production and deployment in Western 
Europe of new medium-range nuclear weapons systems complicates 
directly also the Vienna negotiations, because this violates their foun
dations and objectives agreed in 1973:3

— The military confrontation in the planned area of reductions will 
be increased; the existing balance of military forces will get into 
danger; correspondingly, the political and military-strategic situation 
will deteriorate.

— The threat to the Socialist states, especially to those outside the 
area of reductions, will increase drastically; the agreed basic prin
ciple of guaranteeing undiminished security for all participants will 
be infringed, so that corresponding countermeasures become 
necessary.

— The agreed subject of the Vienna negotiations will be under
mined. As it is known, it provides not only for the mutual reduction of 
personnel, but especially also of armaments, among them nuclear 
weapons. With the new NATO decision on missiles, Western states 
leave the basis of their own proposals submitted so far in Vienna, 
wherein they acknowledge, at least in words, the necessity to reduce 
these weapon systems.

3Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 719-720.
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In examining the proposals Western participants submitted in the 
Vienna negotiations today, Socialist states will, of course, have to 
take into consideration the effects of the NATO’s armament deci
sions. The examination will be carried out especially with regard to 
that aspect, to what extent these proposals correspond with the prin
ciples agreed in 1973, of undiminished security for all sides, of mutual
ity and of inadmissibility of unilateral advantages. It will be of essen
tial importance, whether there will be a constructive and compromise 
approach to the far-reaching concessions made by the Socialist states 
in their proposals of 8 June and 30 November 1978,4 as well as of 
28 June 1979,5 and whether the legitimate security interests of the 
Socialist states find due consideration. In this connection, the follow
ing criteria are to be taken into account:

— The whole process of force reductions, although proceeding in 
two stages and starting with the reduction of USSR and USA ground 
forces, must form one unity. None of the participants may have the 
possibility to avoid their own reductions, which correspond with its 
share in the total strength of the armed forces of the respective alli
ance. This is the only way to reach on a mutual and equivalent basis 
the collective upper level of 700,000 men of ground forces on both 
sides.

— All states, not participating in first-stage reductions, must 
freeze their forces until the conclusion of a second-stage agreement. 
The whole process of reductions must —in accordance with the 
agreed subject of the negotiations —include also the reduction of 
armaments.

— The strength of air force personnel is at least to contractualize at 
an upper level of 200,000 men on each side, since Western partici
pants are not ready to reduce it.

— The confidence-building and verification measures must in fact 
be in connection with the reductions and limitations and must, from 
the very beginning, apply to all direct participants.

If Western participants, as they have declared, are interested in 
strengthening confidence and stability in Central Europe, in improv
ing the atmosphere of the negotiations and in early progress in 
Vienna, they would have to review their hitherto position also 
regarding the following points:

— They should accept the Socialist states’ proposal on the non
increase of the strength of the armed forces personnel for the dura
tion of the negotiations.

— They should demonstrate reason and realism in the discussion on 
the numerical strength of the armed forces in Central Europe. In 
identifying the sources for the excessive Western figures on the 
strength of the Socialist participating countries’ armed forces in the

4 For news conference statem ents by Eastern representatives about these proposals, 
see ibid., 1978, pp. 452-454, 714-717.

5 See the Polish representative’s news conference statem ent of July 19, above.
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reduction area, we are faced until now with a paradoxical phenome
non. The more indications on sources for mistakes in the Western 
estimates are given by the Socialist states, the higher Western 
figures rise. Under those conditions, it is of course impossible to con
duct a productive discussion. On the contrary, it becomes more and 
more obvious that the adherence to the absurd claim of an alleged 
military superiority of the East serves only for justifying the demand 
for multiple higher reductions of the Socialist forces in comparison 
with the NATO forces. In the interest of constructive negotiations, 
Socialist countries object decisively to let the discussion stray into an 
endless labyrinth of figures, where there can be no way out.

The Socialist states will examine the Western proposals thor
oughly. After a first preliminary analysis we are, however, compelled 
to state that the Western participants have not made concessions to 
Socialist states on any issue I mentioned above. Elements that bring 
the positions of both sides closer are not visible.

Regarding all questions that are of decisive importance for reach
ing a first agreement, Socialist states offer realistic and mutually ac
ceptable solutions. Their proposals remain on the table of 
negotiations.

It depends on the political will of the Western participants whether 
it will be possible to reach agreement in the Vienna negotiations and 
to lessen the military tensions in Central Europe.

As far as the German Democratic Republic is concerned, the 
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity 
Party of Germany and Chairman of the Council of State, Mr. Erich 
Honecker, reaffirmed recently that it, together with the Warsaw 
Treaty member states, will do all to guarantee their security in every 
respect and that it is at the same time determined to promote by deci
sive actions the process of detente and to work toward concrete dis
armament measures. Correspondingly, it will also continue to con
tribute to progress in the Vienna negotiations.

Speech by Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko: Limitation 
of Arms in Europe [Extract], December 21 f 1979 1

The Soviet Union is persistently working for creating a climate of 
peace and confidence on earth, for curbing the arms race and broad
ening peaceful cooperation between states. Recently the USSR has 
come forward with far-reaching proposals on questions of strengthen
ing peace and security in Europe and taken practical steps bearing 
out its good will. The fresh Soviet initiatives are close and compre
hensible to the peoples of the whole world and have met with their 
ardent approval.

1 Moscow Tass in English, Dec. 21, 1979; FBIS, Daily Report, Dec. 21, 1979, vol. Ill,
pp. J4 -J5 .
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How have the NATO leading circles answered to this? They have 

answered with a decision imposed from Washington to turn the FRG, 
Britain and Italy into a launching pad for new U.S. missile-nuclear 
weapons targeted at the USSR and other Warsaw Treaty member- 
countries.

The U.S. administration has proclaimed at the same time a pro
gramme of unprecedented scale for the build-up of all types of weap
ons for many years to come.

What is it, if not a direct challenge to the will of the peoples for 
peace, security, and delivering themselves from the burdens of grow
ing military spending? What is it, if not a great-power disregard for 
the vital interests and sensible realistic attitudes of many European 
countries, including a number of NATO countries, realizing into what 
a dangerous venture they are being drawn?

We cannot but draw attention also to the fact that the most active 
role in the implementation of the NATO’s sinister plans is assigned to 
those, whose armies, as our generation still remembers, perpetrated 
aggression against many countries of Europe, sowed death and 
destruction all over the continent.

The decision taken at NATO is a clear attem pt at upsetting the bal
ance of forces, that has taken shape and has until recently been recog
nized by the leaders of the Western countries, including President 
Carter.

This decision also means that the NATO leaders have not re
sponded to our call for showing a responsible attitude and starting 
honest talks but preferred to cut the ground from under such talks, 
and destroy their very basis.

If some people still seriously hope to hold talks with the Soviet 
Union from “positions of strength,” they will be well advised to give 
up these vain hopes. We will never agree to it, and will not allow to 
speak in such a language with our country. Naturally, we cannot 
allow either that the NATO bloc should create for itself positions of 
military superiority.

We and our allies must take care of our security— and we shall take 
care of it. We do not advocate brinkmanship. We consider as before to 
be our main task the struggle for a lasting peace, for detente and 
against the designs of the aggressive-militaristic forces. And we have 
faith in the wisdom and will of peoples, we have faith in the realism of 
the way jointly outlined by thirty five states in Helsinki in 1975.

It is high time to say a resolute “no” to the pernicious actions of the 
inspirers of the new arms race and their false excuses.

The peoples need today in the first place active solidarity of all who 
wish peaceful cooperation of states and not “cold war,” real measures 
for a reduction of military preparations, and not feverish armament 
under the cover of hypocritical calls for “talks” on the terms dictated 
by the other side.

In short, all those who advocate the advance of mankind along the 
road to a durable peace, but not to a new war.
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Report by Secretary of State Vance to the Congress: 
Multilateral Discussions on Conventional Arms 
Transfer Restraints, December 28, 1979 1

This report, prepared pursuant to Section 15(b) of the International 
Security Assistance Act of 1978, assesses the results and comments 
on the implications of U.S. discussions with other countries to seek 
multilateral cooperation in the restraint of conventional arms 
transfers.

I. Background
On May 19, 1977, President Carter announced his conventional 

arms transfer policy. The policy statement issued on that date:
— established a set of qualitative controls applicable to all trans

fers except those to NATO, Japan, Australia and New 
Zealand;

— established a quantitative ceiling on new commitments of 
weapons and weapons-related items provided on a 
government-to-government (FMS and MAP) basis to non
exempt countries in FY-1978; and

— recognized that actual reductions in the world-wide traffic in 
arms require multilateral cooperation.2

The U.S. arms transfer policy consists of both a unilateral policy to 
govern U.S. arms transfers, and a commitment to encourage and to 
seek the cooperation of others. The U.S. has applied the qualitative 
and quantitative controls in implementing its own arms transfer pro
gram since May, 1977 and has actively pursued discussions to achieve 
multilateral cooperation.

The unilateral policy has met the twin objectives of (1) making 
those transfers which clearly promote the security of the U.S. and of 
our friends and allies and (2) reducing the constant dollar volume of 
annual sales to non-exempt countries and turning off or turning down 
sales requests that do not contribute to U.S. national security inter
ests. The controls applicable to U.S. sales are binding unless the 
President personally determines that an exception is warranted to 
promote or protect our national interests.

Regarding the multilateral component of the policy, the Presiden
tial statement said that the U.S. would “meet with other arms suppli
ers, including the Soviet Union, to begin discussions of possible meas
ures for multilateral action. In addition, we will do whatever we can 
to encourage regional agreements among purchasers to limit arms 
imports.”

1 ACDA files. The report was submitted to the Speaker of the House (O’Neill) and 
the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (Church) pursuant to 
Sec. 15(b) of the International Security Assistance Act of 1978.

2 The announcement may be found in D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1977\ 
pp. 328-329 .
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II. Objectives of and Impediments to the Multilateral Effort
The principal objective of the multilateral effort is to bring about 

reductions in worldwide arms transfers, particularly those that could 
worsen regional instabilities or stimulate regional arms races, intro
duce new levels of weapons technology into a given region, or prove 
susceptible to misuse by terrorists. It was clear from the outset that 
this would be a difficult task because the international environment 
is fundamentally hostile to the idea of cooperative restraint for a 
number of reasons. First, arms transfers are an important foreign 
policy instrument for supplier countries and a major component of 
their bilateral relationships with certain recipients. Second, total de
mand for arms from developing countries increased throughout the 
1970’s. Third, arms exports to developing countries are viewed by 
many supplier countries as essential to the economic viability of their 
domestic arms industries. Fourth, conventional arms transfers have 
not been part of the international arms control agenda in the past. 
The U.S. initiative is breaking new ground.

Achievement of the U.S. objective clearly depends on whether the 
U.S. can temper these attitudes and persuade others of the costs as
sociated with unrestrained arms transfers and the potential benefits 
of prudent restraint. Common interests in restraint include:

— meeting legitimate security needs of recipients without unnec
essarily increasing the likelihood or the lethality of conflict;

— freeing increasingly scarce budgetary and natural resources 
for constructive economic purposes to the maximum practical 
extent;

— catalyzing and supporting resolution of political conflict;
— promoting regional arms control agreements;
— reducing competition among suppliers; and
— reducing the potential for confrontation between suppliers of 

arms to opposing countries.

Moreover, it is apparent that arms transfers do not necessarily guar
antee long-term influence for suppliers, and that arms may be used in 
ways that were not intended.

Another objective in the multilateral effort has been to develop a 
framework for arms restraint. With multiple suppliers and recip
ients, and the great variety of conventional weaponry, such a frame
work is a clear pre-requisite to the development of norms for supplier 
and recipient restraint and agreement on the application of those 
norms in specific regional contexts.

The effectiveness of any restraint regime, however, ultimately will 
require the full cooperation and adherence of three groups —the 
Soviet Union and its allies, major West European suppliers, and 
recipients —to the letter and spirit of any such agreement. All three 
groups, in addition to the U.S., must perceive that implementation of 
any agreed restraint measures is in their national interest.
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III. Discussions with Other Suppliers and Recipients
A. Major West European Suppliers
The U.S. first approached its Allies, the major West European sup

pliers, to seek their views on the possibility of a mutual restraint ef
fort. The suppliers said that restraint could pose serious problems for 
them, and they wanted assurances of Soviet interest in restraint 
before they could consider restraint measures themselves. The 
Soviets were the second leading supplier and the principal supplier to 
countries hostile or potentially hostile to many Western allies and 
friends. The Europeans pointed out that Soviet cooperation was fun
damental to any multilateral restraint effort. The U.S. agreed with 
this assessment.

Accordingly, the U.S. has focused its attention on the Soviet Union, 
keeping the major European suppliers fully informed of the 
U.S.-Soviet discussions. The U.S. has not attempted to speak for the 
European suppliers during negotiating rounds with the Soviets, but 
is nevertheless mindful of their concerns. Both the U.S. and the 
Europeans are fully aware that any restraint agreement will ulti
mately require the participation of all major suppliers to be effective.

B. The Soviet Union
Between December 1977 and December 1978 the United States and 

the Soviet Union held four rounds of talks on restraint.
The first round, held in Washington, was exploratory in nature and 

lasted three days. The U.S. outlined its unilateral arms transfer pol
icy and identified what it believed to be mutual interests in exploring 
possibilities for restraint, the substantive divergence of our political 
and security interests in various parts of the world notwithstanding. 
Because the talks were a U.S. initiative, the Soviets merely listened 
and asked questions to clarify the U.S. position during this first 
session.

Round II, lasting five days, was held in Helsinki, Finland in May, 
1978. The Soviets commented on the U.S. presentation at the first 
session, offered views of their own, and agreed to continue discus
sions. The communique issued at the end of the round stated that:

It was agreed that the problem of limiting international trans
fers of conventional arms is urgent, and calls for a solution on a 
constructive basis so as to promote international peace and secu
rity and strengthen detente. . . .

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 prin
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations.3

Round III, held in Helsinki in July 1978, lasted two weeks. At this 
round, the two sides established a three-part framework for address
ing restraint in future discussions as follows:

3 The full communique may be found ibid., 1978, p. 286.
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— Basic legal principles (political/legal criteria).
— Weapons-related guidelines for arms transfer decisions 

(military/technical criteria).
— Arrangements for the application of these criteria in specific 

regional contexts.
The objective in proceeding within this framework is to develop a 

common set of criteria and a common approach for their implementa
tion which could serve as a model for framing arms transfer policies 
and in designing regional restraint agreements in future discussions 
with suppliers and recipients. The Soviets originally emphasized the 
primacy of legal principles, particularly those defining recipients’ eli
gibility to receive arms, drawing on the U.N. charter and other inter
national documents. The United States stressed the need to define 
permissible limits on the types and levels of transfers, with particular 
emphasis on such factors as the potential impact of a transfer on re
gional stability or the level of sophistication of weapons already prev
alent in a region. These military/technical criteria would be similar in 
concept to the qualitative guidelines that apply to U.S. sales under 
the unilateral arms transfer policy. The sides agreed on the equality 
of legal and technical criteria as well as the need to discuss regional 
applications of the criteria. The U.S. regards the latter to be an essen
tial component of the talks.

By the end of Round IV, held in Mexico City for two weeks in 
December 1978, draft criteria of both types had been tabled by both 
sides. Work began on drafting common texts during the round. How
ever, the sides were unable to move forward on the important third 
part of the framework regional application of criteria, because they 
were unable to agree on candidate regions for restraint. At the 
Vienna Summit in June, 1979, the U.S. and USSR agreed that their 
respective representatives would meet promptly to discuss questions 
related to the next round of negotiations. Subsequently, the heads of 
the U.S. and Soviet delegations to the talks met to consider these 
questions, but no agreement has yet been reached on the agenda and 
timing of the next round which will be held in Helsinki. The U.S. side 
intends to continue these Heads of Delegation discussions early in 
1980.

C. Recipients
To be successful, arms transfer restraint must ultimately involve 

recipients as well as suppliers. Although the U.S. has concentrated 
primarily on the discussions with the Soviet Union, it has also worked 
with recipients, particularly in the context of the UN Special Session 
on Disarmament (SSOD). The Program of Action of the Special 
Session, approved in June 1978,4 called for discussions between sup
pliers and recipients on arms transfer restraint. This action lends a 
“stamp of approval” not only to the U.S.-Soviet talks, but also to any

4 Ibid,, pp. 420-432.
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regional recipient initiatives. There has been only limited follow-up 
to the SSOD, although there have been two initiatives on behalf of 
recipient restraint in Latin America. The U.S. fully supports these 
initiatives. Unfortunately, they have not resulted in concrete re
straint measures to date. Regional recipient initiatives, to be success
ful, will require the continued encouragement and support of supplier 
nations.

IV. Assessment of Results
The Congress has urged various Administrations in past years to 

exercise more restraint in the transfer of U.S. arms and to undertake 
discussions to obtain the cooperation of others to that end. This 
Administration is the first to do both in the context of a comprehen
sive arms transfer policy. The U.S. has exercised demonstrable re
straint in U.S. arms transfers while at the same time supporting U.S. 
national security interests by meeting the real security needs of our 
friends and allies. The multilateral discussions have a similar objec
tive. The U.S. believes that pragmatic restraint agreements can con
tribute to the resolution of conflict and reduce threats to world and 
regional peace; it has sent this message to others.

Although the talks with the Soviets touch upon some of the most 
sensitive issues in international relations —recipient security, sup
plier reliability and the whole question of arms and influence —there 
has been progress. The two countries have (1) agreed that arms 
transfers are an urgent international problem, (2) developed a frame
work for addressing arms transfer issues, and (3) begun to develop a 
common text of criteria that define the legal principles and the kinds 
of transfers that are of critical concern. As noted, the U.S. also places 
great value on need for agreed regional application of the criteria —to 
produce effective restraint the criteria must be applied to specific 
regions and weapons. Without such agreed application, the propriety 
of any transfer could be open to arbitrary challenge by one side or the 
other.

Much remains to be done in the bilateral talks. As might be ex
pected, there have been problems in a negotiation this complex on 
issues of great sensitivity to two countries with conflicting interests 
in many regions of the world. It remains to be seen whether the U.S. 
and the Soviets can find sufficient common ground where each 
believes that the application of restraint is in its own national inter
est and is consistent with its political and security relationships with 
recipients. In addition to these political complexities, there were 
numerous technical aspects that are equally complex and overlap 
with the political. Among these are:

— How to define categories of weapons to be restrained.
— Which weapons go into which categories.
— How to design restraints acceptable to all suppliers that at the 

same time safeguard the basic security interests of recipients.
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It must also be remembered that the U.S.-Soviet talks are intended 
to be only the first step in a broader process. Neither superpower can 
impose restraint on the rest of the world. The production base for 
conventional arms is too dispersed as are the markets. The aim of the 
bilateral talks has been to make sufficient progress to serve as a basis 
for the involvement of other suppliers and recipients. Once this oc
curs, the views of these countries would be reflected in any restraint 
measures to be implemented.

In sum, while there have been accomplishments, concrete achieve
ments will be difficult to obtain. However, the U.S.-Soviet talks 
began only two years ago. Other negotiations, e.g., SALT and MBFR, 
have been in progress for considerably longer periods. The U.S. will 
continue to seek cooperation toward restraint agreements that ad
vance, and are consistent with, our broader foreign policy and na
tional security interests. Such agreements, if they can be achieved, 
can contribute to the development of a more peaceful world.

V. Implications for the U.S. Arms Transfer Policy
Given the absence of concrete evidence of cooperation to date, the 

question arises as to whether continuation of the unilateral policy is 
in the U.S. national interest irrespective of multilateral cooperation.

The Administration believes that its policy of arms transfer re
straint has and will continue to serve U.S. interests. There are bene
fits flowing from both the qualitative and quantitative controls irre
spective of progress toward m ultilateral cooperation. The 
“Background” section of this report states that the policy has not 
precluded the U.S. from making those transfers that promote its own 
security and that of its friends and allies. Transfers to our closest 
security partners —NATO, Japan, Australia and New Zealand —are 
exempt from the policy controls. The policy also provides for Presi
dential exceptions to the controls for transfers to non-exempt coun
tries when necessary. The exemption of key allies, together with the 
possibility for Presidential exceptions, provides sufficient flexibility 
to ensure that the policy will not deny transfers that serve U.S. 
security interests.

The policy has tightened control of arms sales promotion activities 
not sanctioned by the U.S. Government and shifted the burden of 
proof from the opponents to the proponents of a given proposed 
transfer. The qualitative controls are a means to ensure that all 
major sales requests are thoroughly analyzed to determine whether 
they meet the test of national interest.

Moreover, the arms transfer ceiling on weapons and weapons- 
related items to non-exempt countries has assisted in improving pro
gram planning and management. In both fiscal years 1978 and 1979, 
the ceiling was set at a level eight percent below the level of the pre
ceding year after taking inflation into account.

The President has not yet made his decision on the arms transfer 
level for FY-1980. However, in announcing the reduction of eight per-
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cent in the FY-1979 arms transfer ceiling, the President stated that 
future ceiling levels would depend on the extent of multilateral 
cooperation.
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